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OREGON ENVIRMNMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING

April 19, 1985

Autzen Senate Chamber

George Putnam University Center

NOIE: Meeting Willamette University

starts at

9:30 am

900 State Street
Salem, Oregon

8330 a.m.

9:35 a.m.,

9:45 a.m.

TENTATIVE 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
nead for public comment is indicated, the Chairman may hold any item
over for discussion.

A. Minutes of March 8, 1985, E{C meeting.
B. Monthly Activity Report for January and February, 1985,

C. Tax Credi ts.

PIBLIC FORIM

This is an' opportunity for citizens to speak to the Canmission on
enviromental issues and concerns not a part of this scheduled meeting,
The Conmission may discontinue this forun after a reasonable time if
an exceptlionally large number of speakers wish to appear.

HEARING AUTHORIZATICNS

D. Request for authorization to hold a public hearing on the
Construction Grants Management System and Priority List for FYB86.

E. Regquest for authorization to hold a public hearing to amend OAR
340-25-315 (Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Operations} to include
emission standards for veneer dryers located in spescial problem
areas.

ACTION AND INFORMATION ITEMS

Publ ic 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 (* . Howewer, the Cawmission
may choose to question interested parties present at the meeting.

F. Informational Report: Review of FY85 State/EPA Agreement and
opportunity for public comment.

G. Status report and proposed amendments to the Portland International
Airport Noise Abatement Program.

H. Proposed adoption of amendments to the Vehicle Inspection Program
Operating Rules (AR 340-24-300 through 24-350},

{over)
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I. Approval of amendments to the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority
Rules for air conveying systems, as a revision of the State
Implementation Plan.

J. Alleged Health Hazard, Connecticut Court, SE, Salem, Oregon.

WORK SESSION d

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 9:30 a.m. to avoid missing
any item of interest.

The Conmission will not hold a breakfast meeting. The Commission will lunch in Dining
Room No, 2, George Putnam University Center.

The next Commission meeting will be June 7, 1985, in Portland, Oregon.

Copies of the staff reports on the agenda items are available by contacting the
Director's Office of the Department of Envirommental Quality, PO Box 1760, Portland,
Oregon 97207, phone 229-5395, or toll-free 1-800-452-4011. Please specify the agenda
item letter when requesting. .

DOL688 .1
EQC.AG (5/83)



OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
April 25, 1986

BREAKFAST AGENDA
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THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE EQC

MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED SIXTY-FOURTH MEETING
OF THE

'OREGON ENVIRONMENTAI, QUALITY COMMISSION
April 19, 1985

On Friday, April 19, 1985, the one hundred sixty~fourth meeting of the
Oregon Envirommental Quality Commission convened in the Autzen Senate
Chamber of the George Putnam University Center, Willamette University,
900 State Street, Salem, Oregon, Present were Commission Chalrman
James Petersen, Vice Chairman Arno Denecke, and Commigsion members
Mary Bishcp, Wallace Brill, and Sonia Buist. Present on behalf of

the Department were Director Fred Hansen 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 SW 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 Commission d4id not hold a breakfast meeting.

FORMAL, MEETING

AGENDA ITEM A; Minutes of the March 8, 1985 EQC Meeting.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Buist,
and passed unanimously that the Minutes of the March 8, 1985 EQC
meeting be approved.

AGENDA ITEM B: Monthly Activity Report for January and February
1985,

In reference to the hazardous waste digposal requests, Commissioner
Denecke asked if it was normal that so many requests come from the
State of Washington. Michael Downs of the Department's Hazardous

and Solid Waste Division, replied that as one of the Northwest Compact
states, Oregon has agreed to take hazardous wastes from the State

of Washington in exchange for Washington taking Oregon's radioactive
wastes for disposal at Hanford, as there is no disposal site for
radioactive wastes in Oregon.
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It was MOVED by Commissioner Denecke, seconded by Commissioner Brill,
and passed unanimously that the Monthly Activity Report for January
and February 1985 be approved,

AGENDA ITEM C: Tax Credit Applications.

It was noted that Boise Cascade asked that their request for solid
waste preliminary certification for replacement of PCB-containing
transformers be withdrawn. The Company will resubmit ancother time,
claiming the project as a water quality facility.

Commissioner Buist asked why this project would be eligible under
water guality. Director Hansen replied that if moving the transformer
would remove a potential hazard to waters of the state, it would be
eligible., However, the Company was originally applying for the
replacement of transformers containing PCB's with transformers that
did not contain PCB's. Neither state nor federal law mandate such
replacement. Being required by state or federal law is one of the
requirements for eligibility for pollution control tax reliet.

In a related guestion, Chairman Petersen asked why PCB's were not
identified as a hazardous waste under Oregon's rules, Director Hansen
replied that PCB's are regulated federally under the Toxic Substance
Control Act (TSCA) which by definition does not regulate hazardous
wastes. Hazardous wastes are controlled only under RCRA, which gives
only those wastes the technical definition "hazardous waste." The
Department has applied to EPA for permission to regulate PCB's as a
hazardous waste so they could come under RCRA requirements. EPA has
not granted that request. Federal law does not clearly permit a
state to adopt requirements that are more stringent than the federal
standard and thereby potentially frustrate the removal of PCB's
throughout the Nation,

In response to Chairman Petersen, Director Hansen replied that PCB's
were hazardous and it was merely the technical terminology of which
federal act they fall under. Chairman Petersen commented that this
would tend to confuse the public and the Department needed to be
careful so the public does not get the impression that PCB's are not
hazardous.

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

PUBLIC FORUM:

No one appeared.
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AGENDA ITEM D: Request for Authorization te Hold a Public Hearing
on the Construction Grants Management and Priority
List for FY86.

This item is a request for authorization to hold a public hearing
on the priority system and list for allocatlng federal grants to
construct sewage treatment facilities. -

The draft priority list is presently.being compiled and will be mailed
to all cities and counties on May 8. The public hearing is planned to
be held on June 10,

Although federal funds have not yet been authorized or appropriated
by Congress, the Department expects that the funding level of
approximately $27 million for Oregon will be continued for FYS86.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation in the staff report, the Director
recommends that the Commission authorize a public hearing to
solicit public comment on the F¥86 priority list and management
system to be held on June 10, 1985. All testimony entered into
the record by 5 p.m. on June 12, 1985 will be considered by
the Comml ssion.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Buiét,

and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

Chairman Petersen asked how this would affect any special funding
for East Multncomah County., Harold Sawyer of the Department's Water
Quality Division, replied that because of the federal deadline on
this list, the Department proposed to prioritize needs as best it
could at this time because the decision on the threat to drinking
water in East Multnomah County would be made after the deadline.
Depending on when the decision is made, a request could be made to
either modify this list, or put the project on the next list.

Director Hénsen emphasized the Department did not want to disrupt
any smaller projects which had been moving up the list and waiting
for fundlng.

In response to Commissioner Brill, Mr. Sawyer said he did not know
at this time what effect the Federal sanctions in the Medford area
would have on sewer funding.

Commissioner Denecke asked who traditionally appear at public
hearings on this matter. Mr. Sawyer replied that it was mostly local
governments commenting on either their position on the list, or asking
to be put on the list. The hearing summary the Commission would
receive would reflect any corrections made as a result of public
comment, Mr. Sawyer said.
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Commissioner Denecke gaid he assumed that Congress would not reduce
below last year's funding. Mr. Sawyer said the Department had no
reason to believe the amount would be reduced, He said the Clean
Water Act was up for reauthorization by Congress, and some adjustment
could be made at that time. One of the things Congress could do in
this process, Mr, Sawyer continued, was to change the formula that

is used for allocating dollars; taking the $2.4 billion and dividing
it differently among the states and territories. Therefore, there
could be some adjustment in the dollars Oregon receives out of that,
but the Department does not expect it at this point.

Director Hansen informed the Commission that President Reagan's
administration had proposed phasing this program out but at the
present time the program appears to be holding flat.

AGENDA ITEM E: Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing
to Amend QAR 340-25-315, Veneer and Plywood
Manufacturing Operations, to include Emission
Standards for Veneer Dryers Located in Special
Problem Areas.

This reguests authorization to hold a public hearing to amend the
rules for veneer and plywood manufacturing operations, The proposed
amendments would extend specific emission standards for veneer dryers
to include dryers located in special problem areas. An additional
part of the amendment would delete an outdated reference to
implementation of veneer dryer air emission compliance.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation in the staff report, the Director
recommends that the Commission authorize a hearing to consider
modifying the Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Operations
Regulation to include veneer dryers located within special
problem areas and to delete the dated requirement for submittal
of a program and time schedule for emission control equipment
installations.

Commissioner Buist commented that the "blue haze" emissions are
carcinogenic, and inquired if the Department considered the emissions
to be reactive hydrocarbons., She also asked how, and in what guantity
they are emitted, and how controlled., Tom Bigpham of the Department's
Air Quality Division, replied that “"blue haze" was volatile
hydrocarbons--naturally occurring organics in the woods-—and although
he did not have specifics on the gquantities with him, the Department
did have data for every mill in the state, Lloyd Kostow of the
Department's Air Quality Division, said emissions from uncontrolled
veneer dryers were about 30 tons per year as opposed to about 10 tons
per year for controlled dryers. Mr. Kostow said the visible opacity
standard was an easy way to regulate. In order to control fugitive
emissions, he continued, the Department needed to assure that the
doors on the veneer dryers were properly sealed and a visible
inspection was the best way to assure this. Stack emissions could

be controlled with a scrubber system.
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Commissioner Buist asked at what frequency someone was measuring the
emissions from these dryers. Mr. Bispham said that monitoring
frequency varied from plant to plant according to their individual
permit requirements. Some plants may be required to monitor every
shift. Mr. Kostow said wood-fired dryers were difficult to bring
into compliance and may have more stringent regulations applied to
them than others.

In response to Commissioner Denecke, Mr. Bispham said that the
proposed standards were the same in special areas as in other areas.

Chairman Petersen asked what the difference was between Highest and
Best Practicable Control Technology (HBPCT) and Best Available Control
Technology (BACT). Mr. Kostow replied that BACT comes from the
Federal Clean Air Act and applies to new sources, HBPCT is from the
DEQ rules and can be the same as BACT--meaning the highest level of
control presently available in common use. Chairman Petersen asked

if companies have a good idea of what these terms mean, Mr, Bispham
said the Department meets with companies to establish appropriate
controls and the companies are well aware of what is required,
Misunderstanding of terms has not been a problem, he said.

In response to a question from Chairman Petersen about the difference
in cost between a baghouse and a scrubber, Mr, Kostow said that in
looking for emission controls that will meet standards, companies may
choose the most cost-effective method they want, as long as it is
technically feasible. The Department does not recommend one method
over ancther, but would advise if it thought a chosen control might
not work. 1In any event, a company is free to choose whatever control
technology they feel will do the job,

Mr. Kostow emphasized that at the present all types of controls for
veneer dryers have problems; there is no perfect control system.

In a related matter, Commissioner Denecke asked if the new owners

of Mt. Mazama were complying with standards. Mr, Kostow replied that
The Murphy Company, the new owners, were purchasing the plant from
QOregon Bank and have funding for pollution control eguipment.
However, they need to operate for awhile to get cash flow. The
Department agreed to let them do that if controls were installed
quickly. Mr. Kostow assured the Commission that the plant was on

its way to compliance, but it may take several months, and the
Department would be watching their progress.

Commissioner Buist asked if the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority
(LRAPA)} rules were the same as DEQ's. Mr. Bispham replied that they
were the same, or in some cases more stringent than DEQ rules.

Mr. Bispham also informed the Commission that LRAPA was having some
funding problems. They receive funding from the cities and county,
along with the state, and their resources are gone and they are
looking for increases from the cities and county. Even though LRAPA
seems to have solved their problems, Mr. Bispham continued, if they
should fold, DEQ would have to take over their air guality control
efforts in Lane County.
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It was MOVED by Commissioner Buist, seconded by Commissioner Denecke,
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

AGENDA ITEM F: Informational Report: Review of FY86 State/EPA
Agreement and Opportunity for Public Comment.

The State/EPA Agreement is the contractual document which outlines
what work the state will perform during Fiscal Year 86 supported
partially by federal dollars.

Identified interested parties were notified and the public was offered
the opportunity to comment on the draft of the agreement at this
meeting.

Director's Recommendations

It is recommended that the Commission:

1. Provide opportunlty for public comment on the draft State/
EPA Agreement; and

2. Provide staff its comments on the policy implications of
the draft agreement.

No cone appeared to testify on this matter.

Commissioner Bishop, referring to the charts in the document
indicating sources of emissions in nonattainment areas which reflected
1981 data, asked what the current status was, especially for the
Medford/Ashland area. Tom Bispham, of the Department's Air Quality
Division, replied that woodheating was now a larger contributor to

the particulate problem, and industry was a smaller contributor.
Medford/Ashland was now in attainment for ozone., Mr. Bispham said

the final document would contain data updated to 1983.

Commenting on news reports that there appears to be more of a problem
with Superfund cleanup siteg than originally thought, Commissioner
Buist asked if Oregon had a larger problem than anticipated. Michael
Downs of the Department's Hazardous and Solid Waste Division, replied
that Superfund deals with past disposal practices, and based on staff
surveys, QOregon was not in bad shape. Other than staff time, Mr,
Downs continued, DEQ was not presently using state money for Superfund
sites. At some future time the state will have to match EPA funds
for them to proceed further. For example, with the United Chrome
gite in Corvallis which is on public property, the state will have

to match approximately $500,000 to $1 million from some sort of
supplemental funds for the cleanup to be completed.

The Commission accepted this informational report.
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AGENDA ITEM G: Status Report and Proposed Amendments to the Portland
International Airport Noise Abatement Program.

In August 1983, the Commission approved the noise abatement program
for the Portland International Airport. 1In that approval, the
Commission required a review of the program,

Staff evaluation of the program concluded that significant noise
reduction (almost a 50% reduction of pecple exposed) has been achieved
by the program. However, some aspects of the plan have been somewhat
delayed. Therefore, the Department is recommending amendments to
update the implementation schedule of these items.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation in the staff report, it is recommended .
that the Commission approve the amended implementation schedule
dates for the following elements of the Portland International
Airport Noise Abatement Program:

1, Visual River Approach to Runway 28R and 28L shall be
implemented by October 31, 1985.

2. The revisions to the Portland Noise Qverlay Zone ordinance
shall be pursued by the Port of Portland.

3. The Lemon Island househoat moorage shall be relocated by
January 31, 1986,

4, The noise insulation program for homes within the Ldn 70
decibel contour shall be initiated by April 30, 1986,
subject to federal grant approval,

5, The proposed legislation required in the plan shall be
pursued by the Port of Portland with the 1985 Legislative
Assembly.

- The Commission noted they had received written testimony from Roger 5.

Parsons, member of the Noise Abatement Advisory Committee, Quter East
Multnomah County, concerned with the implementation schedule for the
"River Visual Approach" procedure in the Portland Airport noise
abatement plan. When the Commission approved the plan on August 19,
1983, this procedure was scheduled to be implemented by mid-1984.

The schedule has now slipped to a proposed October 1985 date.

Mr. Parsons wants the airport to use an interim procedure until the
final procedure is in place.

Mr. John Newell of the Port of Portland appeared in support of the
staff report. He showed charts indicating reductions in noise
affected areas since the plan had been implemented. Mr., Newell
indicated they were ahead of schedule as noisy planes were being
replaced sooner than anticipated. He said the impacted area was
13% smaller, and affected 87,000 less population--~almost one-half.
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Regarding the "River Visual Approach" procedure on the north runway,
Mr. Newell said that presently pilots are instructed to intercept

the final approach course beyond eight miles and make a straight-in
approach, with the north runway being predominant for arrivals when
landing to the west., The north runway pattern has very little direct
community overflight, except from the eight to ten mile point. The
"River Visual Approach" in the plan would bring the aircraft out much
further beyond the residential areas to a point out in the Columbia
River, intercept the River, then follow the river down to the
airport. Mr. Newell said the FAA had cited three factors why they
felt implementation of this procedure should be delayed. The first
is a recent FAA air traffic control order which outlines specific
requirements in order to achieve a charted visual procedure such as
this. Secondly, he continued, the procedure, without using a
navigational aid installed at the airport, cannot be flown at night
because pilots must be able to visually identify the turn point, Reed
Island in the Columbia River, This island is visible during the day
but blends into the shoreline at night. However, the procedure will
be able to be used at night once the navigational aid is installed.
The third reason, Mr. Newell said, is the workload impact on the
controllers because of the verbal instructions they would have to
give, '

Chairman Petersen asked what the impact would he if the aircraft were
turned on approach cleser in than eight miles., Mr. Newell replied
that several years ago pilots were turning closer in, but it generated
a lot of complaints because the area is so built up. At eight miles
out they are not turning over heavily populated residential areas,

Commissioner Brill asked if there were any zoning ordinances that
would prevent further population density in the area north of the
runway. Multnomah County has an ordinance, Mr. Newell said, that
would prohibit any rezoning of property in the area to residential
without the builder granting a noise easement to the Port of Portland,
and also requires the builder to file with the county a noise
disclosure statement to warn buyers. He said the City of Portland
was working on updating a similar ordinance.

Commissioner Buist said it had been her experience that most of the
problem was caused by military aircraft. Mr. Newell said there was
no federal noise standard for military aircraft as there is for
commercial, however the military has cooperated with the noise
abatement plan at the Portland Airport. 1In respeonse to another
question by Commissioner Buist, Mr. Newell said there was no phase-
out planned for military aircraft at the Portland Airbase, however
they do not fly after 10 p.m. unless it is a national emergency, or
they are testing (which occurs a few times a year).
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Chairman Petersen asked about Mr., Parsons' suggestion for an interim
approach procedure. Mr. Newell replied that the Port is reevaluating
the military flight patterns and it may be possible to shift them

out of the south to the north. But it was doubtful that any interim
River Visual Approach Procedure could be implemented because of the
FAA review process., The Port would be in support of an interim
procedure if one was possible.

It was MOVEQ'by Commissioner Denecke, seconded by Commissioner Bishop,

and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

AGENDA ITEM H: Proposed Adoption of amendments to the Vehicle
Inspection Program Operating Rules (OQAR 340-24-300
through 24~-350) .

This 1tem containg proposed amendmentg to the Vehlcle Inspectlon
Program rules.

L. The extension of a special test procedure, currently limited
to 1981 through 1983 Ford vehicles to include through the 1985
model year and also to include 1984 through 1986 Honda Prelude
automobiles,

2. The adoption of provisions to provide for alternative criteria
+  for vehicle owners when factory pollution control equipment or
acceptable alternatives are unavailable due to discontinuation

of parts inventory.

3. A modification of the calibration frequency reguirements for
licensed self-inspecting fleets resulting in an increase over
- the once a month minimum.

4, A provision which would limit noise inspections to the Portland
tri-county area.

5. The addendum to the report requests that the Director be given
authority to establish specific noise test standards. This is
similar to the structure used in the gaseous emissions standards
section,

In addition to these proposed rule changes, the report contains the
sunmary of the public hearing of February 19, 1985, Besideg the rule
amendments, testimony was received on the appropriateness of including
both heavy duty diesel vehicles and motorcycles into the testing
program. The staff will be conducting studies to develop appropriate
test methods and estimate emission benefit for these vehicle classes.
It is projected that the Department will report back to the Commission
prior to May 1986 on these two subjects.
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Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation in the staff report, it is recommended
that the proposed rule modifications be adopted. The effective
date of these rule changes would be April 29, 1985.

Chairman Petersen asked why noise testing was excluded from the
proposed program for the Medford area. Director Hansen replied that
in the City of pPortland, the Commission was specifically requested
by citizens to include noise testing in the vehicle inspection
program, and that the Department would expect to do the same if
petitioned by the people in Medford. Commissioner Brill suggested
it was appropriate to take one problem at a time in Medford.

Regarding the proposed amendment which would delegate to the Director
the establishment of standards, Chairman Petersen asked what the
legality of that would be. Arnold Silver, Assistant Attorney General,
replied that authority could not be delegated to the Director to adopt
standards that the law states the Commission should adopt. Chairman
Petersen then asked why it was necessary to delegate to the Tiractor
the power to set specific standards as opposed to asking the
Commission to set those standards. Director Hansen replied thai there
were certain classes of vehicles which were manufactured to be iouder
than Commission standards allow. When faced with such a factual
situation, he continued, the Director would establish a procedure

that basically allowed for the same policy direction the Commission
~had given the Department.

Director Hansen did not believe that all those classes of vehicles
could -be identified at this time so that the Commission could set
those standards, Ron Householder of the Department's vVehicle
Inspection Program, said that the Department was not sure at this
time that these vehicles would not meet the existing standards, mut
if it was determined that they would not without some extraordinary
action on the part of the vehicle owner, then the Department would
be in conflict with the intent of the regulations, and the need to
respond to the vehicle owner in a timely manner., Chairman Petersgen
said he understood the need for speed in some cases. However, the
Commission had adopted interim emergency rules in other cases and
was wondering why this would be different. Chairman Petersen was
also concerned about the legal authority for such delegation, and
even if the legal authority was there, if it was a good policy
decision.

Director Hansen responded that ORS 467.060(2) does specifically say
that the Commission may by rule delegate to the Department of
Environmental Quality on such conditions as the Commission may find
appropriate the power to grant a variance and to make findings
required by ..." Even though the Commission may not choose to use
it, the legal authority was there.
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At the reguest of Director Hansen, Mr. Householder told the Commission
the Department hoped under this prcoccedure to handle the few vehicle
cases that come up, but will have to be dealt with in a timely manner
when they are discovered. Unfortunately, it is very difficult to
discover these vehicle classes ahead of time. Once those problem
vehicle classes are discovered, he continued, rule changes would be
brought to the Commission.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Buist, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, ;
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation, including !
the amendment, be approved, '

AGENDA ITEM I: Approval of Amendments to Lane Reqgiocnal Air Pollution
Autherity Rules for Air Conveying Systems as a
Revigion of the State Implementation Plan.

Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority has revised its air conveying
system rule relating to particulate emissions. The Department has
reviewed -this rule change and has concluded that it meets all
applicable state regulationg. Therefore, the Department recommends
approval of this rule change and direct the Department to submit the
revised rule to EPA as a State Implementation Plan revision.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the EQC approve LRAPA's rule revigion

for air conveying systems based on a finding that they are equal
ko or more stringent than state rules, and further, that the
EQC direct the Department to submit the revised rule to EPA as

& SIP revision.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Buist,
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved,

AGENDA ITEM J: Proposed Facilities and Time Schedule to Remove or
Alleviate Condition Alleged Dangerous to Public Health
at 842~552 Connecticut Court, SE, near Salem, Marion
County, Oregon; Certification of Approval to Health
Division in Accordance with ORS 431.720.

In thig item the Commission is reguested to review a preliminary plan,
specifications and time schedule from Marion County and determine

if they are adequate to remove or alleviate conditions alleged
dangerous to public health near Salem.

The Commission's approval is needed hefore the Health Division holds
hearings and makes a finding as to whether a health hazard actually
exists, (This procedure differs with city health hazard annexations
where the Commission's approval is requested after health hazard
findings are made,)
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Director's Recommendation

Based upon findings in the summation in the staff report, it

is recommended that the Commission approve the propesal of Marion
County, certify said approval to the Health Division, and inform
Marion County of said approval.

Commissioner Brill asked if the City also needed to approve this.
Harold Sawyer of the Department's Water Quality Division, replied

that in this case the applicable agency was a service district which
contracts with the City of Salem for waste treatment. Under the
forced annexation proceedings in general, he continued, this can occur
without the consent of the City.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Denecke, seconded by Commissioner Bishop,
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved,

There being no further business, the formal meeting was adjourned,

After the formal meeting Director Hansen reviewed for the Commission
the status of legislative activity. The Commission then had lunch
with several members of the Legislature.

Respectfully submitted,

el Vit U

Carol A. Splettstaszer
EQC Assistant

CAS:d
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THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPRCVED BY THE EQC

MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING

OF THE

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

March 22, 1985

On March 22, 1985, a special meeting of the Oregon Environmental
Quality Commission convened in room 1400 of the Department of
Environmental Quality offices at 522 SW Fifth Avenue in Portland,
Oregon. Present were Commission Chairman James Petersen, Vice
Chairman Arno Denecke, and Commission Members Mary Bisheop, Wallace
Brill and Sonia Buist. Present on behalf of the Department were
Michael Downs, acting for Director Fred Hansen, and several members
of the Department staff.

The purpose of this special meeting wag to continue deliberation and
reach a decision in the matter of the denial of 401 Certification to
the Lava Diversion Project, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

No. 5205, Deschutes County.

The Commission's Order and a verbatim transcript of this meeting are
made a part of the record in this matter.

For the record, Chairman Petersen disqualified himself. One of
Chairman Petersen's partners in his law practice is the Bend City
Attorney. Subseguent to the Commission's May 8, 1985 meeting when
this item was originally discussed, Chairman Petersen discovered that
the City of Bend had joined with Deschutes County in the FERC
proceeding and was supporting Deschutes County's position in delaying
the application on this particular item. While Chairman Petersen

did not believe there was a conflict, in the interest of avoiding

any appearance of - impropriety and questions because of that
relationship to the City.of Bend, he decided not to vote or to
participate in the argument or deliberations, The rest of the

- Commission agreed with Chairman Petersen's decision.

The following'decisions were made by the Commission.

1. Sustain the Department’'s decision to deny 401 Certification under
the Clean Water Act for failure to comply with the requirements
of Oregon land use law. '

Vote: Commissioners Bishop, Brill, Buist - yes
Commissioner Denecke — no
Chairman Petersen - abstain

2. Deny Deschutes County intervenor status.

Vote: Commissicners Bishop, Brill, Buist, Denecke - yes
Chairman Petersen - abstain
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The Commission will not rule one way or the other on the

allegation that, as a matter of law, Deschutes County erred in

failing to grant a statement of land use compatibility.

Vote: Commissioners Bishop, Brill, Buist, Denecke - yes
Chairman Petersen - abstain '

The Department did not violate the consistency standard of Oregon

Administrative Procedure Act, Section 183.484, by not requiring

previous 401 applicants to obtain a Statement of Compatibility.

Vote: Commissioners Bishop, Brill, Bulst, Denecke - yes
Chairman Petersen - abstain

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

MQM U

Carol A. Splettstaszer
EQC Assistant

Cas:y
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(? BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSTON
- OF THE STATE OF OREGON

In Re: )

' )
LAVA DIVERSION PROJECT } STIPULATED FACTS,
FERC No. 5205 ) CONCLUSIONS OF LAW,
Deschutes County, Orsgon ) AND FINAIL ORDER

BACKGROUND

A hearing in the above case was held before the
Environmental Quality Commission on March 3, 1985 in Portlénd,
Oregon. Oral argument was heard at that time, The appellaﬁt,
Arnold Irrigation District, was represented by Neil R. Bryant,
and the respondent, the Department of Ehvironmental Quality (DEQ)
was represented by Michael B, Huston. Just pfior te the hearing,
Deschutes County submitted a memerandum to the commission raising

additional issues and requesting intervenor party status. The

commission continued deliberation on these matters to a meeting
on March 22, 19%85. The decisions reached by the c¢ommission at

that time are set forth below.

STIPULATED FACTS

General Energy Development, Inc. (GED) holds Permit No, 5205
issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Comﬁission {FERC) to plan
and design the Lava Diversion Hydro Project on the Deschutes
River south of Bend, Oregon. Arnoid irrigation District is
involved with GED in the developmentlof this project. By letter
of November 23, 1983, GED applied to DEQ for water guality

compliance certification pursuant to § 401 of the Clean Water

‘ . I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE ABOVE IS
- Page 1 - STIPULATED FACTS A FULL AND TRUE COPY OF THE ORIGINAL
- THA WHOLE THEREOF

%Jqﬁbm

A FS E. PETERSEN, Chailirman
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Act, 33 USC 1341. Before FERC may issue a license to construct,
GED must provide FERC this certification of compliance.

By letter of November 27, 1984, DEQ denied issuance of cer-~
tification on two bases. First, eight areas of potential tech-
nical water gquality impacts were not adequately addressed by GED.
Thegse areas were addressed to the satisfaction of DEQ prior to
the commissiqn's hearing and were not at issue., Second, GED did
not supply DEQ a statemenﬁ of compatibility‘with the Deschutes
County comprehensive plan and land use ordinances. Oregon law
raguires that any state agency decision which affects land use be
made in accordanc with local comprehensive plans and ordinances.
DEQ'slland use procedures provide the statement of compatibility
shall be issued by the appropriate local government. &ince GED
did not supply DEQ this statement of coméatibility, § 401 cer-
tification of compliance was withheld.

In December of 1933, Deschutes County passed ordinance
Nos. 83-058 and 83-066. Theée ordinances limit hydroelectric
development on the Deschutes River pending the completion of a
study assessing the cumulati&e impacts upon the environment of
the ﬁumerous planned projects. fintil the study is compieted
{expected to occur in July of 19853), any project must meet the
special standards of the ordinance and cbtain a conditional usa
permit, GED requested a statement of compatibility from
Deschutes County, but the reguest was denied.

By letter of December 14, 1984, Arncld Irrigation District
appealed DEQ's denial of certificationrto the commission pursuant
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to OAR chapter 340, division 1l1. To meet obligatiocns with FERC,
the appellant reqguested that expedited procedures be used in this
case., Appellant agreed to limit the case to the three issues
discussed below and to waive all rights to contested case proce-
dures, cxcept the right to appeal any final commission decisicon
to the courts. With the agreement of the department, the case
was briefed and submitted to the commission under such expedited

procedures.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

For the reasons stated below and in the department's brief,
the commission adopted the following conclusions:*

1. DEQ properly denied § 401 Clean Water Act certification
for failure to comply with the requirements of Oregon land use
law.

2. DEQ did not violate the consistency standard of
ORS 183.484 by not reguiring previous § 401 certification appli-
cants to obtain statements of compatibility.

3. The commission will not rule one way or the other on
the allegation that, as a matter of law, Deschutes County erred
in failing to grant a statement of land use cowpatibility.

4, Deschutes County's petition to intervene is denied.
Therefore, it is not necessary or appropriate to rule on the
additional issues raised by the county.

*Chairman Petersen abstained from all voting in this matter
to avoid any appearance of conflict resulting from his law firm's
representation of the City of Bend in related matters.

The first conclusion was adopted by a 3-1 vote,
Commissioner Denecke did not agree with the majority's opinion
that DEQ properly denied GED's § 401 certification for failure to
comply with the requirements of Oregon land use law, and there-
fore he voted "no." BAll other conclusions were adopted by a 4-0
vote,
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OPINION

The commission holds the DEQ correctliy denied GED § 401
compliance certification for failure to comply with the require-
ments of Oregon land use law.

§ 401{(d) provides that § 401 certification shall set forth
limitations and requirements necessary to assure compliance with
appropriate regquirements of state law. Oregon land use law
reguires DEQ to consider comprehensive plans and land use
ordinances when making decisions affecting land use. DEQ's
coordination agreement with the Land Conservation Development
Commission {LCDC}, required by statute, lists § 401 certification
as a decision affecting land use. Thus, § 401 allows states to
consider "other appropriate requirements of state law", and in
Oregon, land use considerations have been directly linked to
water quality considerations,

DEQ did not violate the ccnsistency standard of QRS 183.484.
In this case, DEQ adequately explained by letter to GED ihe |
reasons for itg change in proce:dure. The change in procedure
was designed to correct prior inadequate or erroneous
procedures.

The commission will not decide whether Deschutes County
erred in failing to grant GED a statement of compatibility. The
commission has no basis in this case to question the county's
interpretation of its own plan and ordinances., Appellant's con-
cerns are more appropriately addressed to the county or other
forums.,
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Deschutes County's petition to intervene is denied., The
county's interests were adeqguately represented by DEQ and the
outcome sought by the county has been achieved, Therefore, the
county's interests have not been prejudiced by denial of party
status. Because the county 1is denied party status, it iz not

necessary or appropriate teo rule on the additional issues raised

by the county.

ORDER

The decision of DEQ to deny issuance of certification of

~compliance with § 401 of the Clean Water Act to GED for failure

to obtain a statement of compatibility with the Deschutes County

comprehensive plan and ordinances from Deschutes County is hereby

affirmed.

DATED april |b ., 1985.

halrman James Petersen

MOTICE: You are hereby entitled to judicial review of this
order. Judicial review may be obtained by filing a petition for
review within 60 days from the service of this-order. Judicial

review is pursuant to the provisions of O%imii_‘iiz// L e

e /@/w’
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A

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I hereby certify that I served the foregoing Stipulated
Facts, Conclusions of Law, and Final Order on:

Neil Bryant

Gray, Fancher, Holmes & Hurley
Attorneys at Law

P. 0. Box 1151

Bend, Oregon 97709-1151

Richard L. Isham

Deschutes County Legal Counsel
Deschutes County Courthouse Annex
Bend, Oregon 87701

Michael Huston

Assistant Attorney General
500 Pacific Building

520 S.W. Yamhill

Portland, Oregon 387204

on the *7/Fh 4ay o  APril , 1985, by mailing to them

true and correct copies thereof, certified by me as such.

/s/ James E. Petersen




THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE EQC

MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED SIXTY-THIRD MEETING

OF THE

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSICN
March 8, 1985

On Friday, March 8, 1985, the one hundred sixty-third meeting of the
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission convened in room 1400 of the
Department of Environmental Quality offices at 522 SW Fifth Avenue

in Portland, Oregon. Present were Commission Chairman James Petersen,
and Commission members Mary Bishop, Wallace Brill, Sonia Buist, and
Vice Chairman Arno Denecke. Present on behalf of the Department were
Director Fred Hansen and several members of the Department staff.

The staff reports presented at this meeting, which contained the
Director's recommendations mentioned in these minutes, are on file
in the Office of the Director of the Department of Environmental
Quality, 522 SW 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

Commissioner Denecke was absent from the Breakfast Meeting.

1. Legislative Update
Stan Biles, Assistant to the Director, updated the Commission
on legislative issues. He said that for the first few weeks
of the Legislative Session, staff had been quite busy responding
to Legislators' questions about a proposal by Chem-Security,
Inc. to construct an incinerator to burn PCB's at their hazardous
waste disposal site near Arlington, Oregon. The Senate had
passed a bill, with a vote of 26 to 3, which would put the
Department in control of the size, siting, wastes to be burned,
etc. The House wasg now considering their own bill. In response
to Commissioner Buist, Mr. Biles said that the most anxiety about
the project was in the areas of transportation, safety of the
incinerator, size of the service area, and the operation of a
hazardous waste disposal facility in Oregon in general. Director
Hansen sgaid the Department strongly supported the provisions
in the Senate Bill.

Mr. Biles gave the Commission packets of bills they might be
interested in. '
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2. Coastal Landfills
Ernest Schmidt of the Department’s Solid Waste Division, filled
the Commission in on the history of coastal dump closure
demonstrating that progress had been made mostly culminating
in 1980 when a majority of the dumps were closed. The Department
had been working steadily on the remaining open dumps since then.
Briefly summarizing, Mr. Schmidt said that the South Coast had
elected to go to incineration and the Department would like them
to have the best incinerator for their needs; Reedsport and
Florence landfills have been significantly upgraded; Tillamocok
converted most sites to transfer stations and upgraded their
landfill. 1In Clatsop County, Mr. Schmidt continued, the Seaside
and Cannon Beach dumps closed in September 1984 and now haul
to a landfill in Raymond, Washington, about 70 miles from
Seaside. Astoria was considering the same solution and was
trying to locate a transfer station. Janet Gillaspie, Manager
of the Department’'s Northwest Region, said that the dump at
Warrenton, in the Clatsop Plains area, has been found to be a
major contributor to the groundwater contamination there. She
said the Region had been working since May of 1983 for closure
of the dump, but that Warrenton had been unwilling., This matter
would most likely come before the Commission at their next
meeting. Regarding Astoria, Ms. Gillaspie said they were trying
to get a closure plan but have been unsuccessful so far. Their
permit expires the end of March 1985 and the Department has told
them they will close the dump if plans are not submitted.

3, Report on Status of Initiating Development of Noise Inspection
Procedures and Standards for Heavy Trucks and Buses.

William Jasper of the Department's Vehicle Inspection Program
reviewed, with the Commission, a written status report which

is made a part of the record of this meeting. Mr. Jasper agreed
to send the Commission copies of the U.S. General Accounting
Office report on "Vehicle Emissions Inspection and Maintenance
Program is Behind Schedule," dated January 16, 1985.

FORMAIL, MEETING

AGENDA ITEM A: Minutes of the January 25, 1985 EQC Meeting.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Buist,
and passed unanimously that the Minutes of the January 25, 1985 EQC
meeting be approved.

AGENDA ITEM B: Monthly Activity Report for December 1984.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Brill,
and passed unanimously that the Monthly Act1v1ty Report for December
1984 be approved,
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AGENDA ITEM C: Tax Credit Applications.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Buist,
and passed unanimously that the following Tax Credit Applications
be approved:

T™=1711 ESCO Corporatiocon

T-1717 ESCO Corporation
T-1719 Nicolai Company

PUBLIC FORUM:

Jeanne Qrcutt, member of United Citizens in Action, asked for the
answer to a question she raised at the last meeting regarding whether
the government entities listed had complied with OAR 340-71-335(2) (b).

She said the Department had supplied her with the information on
this matter but she did not see where the rule was complied with.
Ms. Orcutt asked that the Department assess civil penalties to
noncomplying governments. Ms. Orcutt also read into the record a
letter she had found from a company which offered a solution to the
groundwater contamination problems.

Harold Sawyer, Administrator of the Department's Water Quality
Division, acknowledged that the Department had supplied Ms., Orcutt
with what information they had on file. He noted a letter from the
City of Troutdale which said the City was sewered. Mr. Sawyer said
the Department accepted that information, and did not believe a
further plan was required. Regarding Clackamas County, Mr. Sawyer
said that an area exists in Clackamas County where sewers were
needed--primarily to correct surface failing on-site sewage disposal
systems, but also to phase out existing cesspocol systems. New
cesspool systems have not been installed in Clackamas County since
1982. Thus, the problem, although not corrected, has not been made
worse by continued installation of systems., Clackamas County had
not yet submitted a plan, but the Department was aware of progress
and felt no enforcement action was necessary.

In response to Chairman Petersen, Mr. Hansen said the Department would
seek a formal compliance schedule or variance request from Clackamas
County.

Regarding the letter Ms., OQrcutt read, Mr. Sawyer said the Department
reviewed the information submitted by the company. Their treatment
pProcess does not prevent pollutants from reaching the groundwater,
Instead, it would treat the water prior to use. Since it would not
alleviate the degradation of the groundwater, it would not meet the
requirements of the statute. Therefore, the Department did not pursue
it further as an alternative. Mr. Sawyer further commented that the
Department had unanswered questions regarding whether the treatment
unit actually removed nitrate or whether the ozone used in the
treatment process interfered with the colorimetric testing method
used to test for nitrates in the effluent. 1In any event, Mr. Sawyer
said the Department did not view this as an acceptable solution to
the problem,
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John Wujak, resident of Bend and member of the Coalition for the
Deschutes, which monitors hydro development in the Deschutes Basin,
spoke regarding the 401 Certification process for hydroelectric
development projects. He stressed the need for sound planning from
the various government entities to make decisions which would benefit
the community's interest.

Larry Tuttle, Deschutes County Commissioner, asked to be allowed to
comment on upcoming Agenda Item F, the appeal of 401 Certification
Denial for the Lava Diversion Project, Deschutes River. Chairman
Petersen replied that the Commission would limit comment on that
agenda item to legal arguments, but Commissioner Tuttle was welcome
to comment during this public forum time. Commissioner Tuttle read
a prepared statement which he asked to be accepted into the hearing
record, Chairman Petersen agreed,

Commissioner Tuttle said the County had not signed off on the Land
Use Consistency Statement as the proposed project would not be in
conformance with the comprehensive plan and implementing ordinances.

Commissioner Tuttle also said the County had questions about the
standing of General Energy Development (GED). GED was unable to
utilize the waters of the state because the waters of the upper
Deschutes River have been withdrawn from appropriation. Therefore,
he continued, GED was unable to build any project on the upper
Deschutes River. GED has entered into a joint venture agreement with
Arnold Irrigation District whereby the District will supply GED the
municipal preference for the project for a share of the revenue.
Commissioner Tuttle said that two Attorney General opinions have
concluded that the agreement is insufficient to qualify GED's
application to the Water Resources Department as a municipal
application,.

Commissioner Tuttle also asked that the County be permitted party
status in this case. Of concern to the County, he continued, was
the information that the Department had continued to work on eight
deficient areas after the November 27, 1984 decision by the Director
to deny 401 Certification to the project, without additional notice
to the public that more information would be considered by the
Department after the decision was made.

Chairman Petersen asked the legal counsel for the State and for the
applicant to comment on Commissioner Tuttle's remarks during their
presentation on Agenda Item F.

J. D. Smith, representing Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition, and
Northwest Environmental Defense Center, spoke in regard to the 401
Certification process. Mr, Smith reiterated his testimony at the
Commission's January 25, 1985 meeting, saying he felt Section 303

of the Clean Water Act clearly required a consideration of the impact
projects would have not only on water gquality, but on other beneficial
uses of the water.

This ended the public forum.
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AGENDA ITEM D: Proposed Adoption of Pollution Control Tax Credit
Rule Amendments.

This item asks for adoption of proposed amendments to the Pollution
Control Tax Credit Rules which would address problems raised by
Legislative Counsel related to refunding fees and problems found by
the staff in administering the rules.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation in the staff report, it is recommended
that the Commission adopt the proposed Pollution Control Tax
Credit Rule amendments, Chapter 340, Division 16.

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

AGENDA ITEM E: Request for a Variance from OAR 340-61-~040(5) (a)}
(Discharge of Pollutants into Public Waters) for
Weyerhaeuser Company, Springfield-—-Truck Road
Landfill. '

This agenda item proposes to allow the Weyerhaeuser Company a variance
from the state solid waste rules to allow the discharge of leachate
from the Truck Road Landfill. The variance would require that the
leachate be discharged to the Eugene-Springfield regional wastewater
treatment plant, or equivalent control, by November 1, 1985.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the findings in the summation in the staff report, it
is recommended that the Commission grant a variance to the
Weverhaeuser Company, Springfield, Oregon, from QAR 340-61-
040 (5) (a) for the discharge of pollutants from the Truck Road
Landfill into public waters, until November 1, 1985, subject
to the following compliance schedule:

1. By May 15, 1985, complete design study to discharge
leachate to the regional wastewater treatment plant.

2. By June 1, 1985, submit an alternative treatment and
disposal plan to Department staff for review and
approval if discharge to the regional wastewater
treatment plant is not feasible,

3. By June 15, 1985, submit for Department approval
complete engineering design specifications to eliminate
the discharge of leachate from the Truck Road Landfill.

4, By October 1, 1985, complete construction of the
approved leachate disposal system.

5. By November 1, 1985, eliminate the discharge of
leachate to public waters from the Truck Road Landfiil.
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Commissioner Buist asked if the City of Springfield was in agreement
with the proposal. Larry Lowenkron, of the Department's Willamette
Valley Region, replied that the City had given preliminary indications
they were,

Noting there was no impact on the river, Commissioner Bishop MOVED,
and Commissioner Denecke seconded, that the Director's Recommendation
be approved. The motion passed unanimously.

AGENDA ITEM F: Lava Diversion Project, Deschutes River—--Appeal of
401 Certification Denial.

General Energy Development, Inc. (GED) applied to the Department of
Environmental Quality for Water Quality Standards Compliance
Certification for the Lava Diversion Project, a planned hydroelectric
project on the Deschutes River. Compliance certification is required
by Section 401 of the Clean Water Act.

DEQ denied certification for failure to adequately address certain
potential water quality impacts and for failure to provide a statement
of land use compatibility. The water gquality information has been
provided and is no longer an issue.

GED continues to dispute DEQ authority to condition certification
on submission of a statement of compatibility with the Deschutes
County Comprehensive Plan and land use ordinances., GED asks the
Environmental Quality Commission to find it meets the requirements
of law and is entitled to certification.

For the record, Chairman Petersen acknowledged receipt of the
Department's brief, the applicant's brief, and also receipt of the
Deschutes County memorandum that was read by Commissioner Tuttle into
the public record of this proceeding during the Commission's public
forum. He said the parties had, in an effort to expedite a decision,
stipulated to the facts, and testimony would consist of attorney
arguments on the legal merits. Neil Bryant was present representing
the applicant and Michael Huston was representing the Department.

A verbatim transcript of their arguments are made a part of record

of this meeting.

At the conclusion of the legal arguments, Commissioner Denecke MOVED
and Commissioner Buist seconded, that the Commission take this matter
under advisement. The motion passed by unanimous consensus. The
Commission agreed to meet on March 22, 1985 to deliberate and make
their decision.

AGENDA ITEM G: Informational Report on the Vehicle Inspection
Program, 1983-84.

This is an informational report providing a summary and update on

the operation of the Vehicle Inspection program during 1983 and

1984. This report contains an overview summary followed by various
appendices. These appendices describe the program operation, emission
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characteristics of vehicles, air quality benefits, and other support
documentation.

Among the highlights of this report are:

1. During 1983 and 1984, over 800,000 emission tests have been
conducted and over 513,000 Certificates of Compliance have
been issued.

2, Computer modeling projections estimate that the ingpection
program has achieved an emissions reduction of 30% for
carbon monoxide and 10.5% for hydrocarbons.

3. Technical compliance with ambient CO standards was measured
at the Continuous Air Monitoring (CAM) station in 1984,
but not at the other Portland monitoring sites. Techniecal
compliance with the ozone standard was measured at the Carus
monitoring site near Canby in 1984.

4, Construction is underway on upgrading the inspection station
on Northeast Portland Highway. Construction is scheduled
to be completed by mid-May.

5. Compliance with ambient air quality standards is still
projected to be achieved by the deadline date of 1987.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission accept this informational
report.

Chairman Petersen commented that he was very pleased with the program,
and it was considered one of the best in the Nation.

- Commissioner Buist asked what vehicles were exempted from the test.
William Jasper of the Department's Vehicle Inspection Program replied
that basically vehicles which were 20 years old and older, fixed load
vehicles, vehicles with farm plates, first-response emergency
vehicles, and long-haul trucks used in interstate commerce.

Chairman Petersen asked if this report had been made a part of the
record during the legislative hearings on the proposed Medford auto
testing program. Director Hansen replied that it had not, but the
Department intended to use parts of it in their testimony.

The Commission noted the report and thanked the staff.

AGENDA ITEM H: §Status Report--Development of Noise Emission
Inspection Agreement for Tri-Met Diesel Bus Fleet.

Noise emission inspection rules for autos, light-duty trucks, and
motorcycles were approved by the Commission on November 2, 1984.

The Commission then directed the Department to develop, with Tri-Met,
an agreement that would ensure that all of Tri-Met's buses are
maintained to appropriate noise limits.
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It was originally anticipated that a proposed inspection agreement
would be completed by this time. Although a new test procedure has
been developed, and noise reducing measures identified, additional
engineering work must be completed prior to propesing a final
agreement, It is now believed a proposed agreement will be ready
at the June Commission meeting.

Several nonengineering issues remain in the develcopment of an
agreement with Tri-Met, At this time, it is hoped the Commission
would comment and provide guidance on.these issues identified in the
report.

The following items are believed by staff as needing identification
or resolution prior to submitting a proposed agreement:

1. Proposed standards for each bus subfleet should be
established based upon test data of representative buses
of each subfleet, Tri-Met believes this task will be
completed by May 1, 1985.

2. An inspection schedule must be established. Tri-Met
propoges to test all buses within a 90-day period beginning
April, 1985. A schedule of periodic testing must be
established to ensure buses are maintained within standards.
The Department believes each bus must, at a minimum, be
tested annually after the initial test and compliance
schedule,

3. A compliance policy must be established. Tri-Met proposes
that "generally," noncompliant buses will be repaired within
a 60-day period following initial noise testing. The
Department believes any bus found in excess of standards
during the annual inspection should not be operated until
compliance work is completed.

4. Certificate of compliance requirements and fees, if any,
must be determined, Tri-Met proposes that this program
be of a voluntary nature and neither certificates nor fees
are necessary.

5. An audit policy must be established that adeguately ensures
buses are tested and quieted within the provisions of the
agreement,

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission concur with the above
outline of remaining issues that must be resolved before a final
Tri~Met bus noise inspection agreement is proposed. It is
anticipated that a proposed agreement will be available for
formal Commission consideration at the meeting scheduled for
June 7, 1985.
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Linore Allison, Livable Streets Coalition, testified that bus noise
was a real issue in the neighborhcods. They agreed with the staff
report that an official consent agreement with Tri-Met was needed
which included fleet inspection monitored by DEQ with official
certificates and assessment of fees.

John Charles, Oregon Environmental Council, said they had no objection
to a delay in program startup, but would want no further delay after
that time. Once the program was operating, then noncompliant vehicles
should be taken off the road until they were in compliance. They

also agreed with the need for an official agreement with Tri-Met and
the audit procedures. Mr. Charles said they would chject to anything
less than a state-monitored program.

Tt was MOVED by Commissioner Buist, seconded by Commissioner Denecke,
and passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

In an unrelated matter, John Charles, Oregon Environmental Council,
asked if the record would be open on the appeal of the 401 denial
for the Lava Diversion Project. Chairman Petersen replied that he
was not inclined to open the matter for nonparty participation, and
that the appropriate time for Mr, Charles to comment would be during
the 401 rulemaking process. ‘

There being no further business, the formal meeting was adjourned.

The Commission then agreed to meet at 1:30 p.m, on Friday, March 22,
1985 in Portland to deliberate and make a decision on the 401
Certification denial appeal for the Lava Diversion Project. They
asked that the attorneys be present for questions, but they would
not take additional testimony.

Respectfully'submitted

w&m A

Carol A. Splettstaszer
EQC Assistant

CAS:d
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TRANSCRIPT - MARCH 8, 1985 EQC MEETING - Agenda Item F

Petersen

Bryant

Petersen

Agenda Item F, which is appeal of DEQ denial of Clean Water Act,
Section 401, Certification to the Lava Diversion Project, FERC
No. 5205, Deschutes River, Oregon. I think we will ask counsel
to both come up to the table. For the record, acknowledge
receipt of the briefs--the Department's brief, the applicant's
brief, and also receipt of the Deschutes County memorandum that
was read by Commissioner Tuttle into the public record of this
proceeding. The parties have, in an effort to expedite a
decision, have stipulated as to the facts. This is the first
time I've read two opposing briefs where the introductory factual
statements are identical, so we can get down to the legal merits

of the case and call on attorney Neil Bryant.

Thank you Chairman Petersen. I'm Neil Bryant. I'm the attorney
for Arnold Irrigation District which, as Commissioner Tuttle
described, has entered into a joint venture agreement with GED
to develop a small hydro project on the Deschutes called Lava
Diversion. With me today, although he hasn't testified, is Don
McCurdy. He is President of GED and Tives in Medford, Oregon.
It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that the record for this
matter is the record that the DEQ has, as far as its file, the
applications and the documents that have gone into that file.

Is that correct?

Correct. Plus the materials submitted here today.




Bryant

Page 2

I would 1ike to supplement that record here today with two
things. The first is the minutes of the Board of Commissioners,
which Mr. Tuttle referred to, stating that GED did make an
application for a Certificate of Compatibility and was denied.
Those are the minutes of October 10, 1984. And the second thing
['d Tike to add to the record would be the House and Senate and
Conference Committee statements dealing with 401(d) in 1971.
This is the Federal legislation, When the amendment was adopted
that added language under for 401(d), the Pollution Control Act
of 1972. 1 have copies for all the Commissioners and also for

Mr. Huston.

I'd also Tike to thank the Commission's staff for expediting
this hearing. You may or may not be aware of that, but because
of our license application is presently pending before FERC,

and that's just the acceptance of the application for a Ticense,
it doesn't mean they will grant the Ticense. They have given

us a time Timitation that we must comply with and of course one
of the things they are waiting to receive is the 401 Certificate

from the state.

Congress has adopted a national energy policy in regards to
hydroelectric. The Federal Power Act constitutes a compiete
and comprehensive plan for development, transmission, and

utilization of electric power. It does this through the Commerce
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clause and it covers all navigable and in some cases nonnavigable
streams. This, naturally, includes the Deschutes River. Both
the cases cited in my brief and Mr. Huston's brief acknowledge
this national plan. Today we do have agreement on the facts.

The water quality issues have been resolved, and the question

is whether or not we should be required to get a Certificate of
Compatibility, and secondly, whether or not one should have been
issued by Deschutes County. GED has not, or Arnold has not
applied with Deschutes County for a Conditional Use Permit at
this time. 1It's premature for us to do so. We think that we
comply and should be entitled to the Compatibility Statement

from Deschutes County because they have adopted an ordinance

that under a conditional use allows for a small hydro development
in Deschutes County. To be compatible does not mean we must
obtain a Conditional Use Permit. Nothing in the legislation.....

(TAPE ENDS)

(NEW TAPE BEGINS) ... compatibility means you must require a
Conditional Use or some permit from the County. And that statute
says that DEQ and the other state agencies must carry out their
planning duties in a manner compatible with the Comprehensive
Plan. If the Legislature wanted that to read that we had to
comply and obtain a permit through the normal planning process
before the 401 Certificate or before it wouldn't be considered

compatible or coordinated, they could have certainly said so.
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And I think they left the door open too for when the DEQ or other
agencies found that they had to act possibly inconsistent with
the Statewide Plan. In ORS 197.640(2)(d), it states that an
agency can go ahead and not follow the local jurisdiction's plan

if in fact a state or federal statute doesn't allow it.

Turning to the real question though, we're talking about 401(d)
and the language that's there. And the staff has interpreted
this small section of the statute to allow the state to apply
other requirements in hydro Ticensing. Those words are "and
with any other appropriate requirement of state law." This
phrase is just a small part of the entire legislation. If you
take the plain meaning of this section, you have to read not
only that Tittle part that's taken out of context, but all of
Section (d). And Section (d) refers only to water standards
and water gquality issues, effluent limitations, requirements
necessary to assure comp1ianqe with any effluent Timitations.
And then it cites the other sections of the Act which all deal
with water quality issues. Nothing mentioned but water quality
issues, Then, if you just look at the word "appropriate" and
how it modifies the word "requirement" in Section {(d), you see
that "requirements" refers only to water quality issues. There
is a doctrine that is used by attorneys and courts in trying

to interpret language in statutes, and unfortunately it's in

Latin and Commissioner Denecke probably knows this pronunciation
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better than I, but I'11 try it--ejusdem generis. The staff's
interpretation of 401(d) would permit a state to consider almost
any factor and issue a water quality certification, contrary

to the doctrine of ejusdem generis. OQur own 9th Circuit, this
is the Federal court system, says, and I quote, "Under the rule
of ejusdem generis, the general words which follow the specific
words in the enumeration of prohibited acts must be construed

to embrace only acts similar in nature to those acts enumerated
by the proceeding specific words." Those proceeding specific
words all deal with water quality standards and issues. That's

from the case of Haili v. United States, 260 F2d 744 (1958)}.

The second thing you Took at in helping you determine what these
words mean is the legislative history. I've introduced today
the Senate, House, and Conference Committee reports from the
United States Congress. In 1971 the House and Senate passed
different bills and they went to a conference committee. This
legislation talks about the purpose of the Act and the changes
and says its to aliow the Certification from the state in which
the discharge occurs, that any such discharge will comply with
Sections 301 and 302. Again Sections 301, 302--water quality.
It goes on to say the Act was amended to assure consistency with
the bil11's changed emphasis. Water quality standards to effluent
limitations based on elimination of any discharge or pollutants.
Nothing about Tand use. They're concerned about water quality.

The additional purpose, also, was to allow states to impose more
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stringent water quality standards than the federal act. William

Ruckelshaus, and in that there is a letter from him, who was

the EPA Administrator at that time, talks about the purpose and
again emphasizes the water standards. But finally, when it went
to the floor of the Senate, one of its chief sponsors, Senator
Muskie from Maine, described the intent of the bill and the
change, again this change came out of the conference committee
that he was on. He states, "Secondly, the conferees agreed that
a state may attach to any federal Tlicense or permit such
conditions as may be necessary to assure compliance with water
quality standards in the state.” So when he explains that change
that says "appropriate requirements of the state,” he is saying
to assure compliance with water quality standards, water quality

requirements, not other requirements.

In summation on this point. If you allowed it to mean anything
else you'd Tose your federal energy policy and the power that
the Federal Power Act gives to FERC to make the decision on

issues that are not delegated specifically to the state. This

is called the preemption and it has heen recognized by the
Supreme Court of the United States in the cases I've cited.

The DEQ erroneously contends that Section 401 provides the agency
with a veto power over FERC's hydro project Ticensing authority.
I cite that from page 7 of the staff's brief. In fact, the

Supreme Court has specifically held that no state shall have
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veto power over federal hydro projects. This is a quote from
the Iowa case, from the U.S. Supreme Court, to require the
petitioner to secure the actual grant to it of a state permit
as a condition precedent to securing a federal license for the
same project under the Federal Power Act would vest in the

Executive Counsel of Iowa {who was trying to assert you had to

get a state license too) a veto power over the federal project.

Such a veto power easily could destroy the effectiveness of the
Federal Act. It would subordinate to the control of the state
the comprehensive planning that the Act provides and it shall
depend on the judgment of the Federal Commission or other

representatives of the Federal government to make the decision.

Excuse me Mr. Bryant. Doesn't the state have a veto power though

in the area--you would argue that the state does have the right
to withhold certification based on water quality standards.
Isn't that really a form of veto as well, only you're saying

it's a limited veto.

That's exactly right.

And not a broad form veto, but it isn't that the state doesn't

have any veto at all.
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Bryant No. In the Federal plan, in the Federal Power Act, in the

Pollution Control Act as passed in '72, Congress has said, out

of the entire pie, let's consider it a pie for hydro development
licensing, we will cut out a section where the state will make

the determination, and that determination will be made in the

area of water quality. They are very specific in just that area.

And any attempt of states to attach other restrictions based

upon the 401 Section has been denied by other federal courts
and state courts. And in fact there is a suggestion in the brief

from the staff that maybe the First Iowa case has been weakened.

But as late as 1982 in New England Power Company v. New

Hampshire, 455 U.S. 331, they have again said that the Federal
Power Act gives the federal government that right to control

the policy and the licensing.

Denecke Mr. Bryant, is that case cited in the brief--this last one.
Bryant No.

Denecke Would you give me that again.

Bryant Yes, I'd be happy to. New England Power Company v. New

Hampshire, 455 U.S. 331 (1982).

Petersen Did that case talk about Section 4017
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No. That case--it talked about--it 1nvoives.the city in New
Hampshire that was attempting to place some restrictions on the
development of hydro and requiring them to get a Ticense. And,
in particular, they were in part trying to bootstrap an argument
from the California case which is cited in the appellant's brief
as stating that that is a weakening of the First Iowa case, and
that maybe now the states did have more of a say in other areas.
And the same Supreme Court that gave the U.S.-California case,

said no, that is not the case.

Has 401(d) been interpreted by any of the federal courts?
No.

50 this issue is ...

Only the New York Court of Appeals.

Was the Campobelleo case, that's not the full name of it, did

that interpret 401(d)?

Yes. The Campobelleo case involved 401. In the Campobelleo
case--but the question did not arise whether or not the state
could impose additional nonwater quality issues. 1In that case

it affirmed an Administrative Law Judge--said he Tacked authority
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to review the conditions imposed by the state in a 401
Certificate. That review could only be obtained in the state
court. Again, as Commissioner Petersen has said, if the issue
is 401 and the standards, and say we were denied our Certificate
because we didn't meet the DEQ's requirement on water quality,
FERC takes the position, and the court upheld it, that we could
only appeal in the state court on the issue of whether or not
we met that standard or whether or not that standard was fair.
That's what the Campobelleo case stood for. That case does not
hold that a state may impose nonquality concerns in 401. The
issue is not addressed. There the state had already issued a
Water Quality Certificate and someone didn't 1ike the issuance
of it so they challenged it in a nonstate proceeding, and the
court said no, the proper way to challenge that is to go to the

state court.

The other case that is cited by the staff in their report is

California v. U.S. In fact, this did not modify the First Iowa

case. In California we have a fight between two federal
agencies. FERC who was Jicensing a small hydro project and the
Department of the Interior, as it was on, in fact, an Indian
reservation and the Department of the Interior controls the
Indian reservations. Justice Renquist in writing the decision
found that FERC had to listen to the other federal agencies as

it pertained to the Indian reservation. But in that same case,
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they did not allow the Indian reservation to impose restrictions
and standards on the grant of the permit. Renquist went on to
say, and this is his reasoning for why he found in this manner,
"The history of the relationship bétween the federal government
and the state and the reclamation of arid Tands of the Western
States is both Tong and involved. But through it runs a
consistent thread of purposeful and continued deference to state
water law by Congress." Thus the Court's opinion turns on the
history of water rights in the arid western states in the
Reclamation Act. That's the Act that they were interpreting

and discussing in reaching that decision. You asked, Judge
Denecke, about a case that might talk about California and First
Iowa. There is only one case that I've been able to find that
discusses the impact that the California decision might have

on First Iowa, and that's the town of Springfield, Vermont v.

McClaren., It's at 549 F2d 1134 (1982).

549, what was the other number?

1134, 1In this case, the Vermont public service board said, now
that California's been decided, we have the right to pose some
other standards on the licensing of a hydroelectric project.
And they cited California as their basis for doing this--the
California decision. The court said, "Notwithstanding some

simitarity in the wording of the state statute"--excuse me, let
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me start again. "Notwithstanding some similarity in the wording
of the statutes"--we're talking about the two federal statutes,
the FERC statute and the Arid and Dry Land Reclamation Act
statute-~"They serve different objectives, relate to federal
actions fundamentally dissimilar in nature.”™ And the court
found, and this is the federal court in Vermont, "that it does

not. overrule First Iowa."

The other case that is cited by the staff is the Escondido case.
To me this has no impact on the federal preemption question.

It involved--you know what--I apologize. When I discussed the
California case I said it involved the Indian rights. That was
not true. You were probably going to correct me. The Escondido
case affected the Indian rights, where the Department and the
Secretary of the Interior and the FERC commission were at odds
as to who could set standards, whether or not the Secretary of
the Interior could set standards on a hydro project on the Indian
lands. And the decision was between the two federal agencies,
where Congress had acted. Apparently there is a little
inconsistent law that the Secretary of Interior could set some
restrictions on the FERC Ticense. Solely a question of division

of authority between the two federal agencies.

The cases directly in point I've cited in my brief and they come

out of New York, I believe they are both 1982 cases, it's very
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analogous to what we're doing here today. The Commissioner of
the environment in the State of New York tried to impose some
additional restrictions other than water quality issues, and

he based his decision on the same language, the same cases, that
the staff have stated in their brief. And the New York court
stated that they just couldn't do this--that the Federal Power
Act has vested the Federal Power Commission with broad
responsibility for development of the national policies in the
area of electrical power. The Commission’s jurisdiction with
respect to such projects preempts all state licensing except
where specifically allowed to address specific issues, i.e.,
water quality. The Federal Pollution Control Act, which is the
one now that you have the legislative history on adopted in 1962,
retinquishes only one element of the otherwise exclusive
jurisdiction to the states. And that is that the project will
violate applicable water standard quality of the state. I'm
guoting, "Congress did not impower the state to consider or
reconsider matters unrelated to their quality, water quality
standards," Tike land use planning. "It is equally clear that
the Commissioner has neither the authority nor the duty to delve
into the many issues which have been investigated and decided

by the Federal Power Commission in the course of the extensive
proceedings it has conducted." The matter of de Rham case which
is also cited gives the legislative history of 401. And they

talk about the extensive and the exhaustive proceedings that
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are conducted by FERC. Right now, we're dealing with 27
different state and federal agencies in the consultation

requirements of FERC.

Finally, I think that the Oregon Attorney General's opinion,
which I've cited in my brief, recognizes the preemption of FERC.
And the DEQ in the past has recognized that you can only deal
with water quality issues on the 401 Certificate because you
haven't required Statements of Compatibility in the past from
county or local government, simply because you weren't allowed
to. You have to follow the federal scheme and the federal
government. So I think, in conclusion, that when you review

the plain meaning of the language, 401(d), review it by reading
the other sections and the full paragraph. Don't take the words
out of context. When you review the legislative history, and
the ejusdem generis doctrine, you'll see that that language can
only mean that the requirements you can add have fo deal with
water quality. The First Iowa case has not been watered down
and weakened, and if you have an opportunity to review the cases
that are in the briefs of both parties, and the ones that I have
cited today, I think you'll see that you have no recourse but

to grant the 401 Certificate if the water gquality standards are

met,

Thank you.
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Questions?

Mr. Bryant, I'd Tike you to comment on Commissioner Tuttle's

remarks. As I understand him, he is raising three points. GED
has no standing as they can't use any water. That may be a
pretty Toose general statement. Secondly, that Deschutes County
should be a party to this. And thirdly, that evidence was taken
between the decision on this case by the Department and now that
show that GED had satisfied--I think there were eight things
where--on water quality which were absent at the time of the
Department's decision, first decision. Would you comment on

those.

Beginning with the last matter first, When the letter from

Mr. Hansen, which I think was dated November 27, 1984, in
addition to the compatibility question there were eight issues
dea?iné with water quality and the responses to those eight
issues were made in December. When the staff of the DEQ reviewed
the answers they were satisfied. And so, as stipulated hetween
the parties, the factual matters dealing with water quality have
been answered. As far as whether or not that process was
appropriate or not, I don't know. To me it seems Tike it would
be. That's kind of the way that things were handled in the past,
and if someone had some additional information that they wanted

to submit to DEQ they certainly could have done so.
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Bryant Concerning the standing of GED. The Attorney General's opinion

(continued) that he has referred to, first of all, which said that the first

two agreements between Arnold Irrigation and GED--by the way
these agreements-~-it's a contract where we're cooperating with
GED in allowing them to use our water rights to generate
electricity and then we receive compensation for it that we will
use to improve our water canals and conserve water, etc. The
first two agreements were rejected by the Attorney General saying
that according to what is called the Winchester Decision, it
didn't give Arnold sufficient rights. This is delightful for
Arnold because now we have rewritten the agreement that allows
more rights to go to Arnold and more money. That has been
submitted to Water Resources and to the Attorney General's office i
for review. It has not been rejected or accepted. We haven't

gotten a decision on that.

Concerning the other matter about our municipal preference and
the ability to do this project. Attorney General's opinion was
issued approximately a month or so ago, which said that the
Deschutes River, for purposes of that section of law allowing
municipal preference was not part of our irrigation system.

Now, this confused the Irrigation District because, I don't know
if you're familiar with the Deschutes, but we have a reservoir
up above at Crane Prairie and then we run the water down the !

river anq take it out about 5-6 miles above Bend. If it wasn't
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for the River we couldn't get the water to our canals. So we
feel the Deschutes is part of our system. The AG'S opinion said
it was a very close question. They based it upon the legislative
history of the Act, and that's been submitted to Water Resources.
Water Resources still has not acted on our joint application--
the joint application between Arnold and GED. They have not
turned us down. So formally they haven't rejected it, and I

can assure you that if they do it's our intent to appeal that
decision because we think it's in error and we would be entitled
to the license from the State Water Resources. So that at the

moment is up in the air.

Eoncerning the standing of the county. I don't really understand
that. I guess my answer to that would go back to the point that
it's not really an issue here because FERC and the Federal Power
Act has given you a specific slice of the pie to make a decision
on dealing with water standards. The Deschutes County in making

that determination really isn't involved. DEQ does that

analysis. Unless there is something that gives, under the
Federal Law, and the 401 Certificate, gives Deschutes County
the right to become a party, it wouldn't appear that they would
be a party. But I have not had an opportunity to review what
has been submitted by the County, and the first time I heard

it was when Commissioner Tuttle testified today.
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I know I've read this but I can't put my hands on it. The eight
objections--water quality objections that have been overcome.

Could you run through those really quickly for me?

Mr. Chairman, number 56 almost to the very back of that package.
That identifies those issues that have not yet been addressed.

Eight items.

Mr. Chairman, also there is an interoffice memo dated
February 13, 1985 to Mr. Hansen from Glen Carter dealing
specifically with those eight items. If you'd like to I could

run through them very quickly.

Let me just take a minute and read them. I think I've got them
here. The potential water quality impacts not adequately

addressed.

Those are the problems, and then the memorandum is the answer

to those problems.
To what extent did the Department get involved in minimum
streamflow? Was that part of the--something the Department had

to determine in connection with this also--this certification?

I don't believe that was an issue in this case, Mr. Chairman.
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Petersen But was that something that the Department would have to pass |

on in addition to specific water quality.

Hansen Minimum streamflow, Mr. Chairman, minimum streamflow refers to

state law requiring 75 points to be identified for minimum

streamflows. This minimum streamflow points being identified
by Fish and Wildlife or by DEQ for our respective

responsibilities. I don't believe that that relates at all to

the particular situation here.

Bryant Mr. Chairman, DEQ did testify at the minimum streamflow hearings
in Bend concerning the proposed minimum streamflow and water
quality issues. I attended those hearings, and this is just

from recollection, but I think the testimony was that they didn't

find serious water pollution problems or something Tike that

on the Deschutes in regards to these proposed projects.

Petersen Any more questions for Mr. Bryant at the present time?

Mr. Huston.

Huston Thank you Mr. Chairman.

Denecke Excuse me Mr. Chairman just a moment. Do you have any comment

to make on Mr. Smith's statement that 303 was not complied with.
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I couldn't hear him very well when he spoke, but from what I
did grasp of it I believe it has been complied with and again

the same arguments that are raised in my oral presentation and

"~ brief, it is very specific as to what states may do and what

the DEQ can do, and those other uses, again, simply wouldn't

apply in this forum--if I heard him correctly.

I think, Mr. Bryant, that you stated that the requirements of

303, which the state has to find are complied with, where there

was no evidence that they had been complied with--that's what

I understand he was talking about.

Oh. Okay. That's the first I've heard of that.

2777 wasn't specific about the 7917

I know know of no deficiencies. It is my understanding they

were all complied with.
Wasn't he speaking about the uses of the water, so it would he
the fish and the recreation use--the other uses of water and

we should be considering those.

I'm not sure what 303 refers to--do you recall?
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I think I can help just a little bit Mr. Chairman, members of
the Commission. 303--I'm not sure of the specifics of 303
either. There is a general reference in there to the beneficial
uses of the water. Mr. Smith's contention, basically, and it's

one that you particularly have to grapple with in your rulemaking

on 401, although we view this as a precedent-setting case toward
that end, Mr., Smith's basic contention is regardless of what

401 specifically says about your ability to go beyond water

quality standards, that the water quality standards themselves

encompass beneficial use considerations.

Rather than the more narrow, limited water quality issues.

I guess then if that was his point, my response to that would

be if it did get into that then you're defeating the purpose

of the Federal Power Act decisions by the court saying that we

can't allow any local or state vetos other than the spécific

areas that are described, otherwise you could have the counties
or the cities put requirements there that couldn't be met or
simply not allowing hydro to be developed, and that's not the

purpose of the Act.

Mr. Huston, excuse me, I think the Commission probably would
appreciate your remarks a lot more if we could take a brief,

five minute recess.
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The cases that we have cited in our briefs and in our oral
argument, and he has no objection if the Commission would 1ike
I'11 give you just Xerox copies of those cases.

I appreciate that. Since Commissioners Bishop, Buist, and
Brill's Tegal library is rather limited. I don't know, do you
have the U.S. Supreme Court reports in your house?

Oh indeed yes.

This is just one set of all the cases?

Right.

That's sufficient.

These aren't duplicate sets of all the cases?

No. You'll find in most of them only 10% of the case applies

to what we're talking about.

Okay. Mr. Huston.
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Thank you Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission. I'm Michael
Huston, Assistant Attorney General, representing the Department

of Environmental Quality.

With respect to some of the procedural issues that have arisen.

I understood the county to be in part requesting that they be
granted party status in this case and have a formal involvement.
The county, as you will see if you haven't already, has an
obvious stake in the outcome of this decision. We would like

to think that the Department's position is parallel enough to
their concerns that we will indirectly represent their concerns
today. And we would also like to think that the case can be
easily resolved on a narrower issue than many of those that other
people would 1ike tc have you deal with today. At the same time,
the Department has no reluctance at all to suggest to you that

if you prefer to have those additional parties involved, and
prefer to have those additional issues briefed, we would support
that. I think the proper vehjc1e for doing that would have to
be referring the case back to your Hearings Officer to entertain
those requests for party status and to establish a new briefing

schedule for those additional parties and additional issues.

I would Tike to discuss all three of the legal issues that
Mr. Bryant has raised in his brief. Dealing rather quickly with

issue number l1--the land use compatibility issue--the county's
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interpretation. Also briefly with the third issue--the alleged
inconsistency in the agency practices. And saving for last the

most important issue, the breadth of 401.

The first issue, it is the appellant's position, Mr. Bryant's
clients' position that the county's plan gives general
recognition to the possibility of hydroelectric development in
the county, and that is simply all that the Tand use Taws
require. The Department respectfully begs to differ. ORS
197.180 says that state agencies have to act compatibly with
both Tocal plans and ordinances. The and, the conjunctive and,
is in that statute. The number of Oregon court decisions that
have reversed state agency and local decisions for failure to
comply with ordinances as opposed to plans, are virtually too
numerous to cite., In this particular case, the county offered
its interpretations to the Departiment in a pair of letters.
What the county said, and those letters are attached as part
of the appendices to our brief, what the county said was very
simple. It said the county had adopted an ordinance that allowed
hydro project development subject to a Conditional Use Permit
process. Particularly pending completions of a longer-range
study on the cumulative effects of projects being proposed for
the Deschutes River. The very purpose of that review is to
determine whether any project will indeed comply with the

county's ordinances. Until that review is completed, any
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Huston determination of compatibility with the ordinance is simply
(continued) impossible and I think there is no legal question that any
project constructed with the absence--in the absence of a permit,
would simply and boldly violate the county's land use ordinances.
No such review has been completed. Indeed, the appellant has
not even sought a conditional use permit from the county to date.
That, in our judgment, both for the land use issue as well as
a number of the other legal issues we'll be discussing today,

simply makes the appellant's position premature. They have not

even sought that necessary approval from the county.

Moving then to the appellant's third issue, the issue of
consistency. The appellant, I think this is important aithough
Mr. Bryant didn't spend much time on it today, I'm sure it's

of some concern to the Commission. The appellant's position
is, in effect, because DEQ has not assured compliance with the
land use laws in past 401 decisions, it cannot do so in this

case. Mr. Bryant bases that legal argument on a provision of

the state Administrative Procedures Act which allows state agency
decisions to be reversed by a court in some limited circumstances

for acting inconsistently with prior agency practice. The

Department's response is simple. I think clear. Fortunately,
the state Administrative Procedures Act does not har agencies
from ever changing their practices. In particular it does not

bar an agency from recognizing the error of their past ways and
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improving on those errors. What the APA does say is that a court
may remand an agency decision if the court finds that the agency
decision to be quote, "inconsistent with an agency rule, an
officially agency stated position, or a prior agency practice,”
and I emphasize "if the inconsistency is not explained by the
agency." End of quote of the statutory provision from the APA.
Thus, the Taw simply requires that an agency explain in a
rational fashion its departure from its prior practice. That

is precisely what the Department did so in this case. Precisely

what the Department did in this case. In a letter, in the letter

denying the 401 certification to the appellant, the Department

included the following information. It rather candidly admitted
that in the past it had overlooked the requirements of its own
land use coordination agreement and of the state's land use laws,
which specifically 1ist 401 as a land use decision for which
land use compatibility will be assured. It also said that the
agency had consulted with its legal counsel, we expressed
concerns about the failure to do so in the past, and it also
noted several factual distinctions in this case. This is the
first case in which the jssue had ever arose. It's the first
case in which a Tocal government had specifically advised the
Department that there was a conflict, or that there was even

any potential for the conflict. Of course in this case it
actually ended up going one step further with the county to

taking a definitive position that its ordinances had not been
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satisfied. Legally, we think this is very parallel to the court

decision in Oregon, particularly the Roth v. LDCD case. That

was a case in which LCDC decided to admit that it had been
interpreting the statewide planning goals incorrectly and to
change that interpretation. When challenged, the court disposed
of the argument by saying, we do not remand a valid determination
before us on review for inconsistency with the erroneous position
previously taken by the agency. That administrative law
principle was confirmed as recently as this week in a second

LCDC case, 1000 Friends of Oregon v. LCDC and Benton County.

In short, agencies may see the error of their ways and correct
them, And even if prior procedures are not necessarily legally
erroneous, agencies can decide to change those procedures and

improve upon them providing they explain why they are doing so.

Thirdly, finally, deal with the admittedly more complicated issue
in the case--the issue of the breadth of the state's authority
under Section 401. This issue, in the Department's judgment
merits more attention for at least two reasons. While the
Department submits that the Taw--truly believes that the Taw
favors its position, the law is admittedly less clear on this
issue. Secondly, as a matter of policy, and as a representative
of the Department's position on this case it is incumbent upon

me to convey this, it is your Department's view that this case

is of the utmost importance. It touches upon no less than the
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basic issues of the integrity of the state's land use Taws and
this Department's good track record in the past of trying to
adhere to those, and perhaps more importantly, it touches upon
the basic issue of the State of Oregon's view of its role in

hydro development projects within our state borders.

401 presents the only clear, under the current Taw, state
authority--authority for state involvement in hydroelectric
development issues. Thus, you have the broad public interest
that you've seen not only today during the comment--public
comment period, but also in your initial hearing on the 401
rulemaking. Fortunately, you need not resolve all those broader
policies in the context of this particular case. This case is
much more narrowly attuned, in our judgment, to the minimal
question of whether you can enforce requirements that this agency
already has on the books, which the State Legislature has
required that you have on the books. Those reguirements simply
being that when you make a water quality decision, that it is

in effect in tandem a Tand use decision and that that decision
has to be assured to be compatible with both state and local

land use standards.

I think it is important on this last issue to distinguish between
what the District is arguing and what they are not arguing.

They are not arguing that the state land use taws do not have
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clear application to this case. You have not heard Mr. Bryant
make that argument. They do argue, however, that federal Taw
preempts this agency's ability to apply the state land use laws
as well as your own adopted rules and agreements on application
of those Taws. In short, appellant's argument amounts to a
contention that federal law requires you to violate or at least
ignore state law and your own law. The Department's response
can be simply capsulized with three points. We think the
appellant is wrong in the reading of the Clean Water Act, because
they give no effect to the clear language that allows this body
to determine other appropriate requirements of state law beyond
water quality considerations. Secondly, and we will contend
that to try to separate the land use considerations, both of
concern to the county and encompassing state Taw, from water
quality situations is virtually impossibie. In this case you
are not really confronted with the ultimate question of how far
you can go, but rather you face a situation where the State
Legislature simply said, in essence, land use is relevant to
your water quality determinations. Much as in every water
quality permit you issue you assure land use compliance, you
should in a 401 Water Quality Certification. The second basic
point the Department offers is that we believe the appellant's
are wrong in in their statement of preemption law. You need
not even get to the question of preemption Taw if you determine

that 401 at least itself allows you room for operation. If
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that's the case, there is no preemption question at all. It's
only if you read 401 and the other appropriate state requirement
language out of 401 that you then have to confront the issue

of whether the Federal Power Act prevents you from operating

in this particular case.

Mr. Huston, could you reiterate that in perhaps different

language because I'm not quite following you.

I think Commissioner Denecke-~I'17 sure try. Section 401(d}
says quite literally that in addition to water quality standard
considerations required by the Ciean Water Act, that you can
apply and should apply other appropriate requirements of state
law. If that language means what it appears to say, that is
the end of the issue. It's only if that language is read.out,
then we confront the general preemption question of whether a
federal law, most relevantly the Federal Power Act, prevents

you from operating in this realm.

Mr. Huston, what state statute says that this body must consider

the Tand use considerations.

197.180{1) says that all state agencies that make Tand use deci-

sions have to make those decisions in compliance with statewide

planning goals and with local comprehensive plans and ordinances.
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(NEW TAPE BEGINS) ... to make those compatible with local plans.
You have adopted such an agreement required by law. You have
submitted it to LCDC for their approval. They have approved

it. It is attached in the appendices. What it says, is water
quality decisions of this agency including 401 are Tand use
decisions. They clearly impact the use of the land. Therefore,
this agency concedes that it has a responsibility to assure land
use compatibility. The means you've chosen to do that is that
when an applicant submits a request for certification or request
for a permit of virtually any form do you--your Department writes
the local government or advises the applicant that the local
government has to make a determination that its ordinances are

complied with., That's precisely what happened in this case.

That's what I thought. The requirement is not in the statute,
it's the statute sets out the general requirements and then the
Agreement is what actually adopts the 401 connection with land

use. That's what I thought.

Exactly Mr. Chairman. I'm sorry I've misled. The general
requirement for state agencies in taking land use decisions in

compliance with ordinances is in the statute. Your determination
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of what is and is not a land use decision and how you accomplish

that is in your Agreement.

That's ours. The Legislature has not said that water quality

decisions are land use decisions.

The third basic point the Department would offer is in large
part a policy argument and in lesser part also a Tegal argument.
It is the Department's simple position that when confronted with
a case of Tegal uncertainty that the agency should comply with
the clear requirements of its state law and the own agency's
rules, and simply opt for the broader view of its state
authority. There is Tittle question that federal law is
increasingly pervasive in the environmental field. You will
probably discover that there are few arenas in which you operate
where there is not at Teast a reasonable contention that Congress
has preempted the field. It is the Department's judgment that
the proper way to respond to those contentions is to analyze
them on a case-by-case basis. Not as a general principle,
certainly, to react with timidity because of possible legal

problem with preemption.

That sort of policy consideration also folds into the legal
calculus, though, for at Teast two reasons. One, this agency's

opinion carries legal weight on this sort of issue. You are
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the agency charged by ORS Chapter 468 by the Legislature with
implementation of the Federal Clean Water Act on the state level,
as well as charged with meeting your responsibilities under the
state Tand use laws. The Oregon courts have established strong
principles of deference to agencies interpretation of the
statutes that they are responsible for enforcing. The Court

of Appeals has recently established the test that your
interpretation is entitled to definitive deference unless it

is plainly inconsistent with the purpose and language of the
applicable Taw. There may be room for legal doubt in this case,
and we're going to talk a 1ittle bit more about exactly hew much
doubt there may be, but it is the Department's position that
certainly their case, or their position in this case is not

ptainly inconsistent with the applicable Taw.

Secondly, the Department's preference to opt for a broader rather
than a narrower view of their authority is also relevant to the
preemption issue. It is a basic tenet to the preemption issue.
It is a basic tenet, the preemption doctrine, that state laws

are presumed valid until the reverse is clearly shown. The
burden, quite frankly, is on Mr. Bryant to establish that your
authority is preempted. We submit that while there may be a
possibility of preemption in the future, at a minimum that case
has not been established yet. Mr. Bryant's client has not even

applied for the conditional use permit that the county's
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ordinances require. We have no--we don't know that Mr. Bryant

wouldn't be successful in that effort or we certainly don't know
what grounds the county might use to act upon that decision. In
that case, any attempt to conclude preemption would appear to

be significantly premature.

With respect to the tricky issue of the breadth of legal
authority. It's an occupational hazard of attorneys that they
like to talk about cases. Although often the inquiry is not

very helpful. I'm going to engage in it out of occupational
necessity, if for no other reason. What we have, and I'11 try

to be as candid as possible. We have two courts in the country
that have opined on the meaning of 401 and cases that are very
factually and legally different from one that we have in front

of us. In short, they are not real helpful, but we'll talk about
them. You have the 11th Circuit Court of Appeals, mid-level,
second to the highest federal court, the 1lth Circuit, the
Northeast, that involved an o0il refinery case. With all due
respect to Mr. Bryant, I think he's got his facts reversed on

the two cases. This is indeed a case where the State of Maine
chose to take a broad view of its 401 authority. It quite boldly
said, we're looking beyond water quality. We're going to
condition our 401 approval of this 401 refinery on state siting
law. A siting Taw very parallel in its considerations to Oregon

land use law. What happened in that case is that it was EPA's
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jurisdiction to issue an NPDES permit. So that's how it got

in federal court, because EPA refused to give credence to to

the State of Maine's conditions under the siting laws, saying

401 doesn't allow you to go that far. What the federal court
held is that it wasn't going to decide the issue. That it was
not the federal court's business to tell the state how far it

can go. It then proceeded to opine--to offer the unnecessary
opinion that, in the court's judgment 401 would allow the state
to do that by virtue of the specific language that we referred
to--to determine what the other appropriate requirements of state

1aw.

That's Campobello,

That's the Roosevelt Campobello case. For the lawyers on the

Commission, that's dictum, for the nonlawyers that means the

court said more than they absolutely had to.

The other court that has addressed the issue is, indeed the New

York Court of Appeals. Most recently in the Power Authority

v. New York case. A case which I think the appellant relies

upon wrongly as being definitive and on point. The facts refute
that. Again, facts that I believe Mr. Bryant had wrong. The
New York agency in that case did not choose to go beyond water

gquality considerations. It chose to take the narrow view of
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its authority. It was challenged by the power company that
wanted to build the dam. The power company contended that the
state agency should have considered a broad range of other
considerations, particularly energy considerations, and that

your counterpart agency in New York should have decided that

although water quality standards were violated, that the
prevailing energy needs were such that they could verify 401
nonetheless. Thus, there are some very critical distinctions
between that New York case and this case. It's a minimum case.
ATl the court was faced there was with issue of whether at a
minimum the agency has to meet water quality standards. And
there is no serious question about that at all. In the Clean
Water Act there is an entirely distinct provision, Section 1309

of the USC cite, that says states can't go below the minimum.

Secondly, energy considerations are, in our judgment, very
different from land use considerations. If the Department in
this case or in other cases were purporting to directly duplicate
the energy considerations that FERC makes the preemption case

or issue would become a lot harder. That's not what anyone is
purporting to do here. Secondly, the case is, of course,
completely different, or I guess exactly parallel in the sense,
and the New York court was simply deferring to the judgment of
its expert agency's narrow view of their 401 authority. That

is in that sense the case precedent would support the principle
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that a court is Tikely to defer to to whatever position you take
of your authority in this case. It is, indeed, somewhat ironic
that the New York case is argued as one taking a restrictive,
definitive restrictive view of the state's 401 authority.

Because I am advised now that the State of New York itself, your
counterpart agency, has joined a group of several states--Maine,
State of Washington to the north, and others--in taking a broader
view of 401. And they do not view that case as dispositive or

prohibitive of that issue.

I think, for beginning to wrap up here, that the Commission fTaces
the unfortunate situation where you're going to get a lawsuit
regardless of what you decide. And perhaps it's a--be somewhat
instructive to walk through exactly how that is going to work

and what you will face in that situation. I'm sure if you rule
in favor of the Department today that Mr. Bryant will be glad

to fulfill my prophecy and give you a lawsuit. If you decide

in Mr. Bryant's favor, I don't think the Department appeals
Commission's decisions, but we know well that the county or other
folks would. What would face, I think, is as follows. The
Federal courts have said they won't decide it. They won't
substitute their judgment for yours on the breadth of your
authority under 401. FERC has held the same. They won't second-
guess your authority under 401. So it's very likely that if

you send youF denial of 401 for this project to FERC that they
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will not second-guess that. Thus, the remedy if you rule in

the Department's favor for Mr. Bryant will be exclusively on

the critical substantive issues in state courts. In state
courts, what we think you will face is a very strong state court
recognition of our land use laws and a consistent literal
enforcement of those land use Taws. VYou will face a Court of
Appeals which very recently had ruled in your favor on a very

parallel land use case, Schreiner's Gardens v. DEQ, in which

the Court of Appeals upheld your water quality permit, your air
permit, and your solid waste permit for the garbage disposal
north of Salem. That was a case where the Department behaved
exactly 1ike it's behaving in this case. It insisted that the
applicant obtain a conditional use permit from the county. The
applicant went to the county. Obtained it. The Department then
in turn relied upon those land use findings. The court said,
yup, you're right. Those were land use decisions. You had to
do that and the way you did it was perfectly appropriate. Your
reliance on the local government's determination was specifically
acceptable. The inevitability of a lawsuit I don't think has
swayed the Department's posture at all in the case. It has
simply, I think, reinforced their judgment that if you are going
to be involved in 1itigation, the proper role of the state is to

be advocating in favor of its own authority rather than against

it.
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There are many ways that this case can get resolved. Mr. Bryant
cah have his client seek a conditional use permit and perhaps
obtain it. No one knows whether that is impossible until he

has tried. Congress can, with a stroke of a pen, rewrite the
401(d), the Clean Water Act, and eliminate all this doubt about
whether it means what it says. Or they can in any other fashion
make a clear preemptive ruling. They have not done so. Finally,
a court, some other court or a court in direct ruling of your
decision, can give us a definitive judgment that 401 does not
allow us to comply with state land use laws. Until any of those
things happen, it is simply the Department's belief that at a
minimum, you should apply state land use laws and your own rules
that are already on the books. And respectfully recommends that
you endorse that position by affirming the Department's denial

of the 401 certification in this case.

Thank you.

Questions for Mr. Huston? Mr, Bryant, would you speak to--we're
going to give you a chance to rebut--could you speak to the
question of why your clients have not pursued the Conditional

Use Permit.

Several reasons, some factual and some you would consider

political. The way the Conditional Use Permit is written, and
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it's attached, in order to obtain it while the study period is
proceeding--by the way the study period will probably conclude
in approximately a year--the task force has the right to ask

for a continuance for additional six months. And they plan on
doing that, as I understand it, in August of this year. So it
would be February before they issue their report, theoretically.
During that interim you can apply for Conditional Use if you
meet certain standards which are set out in Section 3 of the
ordinance, which is attached. Those uses we feel are 1mpos$ib1e
to meet. For instance, maintain the streamflow. Any small hydro
development will affect the streamflow. So that's impossible.
And it talks about other restrictions are there. 1t says, rather
than using words Tike "will not significantly impact," that give
you some room to determine if it is a reasonable use, it is just
a blanket statement that you shall maintain certain things.

And of course, during construction--and what these projects are
is you take water out of the river, run it through a pipe and
back into the river after they go through a penstock and a power
house. So, it does take water out of the vriver for awhile and
then put it back in. For that reason we don't think it's
possible to get a Conditional Use. Secondly, our time
restrictions and what we're doing with the Federal Regulatory
Commission would not allow us the time necessary to go through
the process with Deschutes County to obtain the Conditional Use.

Thirdly, to a large extent the FERC determines the scope and
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the design and the impiementation of the actual project from
construction to how it is going to operate. And until they tell
us exactly what they are going to require--you know we make
proposals but until they tell us what they are going to require
as a condition to granting our application, we wouldn't be able
to tell Deschutes County precisely what is going to happen as
far as the design and fmplementation. We can give them a real
good idea of what we think it is going to be and what we're
proposing, but we don't have the Federal Power Act stamp of
approval. So it would be premature for us to go ahead and apply

for that permit now, for those reasons.

So essentially you're arguing it's kind of a "Catch 22."

That's exactly right.

You can't learn how to Tand until you've had a few takeoffs under

your belt type thing. Okay, I think I understand that issue. -

Mr. Huston, see if I can phrase the question I have correctly.
Suppose that instead of a land use matter, suppose that the
Department refused to issue the certification because issuance
would violate the state's policy on preservation and protection
of wildlife and fish? Would your argument be the same that the

Taws on the protection and enjoyment of wildlife and fish is
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an appropriate requirement of state law? Do you understand my

guestion?

I'm afraid I do Commissioner. I wish I understood my answer.
The problem is those are precisely the broader policy issues
that you are going to be confronted withlin your further
rulemaking on 401. And you already know, I believe it was either
Fish and Wildlife or an environmental group sharing their
interest, that have already been in front of you and said they
are likely to contend that precisely those considerations ought
to be and can appropriately be made a part of 401. You also

are going to face a contention raised by Mr. Smith's suggestions
today about how far even the narrow view of 401 goes. And you
had Mr. Bryant, I think, taking the position this morning that
even considerations apparently expressly incorporated within

the water quality standards may be arguably preempted by the
federal power legislation. So, I guess an answer is lots of
tough issues to come, more appropriately resolved by the
Commission in its policy setting function of rulemaking. We
think you've got a narrow question here of whether you enforce
laws already on the books, both yours and the State
Legistature's, and that the significance of the case simply is
that if you take the narrow view here you really seem to have

resolved the broader policy issues down the road.
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I suppose what irritates me basically is that here Oregon has
been a 1eader in environmental protection, and yet the Federal
Government feels that because other states have not been a leader
they've got to come in and effect take over and tell the states
that they really don't have much to say about this. It appears
in this case that, well, I don't think there is any question,

it not only appears that federal legislation says the Feds are

decide everything except the gquestion of water quality.

Mr. Huston, is it your position that this Commission can decide

what other appropriate requirements of state law are?
Precisely.
By rulemaking? That's your position?

By rulemaking in the future, Mr. Chairman, it is our contention
that you have really already decided that, or the State
Legislature has decided that for you with respect to at least
land use. You get to decide some other tough ones down the road,
but at least with respect to land use, our basic contention is
the Legislature said that is an appropriate requirement with
respect to water quality decisions really. Basic contention

is that it may well be beyond your judgment. At least the

Department--~
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Well, but really we talked about that. The State Legislature

didn't say that. We said that by virtue of our agreement with

LCDC. Isn't that true? The State Legislature didn't say that.

The State Legislature didn't say that 401 Certification of the
land use decision. What they said is, first of all they did
create a general definition of what is a land use decision and

the courts have as well. And basically that test is any time

it has a significant impact on the present or future land uses.

That principle is established by the Supreme Court in the
Petersen case. Secondly, I don't think there is any question
that that test is not met in this case. I don't believe

Mr, Bryant has even attempted to argue that it wouldn't be.
Secondly they have also directed each state agency to try to
make their own rough cut of what is and is not a tand use

decision. I'm not sure that you've done that. You have said

401 is. I'm not sure that's binding, but probably is, and even

if it isn't I think it meets the generic legal test for land

use decision anyway.

Mr. Bryant, would you 1ike to have some time for rebuttal?

I1'11 be very brief., First of all on Justice Denecke's comment

and the question to Michael. You're exactly right. If you open

the door here on other appropriate requirements to say it
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includes Tand use, then it can include a whole bunch of other
things, not just for the State of Oregon but for every state

in the Unjon. And so you try to have a National Energy Policy

with that kind of an open door. I think when you review the
cases, especially the Supreme Court cases, you will see that's
not what they intended. When you review the legislative report
and the testimony of Senator Muskie, a sponsor of the bill, you
will see that is not intended. The people that want to tighten
up water control and do it for the Country, they didn't intend
to change our National Energy Policy or the Federal Power Act

in doing it.

One thing that is hard for me to address here is, I've come and
my client has come to ask for a different opinion than what your
staff is recommending. I'm presuming that when you became
Commissioners that you took an oath and that in it there is
something about supporting the laws of the United States and
the State of Oregon, and that you will not make a decision in
this particular case because you have an obligation on behalf
of the State of Oregon to stand up to the federal government.
That is not the issue. The question is the interpretation of
401(d) and the preemption and whether or not preemption applies.
And if you determine after your research in reviewing the file
that it in fact does apply, whether or not you are on a state

commission should not enter into your decision. To do so would



Bryant

(continued)

Page 46

be denying us a fair hearing, if that is one of the things you
weigh in making a decision. And I just can't believe that is
intended. Otherwise, it doesn't really make sense to go through
this process. So certainly--Michael used the word timidity--1I
don't want you to be timid on the other side of the coin either.
And so the fact that if you find in our favor, and that makes

it more difficult for the state on appeal, well so be it. That
is our system, that is our process. That is the way it should

work .

On the Schreiner Gardeners decision, I agree with that case.

It doesn't have any application here., They weren't talking
about 401 or federal preemption. So I would--and you have one
other opportunity, which the Chairman has alluded to a couple

of times. You can define compatibility. It has never been
defined before. And if you define compatibility as stating that
the plan allows for small hydro, which it does, then you have
technically have met your coordination agreement. That part

of your decision. And as I mentioned in my other argument, that
section ORS 197.640(d){(2), does permit an out to a state agency
when they can't follow the plan. Where it is inconsistent with
a state or federal law. It is unfortunate that by what I think
you need to do in following the federal legislation and the é
Constitution, you may be in fact violating a state law. But

you do belong to the United States of America and it is a |
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National Energy Policy, and I think that is what you are
obligated to do if you interpret the law the way I have asked

you to. Thank you.

Thank you. Further guestions.

I don't know, Michael, if 401 has actually been, a copy of it

is in the record.

It is not.

I've got a copy of it here, and with permission I'd like to
submit that to the record so you'll know what we've been talking

about.

Also, it would be handy to have a copy of Section 303, I think
since that has been--some inquiries from the Commission have

come from that.

Would you Tike that now?

Well, maybe we ought to decide as a Commission how we are going
to proceed, before we start making Xerox copies of things. I
think it is clear to me that we have two or three very, very

complex legal issues. I'm not sure this Commission is even




Petersen

(continued)

Page 48

capable of fully grappling with the technical legal arguments.
And therein Ties perhaps one of the problems. However, it is
our responsibility, and I think we're going to do the best job
we can. Not ever having before an opportunity to either be
affirmed or reversed on appeal. I want my first shot--1 don't
want to get reversed. So I think that in view of that and in
view of the new material that was submitted today, I think it
would be appropriate for us to certainly take this under
advisement. As a lawyer, when a judge tells me that, I always
kind of cringe and wonder how long that is going to take.
Sometimes that is used as an excuse for not being able to bite
the bullet and make a decision. But I think that under the
circumstances that would be appropriate so that we can do the
best job possible for the parties. It is an important decision.
It is going to have precedent-setting characteristics to it.

It is going to be appealed no matter what we decide. So I think
it would be appropriate, and I would entertain a motion to take
it under advisement and then make a commitment to parties that
we will do that as expeditiously as possible, and decide on the
most appropriate way to do that. I suspect it will require some
other meeting, work session, where we can talk amongst ourselves,
and of course whenever we get together it is a public meeting
unless it qualifies for Executive Session, which I don't think
this would. So people would be able to be present in that

process. As far as scheduling that is concerned, we haven't
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talked about that and I don't know when people would be
available, how long you would like to consider the record and
digest some of these things. Maybe some of you wouldn't Tike
to consider it at all. I don't know. I know Arno and 1 would.

What are the thoughts of the Commission?

I'11 move along the lines which you suggested Mr. Chairman,

Second.

Okay. Everybody agreeable with that? Our next meeting, Carol,

is scheduled for when?

It's in Salem at--

April 19.

April 19.

I'm thinking we probably ought to do it before then. Maybe in

a couple of weeks from now. I will be out of town, or out of

the state the last week in March. But perhaps the week before

that we can set a time. It is the week of the 18th 1 believe.

Are you going to be around?
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I'17 be out of town Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday.

Why don't we do this. Why don't we just get our heads together
right after our Commission meeting is adjourned and then we'll
make that decision and obviously let everybody know where and
when and what the procedures are going to be. Are there any
other questions or comments on this particular agenda item before

we move on to the next.

We need to take a vote on that.

It was kind of a consensus, I think. Everybody agreed--everybody
nodded this way, which is--Chair took judicial notice of the
up and down--thank you very much gentlemen for excellent

presentations.

Are there any further items? VYes?

Not having the Commission's rules in front of me regarding
appeals of Departmental actions--on the 401 issue that you are
taking under advisement--what does that mean in terms of the
public record? Is the record closed, or is it open, or what.

The issues raised today--some of the arguments I would be
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interested in commenting on. So I guess my question to you is,

whether you are going to allow any other comment.

I'm inclined not to. I think that is consistent with prior
Commission--we've got two parties and we're not going to--I
understand how that bears on the other issue that you've

addressed us on.

That's what I mean--the rulemaking process that is coming up.
Right. Very appropriate at that point in time. But I think

we have a more confined contested case situation here and I'd

rather not open it up to public comment.

Jim, does that mean at this time or at our future meeting?

Any--at this time and the future meeting. I'm not going to close

the record because we may request additional information as a
Commission to consider and help us make our decision. So I'm
not going to close the record, but I'm not going to open it for
nonparty participation, unless I'm overruled by the four people

sitting up here with me.

Alright, then I will adjourn the meeting at this time.




TRANSCRIPT - PUBLIC FORUM - March 8, 1985 EQC Meeting

Subject:

Wujack

Lava Diversion Project

Good morning. My name is John Wujack, I'm a resident of Bend.
I'm a member of the Executive Committee of a group called the
Coalition for the Deschutes. We're a natural resource planning
group in the Bend area. We charge ourselves with monitoring
hydroelectric development in the Deschutes river basin. There
is a project which is going to be judged here later on this
morning and that project will be judged on its own merits.

What T'd 1ike to talk to you about this morning is the need for
sound planning from federal agencies, state agencies, city and
county governments, so that very specific problems can be
eliminated, sound planning can go into effect which will really
benefit community interests. What's going to serve one community
in the eastern agricultural sections may not be working in a
community such as Bend where we have limited agricultural
resources but we have a growing tourist industry. And we feel
as though the compatibility between all government agencies
working on this is the only way we're going to have sound
planning in what is really becoming a burden on the state, and
that is in the burgeoning hydroelectric industry. 1 just thank

you for your time this morning.
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Thank you. Questions for Mr. Wujack? Thank you. Larry Tuttle,

Deschutes County Commissioner.

Thank you very much Chairman Petersen. It appears that we see
each other more in Portland than we do in Bend. My name is Larry
Tuttle, I'm a Deschutes County Commissioner. For the record,

my address is Courthouse, Bend, Oregon. The purpose for
requesting this time on the public forum section today is to
request that I be allowed to make comments in the public hearing

at the time that you take up number F on the agenda,

Why don't you go ahead and make your comments now, Commissioner
Tuttle. I think the time span between now and then is very brief
and the impact probably the same. 1 think we as a Commission
decided that we want to limit that agenda item to just legal
arguments and vet we do want people to feel free to talk with

us on this subject.
Would you be willing then, because the issue that I particularly
want to address in my comments is the party status, may I submit

a written memorandum into the record of the hearing?

Sure.

I would 1ike to go ahead and make the comments at this time.
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Fine,

I*11 basically be reading from a prepared statement, so this
statement will be the same as the one to be submitted into the

record.
Okay.

Today, of course, I'm speaking about Lava Diversion Project No.
FERC 5205 on the Deschutes River. On November 28, 1983, General
Energy Development Inc. (GED), through their consultant, Campbell-
Craven Environmental Consultants, submitted a letter requesting
Water Quality Standards Compliance Certification or waiver for
the project I just previously described, pursuant to Section

401 of the Federal Clean Water Act. By letter dated September 7,
1984, the Department of Environmental Quality informed GED that
it was circulating public notice of its application and that the
application required statement of land use compatibility from
Deschutes County, in accordance with the Agency's coordination

program adopted pursuant to ORS 197.180.

Deschutes County received the public notice of GED's application
from the Department on September 17, 1984. DeschUtes County
also received a letter from GED on October 2, 1984 requesting,

and I quote, "a statement of compatibility with the Deschutes
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County Comprehensive Plan." Deschutes County responded directly
to the Department by Tetter dated October 10, 1984, saying in
part that it was impossible for Deschutes County to find that
the proposed hydroelectric project near the Benham Falls on the
Deschutes River south of Bend is in conformance with the

Comprehensive Plan and implementing ordinances with respect to

the requested certification under Section 401 of the Federal
Clean Water Act, without reviewing the whole of the iroject in
accordance with the standards and procedures applicable to such
a request. And further, that until such time as an application
has been made by General Electric Development, Inc., and that
application has been found in conformance with the comprehensive
plan and implementing ordinances, Deschutes County opposes the
issuance of 401 Federal Clean Water Act Certification. Ena of

quote.

GED's application for Water Quality Standards Compliance
Certification was denied by the Department by letter dated
November 27, 1984. The Department identified eight activities
associated with the projéct construction and operation whose
potential for water quality impairment had not been adequately
addressed in environmental report, and that GED had failed to
obtain a Land Use Compatibility Statement from Deschutes County.
Deschutes County learned that the November 27, 1984 denial of

GED's application had been appealed to the Environmental Quality
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Commission on February 27, 1985--that is, we learned it on that

day.

Questions about the standing of GED. GED was the applicant for
the Water Quality Standards Compliance Certification. GED,

however, is unable to utilize the waters of the state because the

waters of the upper Deschutes River have been withdrawn from
appropriation. Therefore, GED is unable to build any project
on the upper Deschutes River. Arnold Irrigation District has
entered into a joint venture agreement where the District will
supply GED the municipal preference for the project for a share
in the revenue of the project. Two Attorney General opinions
have analyzed the agreement between the District and GED. The
opinions conclude that the agreement is insufficient to qualify
GED's application before the Water Resources Department as
municipal application because the District has retained

sufficient beneficial interest and control to make it appear

that the proposal is other than, I guote, "a subterfuge to allow
a private developer to use the municipal application process.”
And that's a quote from the Attorney General's Department. This
was an opinion of Larry D. Thompson, Assistant Attorney General,
dated October 24, 1983. GED is precluded from appropriating
water for the project and the District does not have an agreement
which will allow GED to utilize your municipal powers. This

District is not an applicant in this proceeding. Under these

|
|
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circumstances GED does not have standing to apply for the Water

Quality Standards Compliance Certification.

Two. On the District's appeal. Deschutes County was not made
a party to the proceeding today but was allowed to comment
pursuant to the public notice, excuse me, Deschutes County was
not made a party to the entire proceeding but was allowed to
comment pursuant to the public notice as a member of the public
and was a necessary party to the proceeding before the
Department. To Deschutes County's knowledge, GED has not
participated in this appeal of the Department's decision to the
Commission. It appears that the District has received some
special status and was allowed to stipulate to a briefing
schedule and file a brief with the Commission raising legal
arguments. Because of Deschutes County's role in determining
compatibility with the Statewide Land Use Goals, the local
Comprehensive Plan and implementing ordinances, Deschutes County
should be given equal status with the District and be entitled
to participate in the Commission's hearing in at least the same
capacity as the District--and by the District I mean Arnold
Irrigation District. The District was kind enough to supply
Deschutes County with copies of the briefs on the afternoon of
Tuesday, March 5, 1985--that's Tuesday of this week, about

5 o'clock. Given such a short period of time from the date of

receipt of that information and the hearing before the Commission
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today, March 8, there was insufficient time to respond to the
legal issues raised on behalf of GED by the District. Deschutes
County does, however, concur with the Department's position set

forth in their brief as to the legal issues under consideration,

Three. Evidence outside the record. The Department and the
District acknowledge in their briefs that the Department
continued to work on eight deficient areas after November 27,
1984, after the November 27, 1984 dgcision. No additional notice
was given to the public that additional information would be
considered by the Department after the decision was made. It

is of great concern to Deschutes County, who has attempted to
participate in the entire process but has not been given party
status or considered necessary to the proceedings, that factual
issues could be determined after the public hearings process

had been closed by the Department. We believe that if the eight
issues are to be resolved by subsequent evidence submitted by
GED, at a minimum a new notice should be issued with an
opportunity for the public to review and participate in the
application as amended relating to those eight items. The appeal
from the decision to the Commission should not consider new

evidence developed outside of the record.
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Four. New hearing. Evidence was considered by Department
outside the scope of the review process. We believe that, if
the evidence is to be considered, it should not be considered
as an appeal of the November 27, 1984 decision, but should be
considered as a refiled or amended application. GED's
application should be returned to the Department for new
proceedings on the application as supplemented. It is our
conclusion that the application of GED for Water Quality
Standards Compliance Certification pursuant to Section 401 of
the Federal Clean Water Act, should be denied. In the
alternative, Deschutes County should be made a party with at
least the same status as Arnold Irrigation District, and be
entitled to participate in the rehearing of the supplemental

application on remand before the Department.

Respectfully submitted, Richard L. Isham, Deschutes County Legal

Counsel.

I have copies for each of the Commissioners and staff.

Are there questions for Commissioner Tuttle?

So I'm clear. It is my understanding that this will be made

a part of the public hearing record.
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Yes.
Thank you very much.

Thank you Commissioner Tuttle. I think it might be appropriate
for legal counsel for the State and for the applicant to maybe
comment on Commissioner Tuttle's remarks during your
presentation, if you have one. Further public forum
participation--Mr. J. D. Smith wants to talk to the Commission

about Section 401.

Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Commission. My name
is J. D. Smith representing Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition
and Northwest Environmental Defense Council, or Northwest

Environmental Defense Center, pardon me.
I wanted to comment on the matter of the Lava Diversion Project.
Get a 1ittle closer to the mike there.

I and several others testified at the Tast month's meeting about
the 401 certification process. Primarily to the extent that

the certification of compliance with Section 303 of the Federal
Clean Water Act seemed to us fairly clearly to require a

consideration of the impact of projects to be certified under
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Smith Section 401, that they be consistent with not simply water

(continued) quality criteria, but also the uses of the water. Amongst the
issues to be argued during the formal hearing on this project,
that particular consideration does not exist. I simply want
to reiterate the same comments that we made Tast month that the
Commission is missing a fairly key tool in making these kind
of evaluations hy not considering the impact of the Lava
Diversion Project on the other uses of the water, primarily fish,

recreation, etc.

Petersen Isn't that the land use issue? I mean, isn't that the point

that the state is making?

Smith I think the point, Mr. Chairman, is not that it is or is not
a land use issue, but what is clearly in the Federal law under
Section 303 is the requirement of compliance or consistency with
water uses. If that clearly appears under the land use law,
that's probably fine, but it seems an unnecessarily circuitous
route to make a determination under what is clearly in the

Federal Taw.

Petersen Therein lies one of the problems that we're dealing with is the
Federal taw versus the State law and how the two may or may not
overlap or preempt one another. It's not as clear as it could

be.
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My point, Mr. Chairman, is that the Federal law, without arguing
about whether local, state--without arguing about the
relationship between local, state and federal Taw--the federal
Taw itself allows this Commission, or perhaps better, requires

this Commission to consider compatibility with water uses.

Do I restate it correctly--your contention is that the evidence

does not show compliance with 303 of the Federal law?

That is correct.

Are there other people on the public forum? Then I'11 close

it at this time.




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. B, April 192, 1985, EQC Meeting

January and February 1985 Program Activity Report

Discussion
Attached are the January and February 1985 Program Activity Reports.

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

Water Quality and Solid 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 be
functions of the Department, subject to appeal to the Commission.

The purpozses of this report are:

1. To provide information to the Commission regarding the status of
reported activities and an higtorical 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 lodgs of civil 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.

Fred Hansen

SChew:y
MD26
229-6484

Attachment

DEG-46
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Air Quality, Water Quality,

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Divisions

{Reporting Unit)

Air

Direct Sources

Small Gasoline
Storage Tanks
Vapor Controls

Total

Water
Municipal
Industrial
Total

Solid Waste
Gen. Refuse
Demolition
Industrial
Sludge
Total

Hazardous
Wastes

GRAND TOTAL

MY307

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

January 1985

Plans
Received
Month FY
7 51
7 51
4 82
- 40
4 122
4 26
6 20
- 1
10 47
1 6
22 226

Plans
Approved
Month FY
12 50
12 50
10 86

3 41
13 127
1 22
3 18
- 2
4 42
1 6
30 225

Plans
Disapproved
Month EY

0 0
0 0
1 4
0 0
1 4
1 4
i

(Month and Year)

Plans
Pending

25

25

12
21

68




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
DIRECT SOURCES
PLAN RCTIONS COMPLETED

- . DATE QF
COUNTY NUMBER SOURCTE FROCESS DESCRIPTION ACTION ACTTON
TLANE gos "pOU~CORNING CORP. "8IN BUST COLLECTOR DE/02784 APPROVED |
TLINN 013 "TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ERISSION COLLECTION SYSTEM . Q1F22/78% APPAGYED
TMULTNOMAH 025 "ESEO CORPORATION PLANT 3  BAGHOUSE & TOLLECLTION SYSTEM C}/22/85 APPROVED
TLANE T 032 WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES THEW CONTROL FOR (YCLOMNE T2FZ28/ 34T APPROVED
CLANE 03¢ PREMIER PLYWOOD CORP BOILER G1/03785 APPRAGVED .
LANE Cs0 ROSOORO LUMBER €O CARTER DAY AIR FILTER 127287856 APPROVED ;
TWHASHINGTON 046 DAELEG, INL. P8 OXIDE PROCUCTION TMCREASE O1/%6785 APPROVED |
. BENTON 046 BRAND=S CORPORATION VENEER DRYER CONTROLS Q1F24485 APPROVED :
"JACKSON 030 BOISE CASCADE CORP BOILER REPLACENMENT - 01/22/85 APPROVED .
TLINM T 9zé T TELEDYHE WAH CHANG 77 BAGHOUSE INSTALLATION — 7 77 7"Q9/12/83 APPROYED
LINN 945 ALBAMY TITANIUA INC TITANTIUSN PILOT PLANT G3/2G/84 AFPROVED !
POLK §49 WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES VENEER DRYER S5CHUBBER 07/25/86 APPROGVED

TOTAL NUMBER GQUICK LOOK REPORT LINES 12

1




Alr Quality Division

(Reporting Unit)

Direct Sources
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Indirect Sources
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

GRAND TOTALS

Number of
Pending Permits

155

MAR.5 (8/79)
AALLOT

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

January,

1985

(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Ayaiting Public Notice

Awaitbting end of 30-day Public Notice Period

3

Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sources . Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'g
Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits
1 20 22 11
3 19 22 17
1" 108 18 101 117
0 _16 4 10
15 163 22 189 155 1212 1240
0 3 0 3 1
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 _1 0 1 0
-9 -4 0 -1 —L 227 228
15 167 22 193 156 1439 1468
Comments
To be reviewed by Northwest Region
To be reviewed by Willamette Valley Region
-To be reviewed by Southwest Region
To be reviewed by Central Region
To be reviewed by Eastern Region
To be reviewed by Program Operations Section
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DEPARTMENT OF EWVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCORT
DIRECT SCURCES
PERMITS ISSUED

PERMIT APPL. DATE TYPE

COUNTY SQURCE NUMBER RECEIVED ETATUS ACHIEVED APPL. PSEL
2IRTL.SOURCE CLACKAFAS CNTY ENVIR 3SVCS 37 0245 A | PERMIT ISSUED 12726784 ANY ¥
CLACKAMAS MOLALLA SAND & GRAYEL L0 03 2528 F PERMIT ISSUED Di/1Gs85 AWM ¥
HOOD RIVER HOOD RIVER MEMORIAL HGSP 44 00zo f ¢/ PERMIT ISSWED  07/10/85 RAMY ®
WASHINGTON L H CGEB CRUSHED ROLK INC 34 1925 Y PERMIT ISSUED 01710785 RNW ¥
MULTHOMAH LAURELKUAST ELEMENTARY 26 2048 T PERMIT ISSUED D1/15/55 RNy N
MULTNOMAH FRANKLIN HIGH SCHOGL .28 _2?VS f F _ PERMIT ISSUER 01715785 RN W
SULTHOMAH GRAMT HIGH .SCHOOL 26 2716 P | PERMIT ISSUED 09715785 RNY K
RULTNOHAK JACKSON HIGH SCHOOL 26 2797 ! ! PERMIT ISSUED 017915785 any #
HULTNOYAHN JEFFERSON HIGH SCHOOL 26 2718/ /  PERMIT ISSUED  (Q%4/15/85 ANW N |
SULTNOMAH LINCOLN HIGH S{HOOL 26 2719 P PERMIT ISSUst 0115785 RaW N 7
HULTNO"AHR MADISON HIGH SCHOOL 26 2720 P § PERMIT ISSUED Gi715/785 aNw N
MULTNOMAH MARSHALL HIGHM SCHOOL 26 2721 P PERMIT ISSUED 01£15/85 RNM N
RULTNOMAH RODSEVELT WIGH SCHOOL 26 2723 t7 PERMIT ISSUED Q01715785 RANW W
DOUSLAS AGRICULTURAL LIME 00 10 0127 R | PERMIT ISSUED G1/16/85 EXT
JOSEPHINE SOUTHWEST FOREST INDUSTR. 17 0007 {7 PERMIT ISSUED 01/16785 RNW ¥
LINCOLN YAQUINA VENEER PTR 21 0054 ;o PERMIT ISSUED ~ 01716485 EXT N
MARION FAIRVIEY HMOSPITAL 24 5842 T PERMIT ISSUED 01416/85 RNW ¥
KARION WALLING SAND % GRAVEL €5 24 5946 P PERMIT ISSUzD Q1716785 AKW Y
MULTHOMNAH PORTLAND RENDERING (O 26 1800 YA PERMIT ISSUED "OI1/16/85 QW ¥
MULTNOMAY PORTLAND PROVISION T 26 2402 i/ PERMIT ISSUED 01/16/85 RNW ' ¥
PGRT.SOURCE E2LTE INC. 37 0198 ! /' PERMIT ISSuEd Q1416785 NEW ¥
PORT.SOURCE TEECO {ORP ) 37 0329 ;o7 PERMIT ISSUED Gi1/16/73% NEW ¥

TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LCOK REPORT LINES 22




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division
{Reporting Unit)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 13

January 1985

{Month and Year)

¥ County # Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of # Action #
# # /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action % #
] % # # %
Munigipal Waste S 10
Clackamas Lake Oswego 1-7-85 Provisional
Quarry Road Approval
{(Minorland Partition)
Deschutes Larry Grayson 1-8-85 Provisional
(Sportsman Motel) Approval
Multnomah Ray Residence 1-11=85 Comments to Engineer
Sand Filter Structure
Jackson City of Eagle Point 1-15-85 Approval with
Preliminary Report Comment s
Deschutes Sunriver 1«30-85 Provisional
Trna ct TTA 1]
River Village Condos
River Village TIII Approval
Douglas City of Drain 1-30-85 Provisional
Kilburn Project Approval
Klamath City of Klamath Falls 1=30~-85 Provisional
Enights of Columbus Extension Approval
Clackamas Gladstone 1-31-85 Provisional
Oatfield Road Sanitary Approval
Sewer Extension
Douglas Winston Green STP 1=-31=85 Approval
Sereenings Conveyor
Washington USA (Banks) 2-6-85 Provisional
Banks STP Modifications Approval

MAR.3 (5/79)

WT688

o




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division January 1985
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 13

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

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

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOQURCE 3

Polk Portland General Electric  1=8-85 Approved

0il Spill Contaimment System
Grand Ronde

Washington Portland General Electric  1-8=85 Approved
01l Spill Containment System
Beaverton

Clackamas Portland General Electric 18«85 Approved
0il Spill Contaimment System
Brightwood

MAR.3 (5/79) WI557

o
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SUMMRY-F SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN 12 FEB 85
ON WATER PERMIT APPLICATIONS IN JAN 85

NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS FILED NUMBER OF PERMITS ISSUED APPLICATIONS CURRENT TOTAL
S A A em——en e —e———— seme———— e T e —————————— s m————— PENDING PERKIY GF
MONTH FISCAL YEAR MONTH FISCAL YEAR ISSUANCE (1) ACTIVE PERMITS

SOURCE CATEGGORY NPDES WP(LF GEN NPDES WPCF GEN NPDES WPCF GEN NPDES MPCF GEN NPDES WPCF GEN NPDES WPCF GEN
EPERMIT SUBTYPE e mp e aa o ms ——twrex Erw v - mam TR mar WA o —————— bR A Emm mEammn wargesas 0 O mmEmma me —— ————
DOMESTIC

NEW 0 1 0 g -] 2 i 2 0 3 & 3 0 & 1

RW Q o 0 Q Q 0 0 g 0 o] G a e 0 G

RWD 2 3 ¢ 19 13 ] 1 0 0 19 6 0 37 19 0

MW o) 0 o 1 1 G ¢ 0 v} Ll 0 e] 1 1 o

MWo 1 a o 1z & ] 0 o & & 3 o & 2 Q

TOTAL 3 4 o 12 24 2 2 2 G 29 13 3 44 <8 1 243 142 &8
INDUSTRIAL

NEW 1 3 4 4 9 12 G 0 4 G 1 26 é i3 1

RY 0 c 0 a G o 0 G 0 1 g 0 0 C O

RUT 2 & ¢ 23 17 a 4 2 a 21 9 G 27 13 0

g’ 1 0 0 1 0 g 0 0 aQ 0 C 0 1 G 0

MuQ 2 1 0 14 5 g 2 e Q g é o 3 2 0

TOTAL 6 10 4 44 31 12 & 2 4 3g 16 26 37 30 1 178 150 286
AGRICULTURAL

NEW 0 0 0 0 0 G 0 0 0 0 ] 0 o 0 0

RYW G 0 0 o 0 0 G 0 o o] 0 0 G i 0

RWO 0 @ 0 ¢ 7] 0 g G ¢ 0 0 C 0 2 C

MU 0 0 o 0 9] G 0 0 o] o] 0 0 Q o] 0

BW0 0 & 0 0 o G 0 ¢ a t] 0 0 J ¢ 0

TOTAL 0 0 G 0 0 G 8 0 8] 0 ¢ G 0 0 0 P 13 60

=E=EYSES =Z=DT sS=Z=ET LIS =RTEE= === T=Z22Z IZIIIZI=ZIDT DD = TEDEZD =EZSSE S=S@oao EESEST ESEXST ZSREFET SENST ZSSsSS S=EDT

GRAND TOTAL 9 14 4 76 5% 14 8 4 4 59 44 z29 81 58 2 423 305 394

13 DOES NOT INCLUDE APPLICATIONS WITHDRAWN BY THE APPLICANT, APPLICATIONS WHERE IT WAS DETERMINED A PERMIT WAS NOT NEEDED.
AND APPLICATIONS WHERE THE PERMIT WAS DENIED EY DEG.

IT DOES INCLUDE APPLICATIONS PENDING FROM PREVIOQUS MONTHS AND THOSE FILED AFTER 31=JAN-85,.

NEW - NEW APPLICATION

R¥ = RENEWAL WITH EFFLUENT LIMIT CHANGES

RWO - RENEAAL WITHOUT EFFLUENT LIMIT CHANGES

MW = MODIFICATION WITH INCREASE IN EFFLUENT LIMITS
MWO « MODIFICATION WITHOUT INCREASE IN EFFLUENT LIMITS
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VISSUEZ2~R

PERMIT
CAT NUMBER TYPE

GENERAL: COOLING WATER

IND 100 GENDT MEW

IND 600 GENOS NEW
IND 600 GENOS NEW
IND 600 GENDE NEW
RPDES

SRS EEEIIIZn TSR

IND 1930017 WPDES RWO
IND 100520 NPDES RUC
BOM 100022 NPDES NEW
IND 100024 NPDES RBO
DOM 100026 NPDES RWO
IND 100028 NPDES RWO

IND 3698 NPDES HWC

SQURCE
]

100038

1390
100541

1000604

B7&45B7
16037
23434
165%2
28476
86781
43220

9596

PERMITS ISSUED BETWEEN CI-JAN~85 AND 31-JAN-8S5

ORDERED BY SOURCE CATEGORY.

LEGAL NAME

RAWLINSON®S

ALLEN, F.M.
HANEY, RAYMOND Do

SASAKs BRUCE AND HELTON, VIRGIL L.

JOHN €. TAYLOR LUMBER SALES, INC.
CHEMBOND CORPORATION

DUCKWALL-FOOLEY FRUIT (0.

CLACKARMAS COUNTY SERVICE DISTRICT #1
EVANITE HAROBOARD, INCs

STAYTON, CITY OF

LAGE ORCHARDS, INC.

BOISE CASCADE CORPORATIOCN

PERMIT TYPE, LEGAL MNAME

SALEM

CAVE JUNCTION

WOLF CREEX

SHERIDAN
SPRINGFIELD
ODELL
BORING
CORVALLIS
STRYTGON
HGOD RIVER

WILLAMINA

COUNTY/REGION

-

MARION JWVYR

JOSEPHINE /3HWR
JOUSEPHINE /3SR

JOSEPHINE /SWR

YAMHILL /WVR
LANE FHVR

HOGD RIVER/CR
CLACKAMAS /NUR
BENTON /WYR
HARION /WVYR
HOOD RIVER/CR

YAMHILL JHVR

12 FEB 85

DATE
ISSUED

14=-JAN=BS

18=JAN=E3
2¥-JAN=35

3I1-JANTBS

08-JAN=-85
08=~JAN-5§5
23=JAN=B3
23=JAN-85
23=-JAN=85
23«JAN=55
23=JAN=85

2B~ LAN-B5

31-DEC-B85

31=JUL-86
31=JuL-8é

19-JUL-86

31-MAR-B4
30-JUN-E?
31-DEC-89
30-NOV=-89
30-NOV-8%
31~DEC-8%
31=~DEC~-29

31-MAY~8E




VISSY

DOM
IND

IND

U

z2~R

PERMIT
KUMZER

P . L T T

100021
100023
100023
100027

SQURCE
Ib

63206
1000:0
16400
29045

PERMITS ISSUED BETWEEN O1-JAN-83 AND 31-JAN-835
ORDERED BY SOQURCE LATEGORY, PERMIT TYPE, LEGAL NAME

LEGAL NARME CiTy

0LD TRAPPER SMOKED PRODULTS., INC. TILLAMQOOX
GRAYS0N, A. LARRY BEND
CIRCLE FIVE RANCH, INC. BONANZA
FARWEST TRANSPORTATICM WORTHHEST. INCe. C3BYUYRG

COUNTY/REGION

- i

TILLAKOOK /NUWR
DESCHUTES /fCR
KLAMATH /CR

LANE /HWVR

12 FER 85

23=JAN=85
23=JAN=-85
23-JAN-85

23=-JAN-B5

PAGE 2

DRTE
EXPIRES

31=-DEL=89
30=-NOV-89
3i-DEC~8%

31-pEL-89




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division January 1985
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZ US WASTE PER ACTICNS

Pernit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'g

Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits

General Refuse

New

Closures
Renewals
Modifications
Total

)
on

1
32

o
o
Taal

45 168 168

Ul —= = |
no
W = —

Demolition

New -
Closures -
Renewals -
Modifications -
Total -

[ASEE T B |
i

W =1 M1
1

2 12 12

Industrial
New

Closures
Renewals
Modifications
Total

11

LT e S O Y
U =1 o w
[o o JNLG BEs JEN

24 100 100

Sludge Pigposal
New - - -

Closures - - -
Renewals - - -
Medifications - - -
Total - - -

=l HFM—=
I

Hazardous Waste

New 1 3 - 3
Authorizations 84 1007 8y 1007
Renewals - -
Modifications - - - -
Total 85 1010 84 1010

1
]
vl =1 W»

15 19

GRAND TOTALS 93 1056 90 1061 T 312 316

SC2054.B -
MAR.5S (11/84) iy



Hazardous and Solid Waste Division

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

{Reporting Unit)

January 1985

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

(

Month and Year)

MAR.6 (5/79)

forree

# County # Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of # Action ¥
# # /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action # *
# # # # %
Lake Jim Metzker 1/2/85 Letter authorization
New woodwaste site issued
Douglas Int'l, Paper, Gardiner 1/4/85 Closure permit
Existing woodwaste site issued
Marion Stayton Transfer Station 1/8/85 Permit renewed
Existing facility
Polk Garden Grow Co, 1/15/85 Permit issued
New composting facility
~ Marion Woodburn Landfill 1/18/85 Permit amended
Existing facility
Lineoln Agate Beach Convenience 1/31/85 Permit issued
Center
New transfer facility
SC2054.D

e



Hazardous and Solid Waste Division

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Japuary 198§

-(Reporting Unit)

{Month and Year)

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS

CHEM-SECURITY SYSTEMS, INC,, GILLIAM CO
WASTE DESCRIPTION
# ) # # (Iuantit]ﬁ ]
® Date ¥ Type # Source # Present # Future ¥
% % % & # &

TOTAL REQUESTS GRANTED - T4

OREGON - 24

173

1/3

173

1/4

174

Paint sludge consist-
ing of alkyd resin,
toluene, xylene, ace-
tone, MIK, ethanol,
isobutanol, VM&P naph-
tha & propylene glycecl
monomethyl ether

Phenolic resin con-
taining free phencl
(4.5%), lignin &
inerts (solid)

Small quantities of
various pesticides

Floor sweepings conta-
minated with varicus
pesticides (organophos-
phates, carbamates,
chlorinated hydrocarbon
ete,)

Floor sweepings conta-
minated with various
pesticides (organophos-
phates, carbamates,
chlorinated hydrocarbon
ete.)

SC2054.F
MAR.15 (1/82)

Mfg. of cabinets

Chemical co.
University
Chemical co.

3,

Chemical co.

3y

345 drums 330 drums

12 drums 0

4] 15 drums
5 drums 5 drums
5 drums 5 drums




# # #

% Date # Type ¥
# & #

Source

Quantity

Present

Future

Anti-sapstain
operation

Sawdust and wood conta-~
minated with pentachlo-
rophenol & tetrachloro-
phenol

1/4

Mfg. of cir-
cuit boards

1/4 Spent lead-contaminated
soldering flux contain-
ing isopropyl alcohol
(60-90%), acetic and
hydrochloric acids,
chlorinated hydrocarbon/
ester and other organic
compounds

174 Electronic co,

Spent solvent consist-
ing of methylene chlor-
ide, phenol and formic
acid

1/4 Spent photo resist/ n "
thinners and developers

Electronicec co.

1710 Heavy metals sludge

(solid)
Lead dross with zinc Mfg. of cans
and tin

1710

Mixed solvents of Semiconductor
acetone, xylene, butyl mfg,

acetate, isopropyl

aleohol, Stoddard sole

vent, Freon, trichloro-

ethane, hexamethyl

disilane, etec.

1/10

Chemical co.

1710 Cyclohexanone discon-

tinued product (ligquid)

Abate manufacturing n "
concentrate insecticide
(1iquid)

1/10

1/10 Pyrenone-Diazinon con- n "

centrate (liquid)
1710 Pyrenone-Diazinon dis- " "
continued product (liquid)

1/10 Heptachlor (solid) " "

SC2054 .F
MAR.15 (1/82)

0

2 drums

5 drums

2 drums

8,000 gal.

6 drums

1 drum

3 drums

5 drums

1 drum

£

Foneis
Ca

¥ drums

8 drums

60 drums

2} drums

9 drums

100 drums

80,000 gal.




¥ # ¥ ¥ Quantity #

# Date # Type # Source # Present # Future B
# # # # # #
1/ 14 Alkyd filler Mfg. of busi- 2t drums 0
ness forms

1/18 = Scil contaminated Electronic co. 175 cu.yd, 0

with trichloroethylene

(TCE)
1/22 Floor sweepings consist- Chemical co. 0] 5 drums

ing of organophosphates,
carbamates, chlorinated
hydrocarbong, petroleum
distillates, other misec,
herbicides, synthetic

pyrethroids, spray cils,
diluents and absorbents

{inerts)
1/22 Misc. pesticides in Goodwill Indus. 1 drum 0
lab packs
1/22 Triple rinse waste- Chemical co, 0 36 drums

water consisting of
xylene, diazinon,
kelthane, malation,
dursban, 2,4-dichlo-
rophenoxy acetic acid,
salts, esters & water

1/25 Metal hydroxide elec-~  Electroplating O 30 drums
troplating sludge
consisting of water,
insoluable residue,
Fe, Cu, Ni, 8Sn & Pb

1/25 PCB-contaminated Electric util. 0 42 drums
solids consisting of
debris, dirt, rags &
clothes

WASHINGTON - 37

1/3 Wood chips, dirt, Wood treatment 1 drum 12 drums
rags, etc., contami-
nated with pentachloro-
phenol

1/3 PCB transformer Waste treatment O 200 drums
fluids and flushates

8C2054 .F
MAR.15 (1/82)




B # ¥ ® Quantity

¥ Date ® Type b Source #  Present #  Future ¥
& * % # )
1/3 PCB-contaminated Waste treatment 0 200 drums
transformer fluids
1/3 Baghouse dust con- Ferrous 10 tons 0
taining heavy metals forgings

such as Pb, Cr & Cd

173 Washwater with Mfg. of glued 0 25 drums
neutralized phenol- laminated beams
resoricinol resin & arches

1/4 Water/kerosene Al co. 0 25,000 gal,
contaminated with PCBs

1/4 Polyol resin Mfg. of skis 0 10 drums

174 Pads/booms/water Emergency site 20 drums O

contaminated with tire cleanup
oil/extender and poly-

nuelear aromatic hydro-
carbons

174 Floor sweepings con= Chemical co. 5 drums b drums
taminated with various
pesticides (organophos-
phates, carbamates,
chlorinated hydrocarbons,
ete.)

174 Beet pellets stored Port of 30 cu.yd. 0
in lead-contaminated Longview
warehouse

[

1/4% Pentachlorophenol- Spill cleanup 400 drums
contaminated soil,
absorbents, etc.

1/4 Paint equipment Paint mfg. 15 drums 45 drums
cleaning sludge and
paint research samples

1/10 Small quantities of University 11 druns 0
various pesticides

1/10 PCB~contaminated " " 0.816 cu,.yd. 0
rags, sawdust, etc.

1710 Waste paint & MEK Boatbuilding co. O 125 drums
still bottoms (solid)

SC2054 . F
MAR.15 (1/82)

by
7y
B T




# # #

# Date # Type # Source #

#

# # #

Quantity ¥

Present

#

L]

Future

1710
1710
1710
1710

1710

1/10

1/10

1/16

1/16

1/16

1/16

1/22

SC2054.F

O0ff-spec. sulfur Defense Dept.,
Epsom salt " n
Sodium borate " "
Copper carbonate " "

Outdated potassium " n
fluoborate product

Outdated pentachloro- n "
phenol (liquid)

Misc. off=spec, Aerospace
chemicals in small
containers

Polynmuclear aromatic Site cleanup
hydrocarbons and soil

Flammable lab pack Chemical co.
including one or more

of the following:

ethylene glycol mono-

methyl ether, pyridine,

icdine in solution,

methyl alcohol, acetone,

toluene and water

1,1,1=trichloroethane Spill cleanup
contaminated soil &

dirt, with some diesel

& petroleunm products

Solid PCB items Household
including electronic hazardous waste
equipment, fluorescent project

light ballasts and

fixtures, and capacitors

(4 1b. each)

ORM~E Lab Pack con- Chemical co.
sisting of one or more

of the following:

mercuric sulfate in

solution, silver

sulfate in solution

and water

MAR.15 (1/82)

100 cu.yd.

425 cu, ft.

5 drums
10 drums
5 drums
5 drums

5 drums

10 drums

700 cu.ft.

60 gal.

100 drunms

60 gal.




¥ #

¥ Date #
% #

Type

#

Source Present

L
L3

Quantity

Future

1722 Paint booth sludge
consisting of ferrous
sulfate, lime, paint
solids, water and

filter paper

ORM-A Lab Pack con-
sisting of one or more
of the following:
chloroform, trichloro-
ethylene

1/22

PCB trénsformers—
drained & flushed

1725

PCB-contaminated
transformers

1/28

1/28 Acetic anhydride
absorbed in vermicu-
lite

1/28 Methylene chlorobromide

1/28 PCB-contaminated soil

1/28 Mise. chemicals, out-
dated material, sili-
cone sealant, resins &
hardeners, caulking

compounds and fiberglass

rolls

Alkaline cleaners and
residue congisting of

1/31

soap (Jjanitorial), mono-

ethylamine (Riston

stripper), floor cleaner

and floor degreaser

OTHER STATES ~ 13
1/3 Mastic paint with
hexane

174 Leaded gasoline
tank bottoms (solid)

3C2054 ,F
MAR.15 (1/82)

Aerospace co,

Chemical co.

Electric util.

City agency

1 85-gal.
overpack

Spill cleanup
material

Defense Dept. 0
Dept. of Commer., 250 cu,ft.

Aerospace co. 0

Aerospace co.

State agency
(AK)

0il co. (AK)

300,000 gal.

60 gal.

55,000 1b.

100 units

(=

50 drums
0

60 cu.yd.

1000 gal.

4 drums

40 drunms




& # ¥ ® Quantity ¥
¥ Date ¥ Type bd Source #  Present ¥ Future ¥
¥ # # ¥ 8 %
1710 PCB-contaminated Chemical co. 1 drum 0

filters, gloves, rags, (ID)
0il sorb, etc.

1/10 Acid etching solution Electronic co.
consisting of HF, HCl, (MT)
HNO3, NHyF, and water

1/16 Water, chromium, hydro- Prod. of
carbon oil, ammonium explosives (WY)
nitrate, sodium nitrate,
calcium nitrate and
insoluables

1/28 Diazinon & attapulgite Chemical co.
{granular) (B.C.)

1/28 Rotenone insecticide Chemical co.
consisting of rotenone, (B.C.)
tale, and inert ingre-
dients (plant tissue)

1/28 Mixture of DDT (di- Chemical co,
chlorodiphenyltrichlo- (B.C.)
roethane), clay and
wetting agent (detergent)

1/28 PDT (dichlorodiphenyl- Chemical co.
trichloroethane) (B.C.)

1/28 Rose & floral dust Chemical co.
consisting of zine, (B.C.)
sulfur, Rotenone,
methoxychlor and atta-
pulgite powder

1/28 Industrial hardener of Defense Dept.
diethylene triamine (Ch)

1/28 Lab packs College (B.C.)

3C2054.F

MAR.15 (1/82)

0 2 drums

4 drums 0

B88.2 cu.ft. 0

34 cu.ft. 0
T drum 0
5 drums 0

35 ou,ft. 0

0 10 drums

1 drum 0




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAI, QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program

{Reporting Unit)

SUMMARY OF NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

New Actions Final Actions

Initiated Completed
Source
Category Mo Y Mo FY
Industrial/ 8 74 3 42
Commercial
Airports 2 10

January, 1985
(Month and Year)

Actions
Pending

Mo Last Mo

154 142




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Neoise Control Program January, 1985

(Reporting uUnit) {Month and Year)

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED

*

County * Name of Source and Location * bate  * Action

Multnomah Jim Fisher Downtown Imports 1/85 In Compliance
Portland

Mul triomah Ron Tonkin Chevrolet 1/85 In Compliance
Portland

Crook Clear Pine Mouldings, Inc. 1/85 In Compliance
Prineville

Wasco Lyda Ranch Rirport 1/85 Boundary Approved

Lane Uncommon Carrier Heliport 1/85 Boundary Approved
Springfield

=0




CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
1985

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF JANUARY, 1985:

Name and Location Case No, & Type
of Violation of Violation Date Issued Amount Status
United Chrome Products, HW/WQ-WVR-84-158 1=10~85 $6,000 Awaiting response
Inc. Disposed of hazardous to notice,
Corvallis, Oregon waste at unauthorized
site; caused water
pollution,
YAK:b
GB4 253

o




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
Air Quality, Water Quality,

Hazardous and Solid Waste Divisions February 19285
{(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans Plans Plans
Received Approved Disapproved Plans
Month FY Month FY Month FY Pending
Bir
Direct Sources 5 56 9 59 0 0 24
Small Gasoline
Storage Tanks
Vapor Controls - - - - - - -
Total 5 56 9 59 0 0 24
Water
Municipal 17 99 3 89 0 4 26
Industrial 3 43 2 43 0 0 13
Total 20 142 5 132 0 4 39
Solid Waste
Gen. Refuse 3 28 1 23 - - 15
Demolition - - - - - - 1
Industrial 1l 21 - is - - 10
Sludge - 1 - 2 - - -
Total 4 50 1 43 - - 26
Hazardous
Wastes - 6 - 6 - - -
GRAND TOTAIL 29 254 15 240 0 4 89

MY306 |




DEPARTMNENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVIBION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REDPORT
DIRECT SOURCES
PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

- ’ DATE OF
COUNTY NUMBER ) SOURCE PROCESS DESCRIPTION ACTION ACTION
. SRANT 0z0 BLUE MY FOREST PRODUCTS BOILER WITH MULTICLONES 21722755 APPROVED
“LINN 027 TELEDYNE WAH CHANG - LAN SEAL FOR CHLORIN. SYSTER 01717784 APPROVED
HARION 037 MERK WEAVER ENT INC BAGHOUSE 02/067/85 APPROVED
MULTNOMAH 047 GILMORE STEEL CORPORATION AIR FLOW MONITORING STATION (01729785 APPROVED
JACKSON 051 SOUTHERN QREGON TALLOW O MEW SOILER INSTALLATION © 04723755 APPROVED
LAKE 052 LOUNSBURY=~MUSGROVE MORT. CREMATORY 02/11/85 APPROVED
JACKSON D5s BRISTOL SILICA-LIMESTONE METAL BUILDING Q1728785 APPRDVED
MULTHOMAH 054 SOUTHERN PAC PIFE LINES “EARETY RELIEF TRNR™™ " 01/30/85 APPROVED
DOUGLAS 320 INTERMATIONAL PAPER TRE MONIVORING SYSTER 08/10/83 APPROVED
TOTAL NUMBER SUICX LGOK REPORT LINES ]

=y
[

bt




Aip Quality Division
(Reporting Unit)

Direct Sources
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Indirect Sources

New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

GRAND_TOTALS

Number of
Pending Permits

153

MAR.5 (8/79)}
AALLOT

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

February 1988
(Month and Year)

1A IR PERMIT ACTI
Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sources  Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Regr'g
Month FY DMonth FY Pending Permits Permits
3 23 22 14
b 23 22 21
12 120 18 119 110
") -6 - A9 -8
19 182 22 212 153 1304 1339
0 3 1 iy 0
0 0 c 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 ~1 it 1 0
0 —3 A B i 228 -228
15 167 22 193 156 1532 1683
Comments
To be reviewed by Northwest Region
To be reviewed by Willamette Valley Region .
To be reviewed by Southwest Region
To be reviewed by Central Region
To be reviewed by Eastern Region
To be reviewed by Program Operations Section

Awalting Public Notice
Awaiting end of 30-day Public Notice Period




DEPARTMENT OF ZNVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALIEY DIVISION

MONTHELY ACTIVITY REPORT
DIRECT SCURCES
PERMITS ISSUED

—— A4

PERMIT APPL. DATE TYPE
COUNTY SOURCE NUMBER RECEIVED STE@U S ACHIEVED APPL.. PSEL
MULTNOMAK CHAPPELL “ANUFACTURING CQ 26 2528 F PERMIT 15SUED 0172%785 &Y N
MARION TURNER SAND & GRAVEL CD 26 %194 P PERMIT I§SUED 0i/30785 ANW N
£o0s CO0S HWEAD TIMBER O 04 0005 P | PEAMIT ISSUED G2401785 MOD N
MULTNCYAN CENTENNIAL MILLS 26 2008 ! 4 PERMIT IS3UED 02/01/85 RNY Y
TILLAMOCK COCK CREEK SHAKE £ SHINGL 29 0015 P PERMIT ISSUZD Q2/01/BS any o
TILLAMOGK GO0LD YMEDAL CEDAR PRCDUCTS 29 0017 FA PERMIT I53SUED 02701785 RHW N
DOUGLAS INTERMATIGNAL PaPsy 1G 0036 12714484 PERMIT ISSUSD  02/36783 Mmoo ¥
LINN JILLAMETTE 3SEED & GRAIN 22 2504 T PERMIT I3SUED 62707785 ARNY N
HARION WESTERN BAFTIST fLLG 24 5343 P § PERMIT ISSUED C2/707485 aNy N
EROCK CLEAR PINE MOULDINGS INC OF 0001 F I | PERMIT ISSUED, (2713783 MOD
HARNEY SNOW MOUNTAIN PINE €O 13 0091 t PERMIT Is5u%pd A271%1735 RANW
LINCOLN ECKMAN CREEK QUAPRIES 21 0063 P PEAMIT ISSUED 02713755 RuW
POLK DALLAS CO2P 27 0249 ;7 PERMIT ISSULD 02F35/65 RNW N
UMATILLA Gy UE MT FOREST PRODUCTS 30 0034 P § FEAMIT Issusd 02715785 RNy
cees COQUILLE VALLEY HOSPITAL 0% 0073 YA PERMIT ISSUED 02721/85 RNW N
DESCHUTES DAd FOREST PROPUCTS €O 0% 00CY 0Q/0G/GD PERMIT ISSUED D2/21783 ™20 ¥
JACKSON SOUTHERN OREGON TALLOW €O 15 g0se F PERMIT Iisuco 027217335 Rnd
LIMCOLN ECKMAN CREEK GUARRIES INT 21 G044 P | PERKIT ISSUED 02727785 RNW
MARION VGGET MEATS Z4 1511 P | PERHIT ISSUED [2f21/85 RN ™
MARION SILVERTON FOUNDFRY (O 24 6304 /} F PERMIT IsSutb Q2ZF27785 RNW N
4ARTION TRI-READI MIY 24 2§92 P PERMIT ISSUED 02421785 RNY N
MULTNOMAM TEXALQ USAr, PORYT BIST TER 26 2678 00/00700 PERMIT ISSUED NZ2721485 MOD Y
YAMHILL MADSEN GRAIN X 34 {001 i/ PERMIT ISSUED n2F24/785 AaNg N
TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LOOK REFORT LINES 23 .




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division

February 1985

(Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

(Month and Year)

¥ County % Name of Source/Project % Date of # Action #
# # /Site and Type of Same # Lction # #
% % # 5 #
Indirect Sources

Washington Epson Manufacturing 02/11/85 Final Permit Issued

Fagility, 960 Spaces
File No. 34-8411

MAR.6 (5/79)
AALNOS




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division February 1985

{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTTONS COMPLETED 5

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

%
®

¥ /Site and Type of Same
#

¥ Action
#

#
#

2

MUNICTP STE S0 3

Douglas Prain 2-19=85 Comments to
Predesign Report/ Engineer
Preliminary Plans

Polk and Grand Ronde S.D, 3-7-85 Provisional

Yamhill Collection, Treatment, and Approval
Disposal

Polk Falls City 3-11-85 Provisional
Coliection, Treatment, and Approval
Disposal

MAR.3 (5/79) WTT82

=
£

T
xs



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division February 1985
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

AN ACTIONS COMPLETED 5

¥ County ¥ Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of *# Aetion #
# # /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action ¥ %
# # # # *

INDUSTRIAL, WASTE SOURCE 2

Deschutes Willamette Industries 2-12-85 Approved
Korpine Division
Connection of I.W. Wastes
te Sewer, Bend

Linn Willamette Industries 1-31-85 Approved
Foul Condensate Sparging
Vessels, Albany

MAR.3 (5/79) WIS57

Ty
L.
LTI W




N

SUMMRY=F

SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN
ON WATER PERMIT APPLICATIONS IN FE3 85

NUMSER OF APPLICATIONS FILED

-

SOURCE CATEGORY NPDES WPCF GEN

SPERMIT SUBTYPE ~-—=— —===s -—-a- _

DOMESTIC
NEW 1 2
R 0 0
RWO 2 a
M o 0
MW 0 0

TOTAL 3 2 1

INDYSTRIAL
NEW o 1
R 0 c
RWO 4 1
MW g 0
"W 0 1 1

TOTAL 5 3 1

AGRICULTURAL
NEW G G 0
RW 1 Q g
RWO (" 0 G
M 0 0 a
MW O 0 G 0

TOTAL 0 0 D

GRAND TOTAL 8 5 2

1) DOES NOT INCLUDE APPLICATIONS WITHDRAWN BY
AND APPLICATIONS W#HERE THE PERMIT WAS DENIED BY DEQ.

1 g 2
0 0 0
21 13 g
1 1 8
12 & 0
35 26 2
& 10 14
o 0 0
29 18 ]
1 0 0
14 3 g
52 34 14
0 a 0
o 0 0
o o a
G 0 G
- ¢ 0
a} 0 hj
33 &0 16

THE APPLICANT.,

NUMBER OF PERMITS ISSUED

g T o I 57T
0 ) 0 0 o 0
2 1 0 24 7 0
8 0 0 1 g 0
0 0 0 6 & 0
2 1 0 34 16 4
0 1 3 1 3 27
0 0 2 1 0 0
0 1 7 21 10 0
o 0 0 0 g a]
1 ) 0 9 ? 0
1 2 3 32 20 27
i 0 0 o ¢ o)
0 0 0 0 0 0
2 g 0 0 0 0
0 o 0 0 0 9
0 0 0 ¢ 8 0
0 0 0 D 0 o
3 3 3 66 16 31

IT DOES INCLUDE APPLICATIONS PENDING FROM PREVIOUS MONTHS AND THOSE FILED AFTER 2B-FE8=35,

NEW = NEW APPLICATION

RW - RENEJAL WITH EFFLUENT LIMIT CHANGES
RWO - RONEWAL WITHOUT SFFLUENT LIRMIT CHANGES
EFFLUENT LIMITS

YW - MODIFICATION WITH INCREASE IN
MWO - MODIFICATION WITHOUT INCREASE

N

EFFLUENT LIMITS

APPLICATIONS
PENDING PERMIT
ISSUANCE {1}

17 8
i} 0
34 18
1 1
5 o
41 27
5 13
4] 0
32 14
1 8]
4 2
42 29
a 0
8] G
0 G
2 a
o] a
0 O
83 36

13 MAR 85

CURRENT TOTAL
OF
ACTIVE PERMITS

APPLICATIONS WHERE IT WAS DETERMINED A PERMIT WAS NCT NEEDED.,




G2

VISSUE2-R

PERMIT sus-
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IND 1000 GENTO NEW

D0M 100029 NPDES RWO
DOM 100031 NPDES RWO

IND 3375 NPDES MWD

IND 100032 WPCF RWO
IND 100033 WPCF NEW

DOM 100034 WPCF  RWO

SOURCE
Id

67547

100047

100053

B13%5
09840

87874

763839
750

64802

PERMITS ISSUED BETWEEN O1-FEB-85 AND 2B-FEB-85

QRDERED BY SOURCE CATEGORY., PERMIT TYPE, LEGAL NAME

LEGAL NAME

T i ke e W ke e T ol Al Ly e e e

PARKE, BRUCE

INCLINE CRUSHING INC.

NACE, STANFORD

SILVERTON, CITY OF
Us 5. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

OREGON CHERRY GROWERS, INC.

ROSS ISLAND SAND & GRAVEL (0.
AFAB, INC.

OREEGCHN STATE MILITARY DEPARTMENT

CENTRAL PQINT

GLENDALE

SILVERTON
BONNEVILLE

THE DALLES

PORTLAND

FAIRVIEW

WARRENTON

COUNTY/REGION

- A g

BAKER /ER

JACKSON /SWR

DCUGLAS /SWR

MARION /WVR

MULTNOMAA

WASCO /CR

MULTNOMAH

MULTNCMAH

INWR

INER

JNHR

CLATSOP /NHWR

13 MAR 85

DATE
ISSUED

Q8-FEE-&5

0&-FEB=85

28~FEB=85

T4-FEZ-83
14~FE3-ES

20=-FEG-83

14-FEB~BS
t14-FEB-ES

14~FEB~35

PAGE 1

DATE
EXPIRES

-

3i=JUL-86

31-DEC~B84

31-DEC-B4

31-DEC~89
31-DEC-E9

31=JANTEBS

31-JAN=50
31-DEC-8Y

31~DEL-8?




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division February 1985
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)
SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS
Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions Under Regr'g
Month Y Month Y Pendin Permits _ Permits
General Refuse
New - 6 - 11 1
Closures - 1 2 6 8
Renewals 2 22 2 7 32
Modifications - 2 - 3 1
Total 2 31 b 27 42 168 168
Demolition
New - - - - -
Closures - 1 - 2 2
Renewals - - - - -
Modifications - 1 - 1 -
Total _ - 2 - 3 2 12 12
Industrial
New 1 y - [ y
Closures - 2 1 6 6
Renewals - 7 - T 1
Modifications - 3 - 2 1
Total 1 16 1 19 22 100 100
Sludge Disposal
New - - - 1 -
Closures - - - 2 -
Renewals - o - y -
Modifications - - - - -
Total - - - T - 17 17
Hazardous Waste
New 1 y - 3 6
futhorizations 50 1057 50 1057 -
Renewals - - - - 1
Modifications - - - - -
Total 50 1061 50 1060 7 15 19
GRAND TOTALS 53 1110 55 1116 73 312 316
SC2103.B

MAR.5S (11/84)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division February 1985
(Reporting Unit) ' (Month and Year)
PERMIT ACTTIONS COMPLETED

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

& % /3ite and Type of Same * Action # &

# # % ¥ %

Clatsop Cannon Beach Disposal Site 2/7/85 Closure permit
Closed faecility issued

Clatsop Warrenton Landfill 2/7/8 Permit renewed
Existing facility

Yamhill Newberg Landfill 2/7/ 8 Closure permit
Closed facility issued

Lane Rattlesnake Transfer Sta. 2/14/85 Permit renewed
Existing facility

Coos Wilkin's Corner Landfill 2/19/85 Closure permit
Existing Ffacility issued

SC2103.D

MAR.6 (5/79)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division

February 1985

{Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)
A [0} SPOSAL REQUESTS
CHEM-SECURITY SYSTEMS, TNC,, G AM CO
ASTE DESCRIPTION
# # ¥ Quantity 2
¥ Date ¥ Type Source #  Present # Future &
] # % # *
TOTAL REQUESTS GRANTED = 50
OREGON - 12
2/1 Metal hydroxide elec-  Electronic co. 0 30 drums
troplating sludge
consisting of water,
inscluble residue, Fe,
Cu, Ni, Sn and Pb
2/ 1 Soil contaminated with Spill 40,5 cu.yd. 0
JP-10 Aviation turbine
fuel
2/6 Empty drum contaminated Paper co. 1 drum 0
with PCB
2/6 PCB-contaminated debris " n 2 drums 0
consisting of rags and
plastics
2/6 Metal siding covered Aluminun co. 0 20,000
with coating contami- cu.f't.
nated with PCBs
2/6 Paint booth washwater Aerospace co, 0 20,000 gal.
consisting of paint
solids and water
2/6 Drum #2-illegally Dept.of Interior 1 85-gal. 0
disposed of material drum
conasisting of chlori-
nated hydrocarbons,
sodium, total organic
carben and tannic acid
SC2103.E

MAR.15 (1/82)

el



# #

#

# Date ¥ Type ¥ Source
# ¥ #

Quantity %

Present

¥

e

Future

2/6

2/12

2/13

2/21

2/26

Fluoboric acid with Electronic co.
stannous tin, lead and
water

BRAVO 500 consisting Chemical co.
of tetrachloroisophtha-

lonitrile and inert

ingredients

PCB-contaminated rags Paper co.

Nonylphenol polyethy~ Mfg. of titanium

lene glycol ether,
water

Grinding sludge con- Aerospace co.
taining alloyed steel

and scale, grinding

wheel particles (Al

oxide, silicone carbide),

cutting oil, aluminum

alloy

WASHINGTON -~ 31

2/

2/1

2/6

2/6

Silicone sealant, Aerospace co.
resins and hardeners,

caulking compound,

fiber glass rolls

PCB-contaminated Electric util.
solids consisting of

debris, dirt, rags

and clothes

Silicone sealant, Aerospace co.
resins and hardeners,

caulking compound,

fiber glass rolls

Electroplating sludge Electroplating

with heavy metals
including C4, Cr, Pb,
Zn, Ni, Cu, F8203, HEO,

‘and Cn

2/6

3C2103.E
MAR.15 (

Paint stripper Electronic co.
consisting of methylene

chloride, diacetone

alechel and paint

1/82)

1 drum

14 drums

1 drum

]
%3

418 drums

2 drums

v

100 drums

60 cu.yd.

42 drums

60 cu.yd.

30 drums &
12 bins
(340 gal./bin)



#

# #

¥ Date ¥ Type L Scurce

£

# #

Quantity *

Present

¥ Future d
% %

2/6

2/6

2/6

2/6
2/6

2/6

2/6

2/6

2/6
2/6

2/12

2/12

Spray paint booth Defense Dept.
filters, debris and
paint pigments

Flastomeric insulating Coating nfg.
compound consisting

of MSDS #1 & #2 and

polyurethane foam

Fire debris consisting Lab research
of PCBs, fluroanthene,

napthalene phthalates,
acenaphthylene, anthra-

cene, phenanthrene,
pyrene-2-dimethyl phencl,

phenol, 2,4-methylphencl

ORM=E lab pack Electronic co.

ORM=~A lab pack Electronic co.
Flammable liquid lab n n
pack

Demolition waste
consisting of steel cars
pipe, hose, electrical

wire, valves, rags,
absorbent, paper buckets,
gravel, solid resin and
liquid resin or catalyst

Baghouse dust bags Foundry
contaminated with Fep03,

MnO,, MgO, Cab, Si0o,

Ca, Alp03, Hp0, and Zn

11 drums

0

Mfg, of railroad 75 drums

15 cu.yd.

PCB-contaminated water Dept. of Commer. 200 gal.

Electric are furnace Steel co.
emission control dust
with zine oxide

4,4 t-methylene-bis(2- Electronic co.
chloroaniline)

Certamate pesticide HW mgmt. facil.

consisting of 2-(1-
methylethoxy)phenol-
methyl carbamate

5C2103 .E
MAR.15 (1/82)

0

30 gal.

100 drums

50 drums

60 drums
60 drums

60 drums

0

4,500 tons

3 drums

36




® ¥

¥ Date #

# L]

Type

¥ Source ¥

# #

Quantity ]

Present

Future %

2/13

2/13

2/13

2/13
2/13
2/13

2/13
2/13

2/13
2/19

2/21

2/26

Electroplating sludge
containing Cd, Cr, Pb,
Ni, NaOH, H,0, Fe, Zn
and Cn

Coater Plant Capsule

Waste containing water,
polyurethane capsules,
polyvinyl alcohol, dye

Electroplating

Paper co,

intermediates, aliphatic

hydrocarbon, aromatic
hydrocarbon, latex,
starch & vegetable gum

Ferric hydroxide,
coppér, lead, chromium
hydroxide

Soil, water
Water, dirt

Insulation, NaOH,
NaCl, water

Water, acrylic glue

Aqua ammonia, butyl
cellosolve, glue, water

Water, glue

Wastewater treatment
plant sludge consisting
of water, o0il, grease,
lime, calcium sulfate
and metal hydroxides

Coater plant effluent
containing water, poly=-
urethane capsules,
diethylene triamine,
polyvinyl alcohol, OXA
(isocyanate), oil-dye,
butyl biphenyl, xylene,
isopar-L

Spent trichloroethylene
and sludge consisting
of greases, oils & dirt

Electronic co,

Chemical co.
Chemical co.

Chemical co.

Wood prod. co.

Wood prod. co.

Wood prod. co,

Aerospace co.

Paper co.

Electronic co.

0

1 drum

1 drum

1 drum

10,000
cu.yd.

100 drums

50,000 gal.

80 cu.yd.

25 drums
50 drums

15 drums

3,000
cu.yvd.

500 drums

50 gal.

SC2103.E
MAR.15 (1/82)



Type # Source

Quantity #

Present #

Future #

2/26

Dewatered lime sludge Waste treatmt.
from electroplating

solution consisting of

heavy metals, lime,

ferrous sulfats, caustic

{NaQH), water and cement

dust

Wastewater treatment Lerospace ¢€o.
plant sludge with con-~
taminated soil, concrete

and debris

OTHER STATES - 7

2/1

2/1

2/6

2/6

2/6

2/13

2/13

Waste flammable liquid 0il co. (WY)
poisonous N.0.S. with

dirt, rock, sand, debris,

iron scale and water

Ethylene glycol and Electronic co.
water (ID)

Adhesive solution Def'ense Dept.
conaisting of water (Guam)
and inorganic binder

Moncethanolamine and Defense Dept.
inert filler {Guam)

Plastic coating com- Defense Dept.
pound consisting of {Guam)
stable elastomer,

styrene~butadiene,

dirt, debrig and rust

Dichloromethane, chlo- Env, gov't
roform, carbon tetra-  agency (B.C.)
chloride, dichlorotri-

flurcrethane

Dichloromethane, chlo~ Env, gov't
roform, carbon tetra-~ agency (B.C.)
chloride, dichlorotri-

flurorethane

SC2103.E
MAR.15 (1/82)

*

30 tons

1 drum

1 drum

1600 tons

5400 tons

6 drums

25 drums

200 drums

50 drums

0

0




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program

February, 1985

(Reporting Unit)

SUMMARY OF NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

New Actions

Initiated
Source
Category Mo FY
Industrial/
Commercial 7 81
Alrports

Final Actions

Completed
Mo EY
5 47
1 11
)
e

W

{(Month and Year)

Actions
Pending

Mo Last Mo

156 154




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROWMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noize Control Program February, 1985
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED

County * Name of Source and Location * Date # Action

Multnomah McCormick and Baxter, 02/85 In Compliance
Portland

Multnomah Portland Park Bureau, Peninsula Park, 02/85 In Compliance
Portland

Multnomah Rub-a-Dub Carwash, NE 82nd & Glisan, 02/85 No Vielation
Portland

Washington Wendy's 0ld Fashioned Hamburgers, 02/85 In Compliance
12785 SW Pacific Highway,
Tigard .

Lincoln Cliff's Restaurant & Bar 02/85 In Compliance

Lincoln City
Lake Farr Airport 02/85 Boundary Approved




CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF FEBRUARY, 1985:

Name and Location
of Violation

Jack Smith
Marion County

Channing Cathcart &
Douglas Catheart
Linn County

Wallace Blades
Marion County

Robert Cook
Polk County

Amos Funrue
Marion County

Ronald Rohde
Polk County

George Langdon
Linn County

Mark Nofziger
Linn County

Mike Kangas
Lane County

Richard Gingerich
Clackamas County

Kenneth Cade
Linn County

Delwin Kropf
Linn County

Carl Jensen
Marion County

Lester Versteeg
Polk County

GB4 412

CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1985

Case No. & Type
of Violation

AQ-FB~-84-136
Late field burning.

AQ-FB=-84-137
Late field burning.

AQ-FB-84-139
Late field burning.

AQ-FB-84-138
Late field burning.

AQ-FB-84-1L41
Late field burning.

AQ-FB-8L =142
Late field burning.

AQ-FB-84-143

AQ-FB-84-144
Late field burning.

AQ-FB~84~145
AQ-FB-84-150
Late field burning.

AQ-FB-84~1h0
Late field burning.

AQ-FB-84-1L6
Late field burning.

AQ-FB-84-147
Late field burning.

AQ-FB~-84-148
Late field turning.

Date TIssued
2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

Amount
$1,000

$750

$750

$500
$500
$500
$500
$500
$500
$500
$300
$300
$300

$300

11

Status

Contested
3/19/85.

Contested
3/13/85.
Contested
3/18/85.
Awaiting
confirmation

of service.

Contested
3/15/85.

Paid 3/8/85.
Paid 3/15/85.
Contested

3/11/85.

Awaiting response
to notice.

Paid 3/19/85.
Awaiting Response
to notice.

Paid 3/4/85.

Awaiting response ;
to notice. i

Paid 3/14/85.



Name and Location
of Violation

Case No. & Type
of Violation

M & W Farms, Inc.
Marion County

William Donmes
Polk County

Dennis Wirth
Linn County

John Kirsch
Yamhill County

Dick Good
Linn County

Robin Cargill
Linn County

Phillip Walker
Polk County

Gene Waibel
Washington County

Kent Mueller
Linn County

Robert Schaefer
Polk County

Jack Mahana
Polk County

Joe Claire
Polk County

GB4412

AQ-FB-84-149
Late field burning.

AQ-FB-84-151
Late field burning.

AQ-FB-8i-12T
Open burned 2 fields
without first obtain-
ing a permit.

AQ-FB-84-126
Open burned a field
without a permit.

AQ-FB~84-129

Open burned a field
without obtaining a
permit,

AQ-FB-84-128

Open burned a field
without first obtain-
ing a permit,

AQ-FB-84-130
Did not comply with
propane flaming rules.

AQ-FB-84-133
Agricultural open
burning during
prohibited period.

AQ-FB-84-132
Agricultural open
burning during
prohibited period.

AQ-FB-84-134
Agricultural open
burning during
prohibited period.

AQ-FB-84-131

Failure to monitor
field burning
schedule broadecasts.

AQ-FB-84-135
Agricultural open
burning during
prohibited period.

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

2/25/85

Date Issued Amount

$300

$300

$1,000

$500

$500

$500

$300

$200

$200

$200

$200

$50

Status

Paid 3/19/85.

Contested
3/18/85.

Paid 3/5/85.

Paid 3/4/85.

Awaiting response
to notice,

Paid 3/12/85.

Paid 3/11/85.

Awaiting response
to notice.

Awaiting response

to notice.

Paid 3/6/85.

Paid 3/5/85.

Paid 3/5/85.
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January/February 1985

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

ACTIONS

Preliminary Issues
Discovery

Settlement Action
Hearing to be scheduled
Hearing scheduled

HO's Decision Due
Briefing

Inactive

SUBTOTAL of cases before hearings officer.

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

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

Case Closed

TOTAL Cases

LAST
MONTH

=
NN W W

PRESENT

w [\
|¢ ﬁOQHle DWW OO W!

15~-AQ-NWR-81-178

| |8
N oo~ H o

15¢h Hearing Section case in 1981 involving Air
Quality Division violation in Northwest Region
jurisdiction in 1981; 178th enforcement action
in the Department in 1981.

$ Civil Penalty Amount

ACDP Alr Contaminant Discharge Permit

AGl Attorney General 1

AQ Air Quality Division

AQOB Air Quality, Open Burning

CR Central Region

DEC Date Date of either a proposed decision of hearings
officer or a decision by Commiszsion

ER Eastern Region

FB Field Burning

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

Hrngs Hearings Section

NP Noise Pollution

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
wastewater discharge permit.

NWR Northwest Region

058 On-Site Sewage Section

P Litigation over permit or its conditions

Prtys All parties involwved

Rem Order Remedial Action Order

Resp Code Source of next expected activity in case

588 Subsurface Sewage {(now 08S)

5w Solid Waste Division

SWR Southwest Region

T Litigation over tax credit matter

Transcr Transcript being made of case

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

WO Water Quality Division

WVR Willamette Valley Region

CONTES .B




January/February, 1985

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rgst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. Status
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 Prtys 16-P-WO-WVR~78-2849-~T Current permit in
NPDES Permit force. Hearing
Modification deferred.
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 Prtys 03-P-WQO-WVR-78-2012~T Current permit in
NPDES Permit force. Hearing
Modification deferred.
SPERLING, Wendell 11/25/81 11/25/81 03/17/83 Dept 23-A0-FB-81-15 Proposed order reflecting
dba/Sperling Farms FB Civil Penalty EQC decision to be issued.
of $3,000
OLINGER, Bill 09/10/82 09/13/82 10/20~-21 /83 Hrngs 33-WO-NWR-82-73 Decision due.
inc. 11/2-4/83 WQ Civil Penalty
11/14-15/83 of $1,500
5/24/84
HAYWORTH FARMS, 01/14/83 02/28/83 04/04/84 Hrngs 50-AQ-FB-82~09 Decigion due.
INC., and B Civil Penalty
HAYWORTH, John W. of $1,000
McINNIS ENT. 06/17/83 06/21/83 Prtys 52-8S /SW-NWR-83-47 Hearing deferred pending
SS/SW Civil Penalty conclusion of court
of $500 action.
HEMCINNIS 09/20/83  09/22/83 Prtys 56-WO-NWR-83-79 Hearing deferred pending
HENTERPRISES, WQ Civil Penalty conclusion of court
LTD., et al. of $14,500 action.
McINNIS 10/25/83 10/26/83 Prtys 59-5S-NWR-83-33290P-5 Hearing deferred pending
ENTERPRISES, 58 license revocation conclusion of court

LTD., et al.

CONTES .T

action.

March 11, 1985




January/February, 1985

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rgst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. Status
WARRENTON, 8/18/83 10/05/83 Prtys 57-SW-NWR-PMT-120 Settlement action.
City of SW Permit Appeal
CLEARWATER IND., 10/11/83 10/17/83 Prtys 58-55-NWR-83-82 Hearing deferred
Inc. 88 Civil Penalty pending conclusion
of $1000 of related court action.
CLEARWATER IND., 01/13/84 01,/18/84 Prtvs 02-58-NWR-83-103 Hearing deferred

Inc.

BARPER-Reberb—Wo——

MALPASS,
David C.

LEE7-Roger—Br——————

$ SIMMONS, Wayne

COON, Mike

CONTES.T

03 /23 /84 ~—-03 42k /84 —————— e

03/26/84 03/28/84

85 Civil Penalty
of $500

—m~BEbys-———03-AQ-FB-83-23

PB-Eivii-Penalty
of-£1+800

Prtys 05-AQ-FB-83-14
FB Civil Penalty
of $500

834237484 ~~~03 /28484 —~-LkF13 AR4————— HERGS ——~~06~E5~FB—83-15

03/27/84 04/05/84

03/29/84 04 /05 /84

03/14/85

FB-ECivii-Penal+y
of-$754

Dept 07-A0-FB-83-20
FB Civil Penalty
of $300

Prtys 08-AQ-FB-83-19
FB Civil Penalty
of $750

pending conclusion
of related court action.

EQOC mitigated penalty to

$500 and required payment

of $150 burning feesz. Case

closed.

Scheduled hearing deferred
to allow approval of

negotiated settlement.

Decision issued 1/18/85.

Reduced penalty to $300.

No appeal to EQC.

Department to submit

written objection to

Respondent's Motion to

Dismiss.

Scheduled hearing
deferred to allow
gettlement discussion.

March 11, 1985




January/February, 1985

DEQ/EQC Contested Case ILog

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rgst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. Status
BIELENBERG, 03/28/84 04/05/84 12/11/84 Hrngs 09-AQ-FB-83-04 Decision Due.
bavid FB Civil Penalty
of §300
BRONS ON, 03/28/84 04 /05 /84 05/21/85 Prtys 10-AQ-FB-83-16 Hearing re-scheduled
Robert W. FB Civil Penalty at Dept's. request.
of $500
NEWI'ON, Robert 03/30/84 04 /05 /84 03/12/85 Prtys 11-AQ-FB~83-13 Hearing scheduled.
FB Civil Penalty
of $500
KAYNER, Kurt 04,/03/84 04 /05 /84 01,/08/85 Hrngs 12-A0-FB-83-12 Decision due.
FB Civil Penalty
of $500
~BU¥SERIBy~GRFY—————— 02426484 ———04/05484———01 /15485 ————— DEEYS—w a3 -AO-FR-83—21 Case #13-AQ-FB-83-21
FB-civil-Penalty dismissed as part of a
of-53849 stipulated decision
requiring Respondent to
~BU¥SBRIB7-GaEy————==03/26/84--~04/05 /84 —~-00 /25 /84 — = PrEys————k4-EO-FB-83-22 pay $500 in Case
FR-Civil-Penalty #14-A0-FB-83~22
of-£7540 Cases closed.
[LGORACKE , Jeffrey 04/10/84 04/12/84 03/26 /85 Prtys 15-AQ-FB~-83-22 Hearing scheduled.
crdba/Goracke Bros. FB Civil Penalty
of $500
BOERPHER~FARMS ———=—-~ 04430484 ——-05/08/84——-0LAR0 485 ————~ Beeys————t6-A0-FB-83-11 Penalty reduced to

CONTES .T

EB-givil-Penalty
of 5500

$300, Case closed.

March 11, 1985



January/February, 1985

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rgst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. Status
TRANSCO 06/05/84 06/12/84 02,/27/85 Prtys 17-HW-NWR~84~45 Hearing postponed to
Industries, Inc. HW Civil Penalty allow agreement to

of $2,500 compliance schedule.
TRANSCO 06,/05/84 02/27/85 Prtys 18-HW-NWR-84-46 Hearing postponed to
Industries, Inc. HW Compliance Order allow agreement to

compliance schedule.

INTERNATIONAL 06/12/84 06/12/84 Hrngs 19-WQ-SWR-84-29 To be scheduled.
PAPER CO. WO Civil Penalty

of $7,450
VANDERVELDE, Roy 06/12/84 06/12/84 Prtys 20-WQ-WVR-84-01 Preliminary issues.

- WQ Civil Penalty

of $2,500
WESTERN PACIFIC 06,/01 /84 07/23/84 Prtys 22-85W-NWR-84 Preliminary issues.
LEAS ING CORP., So0lid Waste Permit
dba/Killingsworth Modification
Fast Disposal
NORTHWEST BASIC 08/21/84 08/28/84 Prtys 23-A0-SWR-84-82 Respondent's request for

- INDUSTRIES, AQ Civil Penalty dismissal denied pending
. dba/Bristol Silica of $1,000 completion of binding
* and Limestone Co. settlement agreement or
payment of penalty.

CLEARWATER 10/11 /84 10/11/84 Prtys 24-SS-NWR-84-P Hearing deferred

INDUSTRIES, INC.

CONTES .T

Sewage Disposal
Service License
Denial

pending conclusion of
court actions.

March 11, 1485



January/February, 1985

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rgst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. Status
JAY MILLER 2/5/85 Resp 01-AQ0B-NWR-B84-154 Preliminary Issues
BUILDER, INC. Timeliness.
UNITED CHROME 2/19/85 Resp 02 -HW-WQ-WVR-84-158 Preliminary Issues
PRODUCTS, INC. 02 -HW-WQ-WVR-83-66 Timeliness.
02-HW-WVR-83-71
NOFZIGER, MARK 3/15/85 Prtys 03-AQ-FB-84-144 Preliminary Issues.
oo
)
CONTES .T March 11, 1985




YICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERANOR.

Environmental Quality Commission

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

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM
To-: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item C, April 19, 1985 EQC Meeting

Tax Credit Applications

Director's Recommendations

It is recommended that the Commission take the following action:

1. 1Issue tax credit certificates for facilities subject to old tax credit laws:
Appl
No. Applicant Facility
T-1665 Teledvne Industries, Inc. Air and water pollution control

’ BaghOHSés;_water tank:and storm
diverter. . :

T-1690 Nicolai Company Carothers bag filter
T-1715 Norman Miller Manure storage area

2. Issue tax credit certificate for a facility under the new tax credit law:
Appl
No. Applicant Facility
T-1720 Columbia Steel Casting Co. Bag filter dust collector

3. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificates 818, 819, 820, 824, 1016 and
1017 issued toc Champicn Internatiocnal Corp.,Champion Building Products and
reissue them to Willamina Lumber Company. {letter attached)

4. Deny the request for Preliminary Certification by Boise Cascade for replace-
ment of PCB containing transformers with non-PCB transformers. :

(:Fred Hansen

SChew

229-6484

3/25/85




Agenda Item C
Page 2
April 19, 1985

Proposed April 19, 1985 Totals:

Air Quality

Water Quality
Hazardous/Sollid Waste
Noise

1985 Calendar Year Totals:

Adr Quality

Water Quality
Hazardous/So¥id Waste
Noise

1.05,999. 24
16,554, 00
—0O—
-0=

$122,553. 24

31,132.55
330, 798.00
295,798.00

_0_

$567,728.55




Application No. T-1665

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Teledyne Industries, Inc.
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany
PO Box 460

Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum,
titanium and niobium production plant at 1600 0ld Salem Road in
Millersburg.

Application was made for tax credit for an air and water pollution
control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility claimed in this application is described to be air and
water pollution controls associated with the chlorinator residue
loading and temporary storage facility. Components of the claimed
facility include two baghouses, fans, ductwork, canopies and wind
protection (air pollution control), and concrete floor, berm, drain
line, wash water holding tank and storm water diverter (water
pollution control}).

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
September 21, 1978 and approved on October 3, 1978.

The facility is not subject to the provisions of the new tax credit
law, Chapter 637, Oregon Law 1983,

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in October 1878,
completed in December 1978, and the facility was placed into operation
in December 1978.

Facility Cost: $44,365.00 {Accountant's Certification was
provided).




Application No. T-1665
Page 2

3.

Evaluation of Application

A waste product of the applicant's zirconium/hafnium production
process is a mixture of low level radiocactive and nomradicactive high
boiling point metal chlorides. These chlorides are transferred in
cannisters from the chlorination operations to the residue loading and
temporary storage facility where they are placed in special boxes for
subsequent shipping to the Hanford radioactive waste disposal site.
The chlorides are in a dry, free flowing condition which creates a
potential for fugitive losses., Such losses would exceed opacity or
grain loading regulations and/or contaminate soil, surface water and
groundwater due primarily to the radiosctive materials. '

The applicant installed the residue loading and temporary storage
facility in order to prepare solid chlorination residues for shipment
to Hanford in a pollution free manner. Since the originsl
installaticen, the company has added both air and water pollution
control equipment., Only the originally installed equipment which is
currently in use is included in this application.

The canopies, ductwork, fans and the two baghouses collect dusty
material during loading of shipping crates. Dust so collected is also
shipped to Hanford. Wind protection is provided by three walls which
enhance the effectiveness of the dust control system. The entire
facility sits on a bermed concrete floor which drains to a storage
tank. Wash water used to cleanup spilled material drains from the
floored area to a storage/settling tank. Sludge from the settling
tank is shipped to Hanford. The water is checked for radioactivity
level, then either routed to the applicant's waste water treatment
system or routed to reaction tanks to reduce the radiocactivity level.
Sludge from the treatment tanks is also sent to Hanford. (Note:
Neither the waste water treatment system nor the reaction tanks are
part of this application.,) Clean storm water is diverted by a roof in
order to minimize the volume of water to be stored and treated.

Department inspections of the claimed facility and review of
groundwater monitoring well data indicate that the chlorination
residue is not causing either air pollution problems or groundwater
contamination.

The applicant requested certification of the entire residue loading
and temporary storage facility. Since that part of the facility which
is used for solid waste disposal is not eligible, the Department used
an itemized breakdown of the total cost to determine the costs for
those eligible items which relate to air and water pollution control.
These eligible costs are $17,143.22 for air pollution control and
$14,253,00 for water pollution control. The total eligible cost is
$31,396.22.




Application No. T-1665
Page 3

It is concluded that the components of the claimed facility described
above were designed and are being operated to a substantial extent for
the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air and water
pollution, and that 100% of $31,396.22 is eligible for pollution
control facility certification.

The application was received on January &, 1984, additional
information was received on March 20, 1985, and the application was
considered complete on March 20, 1985.

y, Summation

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

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

c. The facility is 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 80% or more of $31,396.22.

5. Director's Recommendation

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

Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $31,396.22

with 80% or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the

facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1665.

F. Skirvin:s
AS1280

(503) 229-6414
March. 22, 1985




Application No. T-1690

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Nicolai Company
Portland Division
500 NE Multnomah
Portland, OR 97233

The applicant owns and operates a sill and rail door manufacturing
plant at 1812 N. Columbia Blvd., Portland, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a model 108 Carothers
bag filter to control wood dust emissions from a hogged wood transfer
system cyclone,

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
08/04/81 and approved on 08/18/81.

The facility is not subject to the provisions of the new tax credit
law, Chapter 637, Oregon Law 1983,

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on 08/12/81, and
completed and placed into operation on 10/02/81.

Facility Cost: $42,957.54 {(Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Applicaticn

Nicolal Company installed a new low pressure pneumatic hogged wood
conveying system at their door plant. The facility included the
transport ducting, a c¢yclone, a motor/fan and a bag filter,

Pollution control tax credit certification was requested on the bag
filter and associated facility costs. The model 108 Carothers bag
filter is for the sole purpose of controlling wood dust emissions from
the cyclone. The prorated cost of the motor/fan claimed for air
pollution control was 15 percent of its total cost based on the like
percentage of air volume required for bag filter cleaning operations.
A rotary valve at the material outlet of the cyclone to affect a
proper pressure balance within the cyclone when used with the bag
filter is also eligible as a pollution control facility.




Application No, T-1690

Page 2

The facility is in compliance with the air emission standards.

The claimed cost for the pollution control facilities was $42,957.54.
Annual operating expenses are $4,860. The value of the recovered wood
dust is estimated to be less than the operating cost.

The useful life of the facility is estimated to be 8§ years. Since
there is no economic benefit from operating the facility, the total
cost of $42,957.54 should be allocated for pollution control tax
credit at 80 percent or more,

The application was received on 03/21/84, additional information was
received on 01/15/85, and the application was considered complete on
01/18/85.

4. Summation

.

b.

c.

The facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certifiecation.

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

The facility is designed for and is being operated to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling,
or reducing air pollution,

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

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

h. Director's Recommepndation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of §$42,957.54
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T=1690.

D. Neff:s

AS1108

(503) 229-6480
February 6, 1985




Application No. T=1715

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Norman Miller
4930 101 South
Tillamook, OR 97141

The applicant owns and operates a dairy farm in Tillamook, Oregon.

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

Descripti f Claimed Faci

The facility described in this application is an animal waste manure
control facility consisting of the following:

a. Dry manure storage area
- 28v x 50' concrete slab with 6' concrete retaining walls
- 26 Ga. galvanized steel roof {with gutters) and associated
structural support facilities

b. Roof over existing concrete slab stall area
- 241 x 52' 26 Ga. galvanized steel roof (with gutters) and
associated structural support facilities

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made January 10,
1983 and approved February 15, 1983.

Facility is subject to the 1981 tax credit law. Construection was initiated
on the claimed faecility May 3, 1983, completed June 8, 1983, and the
facility was placed into operation June 8, 1983.

Facility Cost: $2,301

The total cost of this project was $11,731 for which $9,430 was reim-
bursed by the U.S, Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service
($11,731 - $9,430 = $2,301).

3.

Evaluati A cation

Prior to installation of the claimed facilities, waste manure was
spread onto saturated fields during the winter months due to the lack
of manure storage facilities. Contaminated runoff would enter
Anderson Creek which is a tributary of the Tillamoock River. The dry
manure storage system allows the storage of manure for over 120 days.
The roof over the storage area and the roof over the existing concrete



Application No. T-1715
Page 2

stall area divert rainfall to minimize the contamination of runoff
water. These facilities have allowed the spreading of manure during
dry months when the fields are not saturated. This system has
greatly reduced the quantity of contaminated runoff entering Anderscn
Creek. There is no significant return on investment from this
project.

4, Summation

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

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

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

d., The facility 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 B0 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 $2,301 with
80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1715.

Larry D, Patterson:t
(503) 229-5374
2/27/85




Application No. T-1720

State of Oregon
Department of Envirommental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Columbia Steel Casting Co., Inc.
10425 N. Bloss Avenue
Portland, OR 97203

The applicant owns and operates a steel foundry at 10425 N. Bloss
Avenue, Portland, Qregon.

Application was made for tax eoredit for an air pellution econtrol
facility.

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of a bag filter
dust collection system.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on March
12, 1984 and approved on June 12, 1984,

The facility is subject to the provisions of the new tax credit law,
Chapter 637, Oregon Law 1983,

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on July 2, 1984,
completed on October 31, 1984, and the facility was placed into
operation on October 31, 1984,

Fagility Cost: $45,898.48 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

3. Evaluation of Application

The applicant has installed a 5,000 ofm pulse jet bag filter dust
collection system to control emissions from their relocated core
manufacturing facility. Prior to relocation, emissions from the

core manufacturing facility were controlled by the green sand molding
system baghouse,

All material collected by the claimed facility is discharged to a
truck mounted mixer and mixed with water prior to disposal at a
landfill site.

The sole purpose of construction and installation of the claimed
facility is to prevent emissions from the relocated core manuracturing
facility and to comply with requirements imposed by the Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit and Department regulations.




Application No. T-1720
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The eclaimed facility has been inspected by Department personnel and
has been found to be operating in compliance with Department
regulations and permit conditions.

Since all material collected is disposed of at a landfill, there is no
return on the investment in the facility and 100 percent of the
claimed facility is allocable to pollution centrol.

The application was received on January 11, 1985, additional
information was received on March 15, 1985, and the application was
considered complete on March 15, 1985.

4, Summation

a, The facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification,

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

c. The facility is designed for and is being operated for the sole
purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing a substantial
quantity of 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 alloecable to
pollution control is 100 percent.

5. Director's Recommendation

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

a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of
$45,898.48 with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1T720.

W. Fuller:s
AS1265

(503) 229-5T49
March 19, 1985




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

REISSUANCE OF POLIUTION CONTRQOL FACILITY CERTIFICATES

Certificates issued to:

Champion International/
Champion Building Products
P.0. Box 1022

Eugene, OR 97401

The certificates were issued for air and water facilities.
Summation:

The Environmental Quality Commission has issued a total of 6 certificates
to the Champion International Plywood Mill in Wiliamina, Oregon. These
were issued in the years 1977 and 1979. {copies attached} Champiocon has
notified the Department of the sale of their mill to Willamina Lumber ..
Company. Willamina has requested a reissuance of the certificates under
their name. (letters attached)

It is recommended that Pollution Contrcl Facility Certificate Nos. 818, 819,
820, 824, 1016 and 1017 be revoked and reissued to Willamina Lumber Company;
the certificates to be valid only for the time remaining from the date of
the first issuance.



WILLAMINA LUMBER COMPANY

Phone 297-7691 9400 S. W. BARNES RD. « PORTLAND, OR. 97225
Oregon Area Code 503 400 SUNSET BUSINESS PARK
Telex 36-0355

February 11, 1985

Ms. Sherry Chew
Department of Environmental Quality

P. 0. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207

Dear Ms. Chew:

This 1s to regquest transfer of unused tax credit under
six Oregoen Pollution Control Certificates previously held
by Champion International Corporation on the plywood mill
at Willamina, Oregon. Following is the information you
requested to complete the transfer.

Former owner - Champion International Corporation
Purchaser and name to

transfer certificate to - Willamina T.umber Company
Date plywood plant acquired - May 3, 1983

Certificate numbers to tran~fer - 818, 819, 320,
324, 1016 and
1017

Please mail tax credit infomration on the above certifi-
cates to me.

Sincerely vours,

WILLAMINA LUMBER COMPANY

TOM SCHMIT
Vice President
Finance & Administration

TS:vls

A HAMPTON AFFILIATE
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P.0. Box 10228 -

1600 Valley River Drive
Eugene, Qregon 97440 -
503 687-4611

Champion

Champion international Corporation

Department of Environmental Quality January 23, 1985
Box 1760 . T
Portiand OR 97207

Bentlemen:
This tetter is to advise you that two of our mills that have outstand-

ing pollution control facility certificates have been sold. The cer-
tificates involved are as follows:

Certificate # App. No. MiiT bLocation
818 T-901 Hitlamina OR
819 T-902 Witlamina OR
820 T-903 Witlamina OR
824 , T-907 WiTlamina QR
853 T-931 Odell OR

1016 ‘ . T-1120 Willamina OR
1017 T-1121 Willamina OR
1034 T-11258 0dell OR

The mill at Willamina was sold in May 1983; therefore, our tax department -
will utilize five-twelfths of the credit available in 1983 as a tax credit.

The mil) at Odell was sold in February 1983; therefore, our tax department
will utilize two-twelfths of the credit available in 7983 as a tax credit.

Copies of the certificates are enclosed for reference.

Very truly yours,

Marvin F. Rap
MFR/bd

Fnclosure

cc John Winter - Stamford Tax Dept.
Duane Buttler




d

P.O. Box 10228 |
1800 Valley River Drive
Eugene, Oregon 97440
503 6874611

Champion

Champion International Corporation

Mr. Tom Schmitt January 23, 1985
Willamina Lumber Co.

9400 S. W. Barnes Road

Portiand QR 87225

[ear Mr. Schmitt:

At the time we sold our Willamina mill, we held six OGregon Pollution
Control Certificates that qualified us for a tax credit. The buyer

of the mill is entitled to use the remaining credit available under
these certificates. We had elected to use these credits as a reduction
of Oregon income taxes. The following is a summary of the certificates
showing the credit available for your use:

Certificate No.  Remaining Credit  Bal. of 1983  Yearly 1984 on

818 $ 6,967 $1,134 $1,944
819 4,571 744 1.275
820 27,731 ' 4,514 7,739
824 2,143 . 349 599
1016 "~ 9,060 947 - 1,623
1017 12,049 1,258 2,158

The first four certificate credits run through 1986 and the last two run
through 1988. Copies of the certificates are enclosed for your files.

Very truly yours,

Marvin F. Rapp
MFR/bd '

Enclosures

cc Duane Buttler




Certificate No. 818

State of Oregon ; ] _
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALJITY Date of Issue . 9=23=77

Application No, —_1=901_

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Champion Bullding Products
P, 0. Box 10228 Willamina, Oregon

Eugene, Oregon 97401

As: [ Lessee ﬁ Cwner
Description of Poliution Control Facility:
Veneer dryer washdown water reuse

Type of Pollution Control Facllity: 1 Air Rj Water [0 Solid Waste

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: F1=1-76 Placed into operation: 1 24“%3’7 &

®33,882.00 -

Percent of actual cost properly allocable fo poilution conirol:
80% or more

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility:

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 468.155 et seq., it iz hereby certified that the facility described herein and
in the application referenced above is a “Pollution Control Facility” within the definition of ORS 468.155 and that
the air and water or solid waste facility was erected, construcfed or installed on or after January 1, 1987, or Janu-
ary 1, 1973 respectively, and on or before December 31, 1980, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate
. to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or solid waste pollution, and
that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 459, 468 and the regulations there-
under. : '

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

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

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

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly pro-
vided. . .

Sl

-

Title q e B{ Richards, {halrman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

. 23rd Septembar w7

th

day of
DEQ/TC-6 1-76




Certificate No. . 819
State of Oregon rYe
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Date of Issue 32377

Application No. __T-%902

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

lIssued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Champion Building Products
P. 0. Box 10228 Willamina, Oregon

Fugene, Oregon 9740!

As: [] Lessee & Owner
Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Roof storm water runoff collectlon and diverslion

Type of Pollution Control Facility: 0 Air X] Water [] Solid Waste
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed:  |2-31 -76 Placed into operation: 12=3] -76
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: 5 25.504,00 B

y L]

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control:
80% or more

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 468.165 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility described herein and
in the application referenced above is a “Pollution Control Facility” within the definition of ORS 468.155 and that
the air and water or solid waste facility was erected, constructed or installed on or after January 1, 1967, or Janu-
ary 1, 1973 respectively, and on or before December 31, 1980, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate
to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or solid waste pollution, and
th:iit the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 459, 468 and the regulations there-
under.

Therefore, this Pollution Control facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special eonditions:

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
irolling, and reducing the itype of pollution as indicated above.

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

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

Q/«@@/

Jofa B. Richards, Chalrman
v

Title

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the __237d 77

day of Septembar 19

DEQ/FC-6 1-T6




Certificate No. “_,5_20_
Date of Issue —.... 3723=77

Gtate of Oregoun
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Application No. Tiﬁﬂl

Issued To: Location of Pdllution Contrel Facility:

Champion Building Products

P. 0. Box 10228 Wilamina, Orsgon

LFugene, Oragon 97401
As:  [] Lessee G Qwner
Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Ducting of venser dryer emissions to two hogged fuel boilers for

use as underfire and overfire air,
Type of Pollution Control Facility: kj Air [ Water {71 Solid Waste
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: January 1976 Placed into operation: Februa ry 1976
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $ 1 54 , 778 .9 5 R
Percent of actual cost properly allocable to poliution control:

80% or more

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 468.155 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility described herein and
in the application referenced above is a “Pollution Control Facility” within the definition of ORS 468.155 and that
the air and water or sclid waste facility was erected, constructed or installed on or after January 1, 1967, or Janu-
ary 1, 1973 respectively, and on or before December 31, 1980, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate
to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or solid waste pollution, and
thzg the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 459, 468 and the regulations there-
under.

Therefore, this Pollution Controi facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
Siate of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special conditions:

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated §bove.

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

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly pro-
vided. .

Signed /‘ li \w’/ ‘4’%4-———»/

Title Jel/é/rRlchardq, Chalrman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

23rd September 1007

the

day of,
DEQ/TC-6 1-76 i




wher Certificate No, —__ 824

State of Oregon ‘
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Date of Issue ... 3=23=77

Application No. ___T=907

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Igsued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Champlon Building Products

P. 0 Box 10228 Willamina, Oregon
Eugense, Oregon 9740}

As! [ Lessec E}(meer

Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Underpiant contaminated waste water collection and treatment.

Type of Pollution Control Facility: ] Air A Water {1 Solid Waste

Date Pollution Control I‘acility was completed: 8 Placed into operation: ’
~20~75 8~20-75

Actual Cost of Pollution Contral Facility:
I ¥,973%.23

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution conirol:

80% or more

In accordance with the provisions of ORS 468.155 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility described herein and
in the application referenced above is a “Pollution Control Facility” within the definition of ORS 468,155 and that
the air and water or solid waste facility was erected, constructed or installed on or after January 1, 1967, or Janu-
ary 1, 1973 respectively, and on or before December 31, 1980, ard is designed for, and is being operated or will operate
to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or solid waste pollution, and
that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 459, 468 and the regulations there-
under.

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

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

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

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Depaltment of Environmental Quality shall be promptly pro-
vided,

Title Joe B. Richards, Chalrman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the day of

23rd Septembar - 1907

DEQ/TC-6 1-76




- : Certificate No. 1016

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Date of Issue

‘ T-1120
Application Neo.

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

11/16/79

Tssued To: , Locati i ility:
Champ ion International Corp. ccation of Pollutzfnn Control Facility
Champion Building Products State Highway 18
P. O. Box 10228 Willamina, Oregon
Eugene, OR 97440

As: [0 Lessee . [ Owner

Description of Poliution Control Facility:

Chemical storage containment and storm runoff diversion

Type of Pollution Control Facility: [T mir /77 Neise 2 Watar [7 Solid Waste [7 Razardous Waste /77 Used 0Oil

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: 4 /1/78 Placed into operation: 4/1/73

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $ 32 ,456.00

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution confrol:
B0% oOr more

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality
Commission certifies that the facility described herein was wrected, constructed or installed in
accoxdance with the requirements of QRS 468.175 and subsection (1} of ORS 468.165, and is designed for,
and is being operated or will cperate to a substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling
or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is
necessary te satisfy the intents and purposes- of ORS. Chapters 454, 439, 467 and 468 and rules adopted
thersunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Control Pacility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the
statutes of the State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmencal Quality and the
following special con@itions: K

1. Tha facility shall be continucusly opaerated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of
preventing, coatrolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

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

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Envirommental Quality shail be promptly
provided, '

NOTE — The Facility described herxein is not eligible to receive tax credit cextification as an Energy

Conservation Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued
the Certificate alects. to take. the tax.credit. relief under ORS 316.097 ox: 317.072.

Signed V%‘—/

Title qéé/B. Richards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

I 9
the 16+h day of November L0 7




- : Certificate No, _. 101+

State of Oregon 11/16/79
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Date of Issue ————r——r

T-1121

Application No. - _ -T2

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Champion International Corp.
Champion Building Products Willamina, Oregon

P. O. Box 10228
Bugene, Oregon 97440

As: [ Lessee & Owner
Deseription of Pollution Control Facility:

Veneer drver green end seals for three (2) dryers

Type of Pollulion Contrel Facllity: 7 hir [77 Noise /7 Water /7 Solid Waste [ Razardous Waste /=7 Used 0il
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: 4 /l /77 Placed into operation: g /1 /7 7

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility:

¥ 43,159.00
Percent of actual cost properly ailocable to pollution centrol:
g80% or more

Based upan the Lnformatlon contained in the application referenced above, the Envirommental Quality
Commission certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in
aecordance with the requirements of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and is desigmed for,
and is being operated or will operate to a substantial extent for the puxpose of preventing, controlling
or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is
necessary to satiafy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 454, 459, 467 and. 468 and rules adopted
thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Contrel Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the
statutes of the State of Oregen, the regulations of the Department of Environméntal Quality and the
following special conditionss

1. The facility shall be continuously oparated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of
preventing, controlling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

2. The Department of Environmenta;_guality ghall be irmmediately notified of any proposed change in use
or method of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for
its. intended pollution contrel purpose..

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental Quatity shall be promptly
provided. ’

NOTE ~ The facility descxibed herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy

Conservation Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued
the Certificats. slects: to take. the tax.credit. relief undex ORS 316.097 ox 317.072.

Signed Q/ﬁ/

Title Joe . Rlchards, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Qualilty Commission on

the 16thdayor November 19 79

DEQ/TC-& 10/79 SPeB4311-340




STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Preliminary Certification Review Report

1. Applicant
Boise Cascade Corp.
Kaster Road
St,., Helens, OR 97051

The applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper mill at St, Helens,
Oregon. .

Preliminary certification is required for a hazardous waste facility.

The application for preliminary certification was received 30 days
before commencement of construction of the facility.

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facllity described in this application consists of replacement of
PCB containing transformers at four different plant locations as

follows:
Substation 17 =~ $211,340
Substation 18 - 95,700
Substation 19 - 44,900

Substation 20 - _209.940
Total $561,880

It is estimated the facility will be placed in operation by
September 30, 1985.

3. Evaluation of Application

The applicant has applied for preliminary certification for a
hazardous waste tax credit to replace PCB transformers with non-PCB
transformers. The hazardous waste statute and rules do not identify
PCBs as a hazardous waste. Even if PCBs were considered a hazardous
waste in order to qualify for a tax credit, a facility must meet one
of the following two tests:

(1) ORS 368.165{1){c)(B) "The facility will uvutilize materials that
would otherwise be solid waste as defined in ORS 459,005,
hazardous waste as defined in ORS 459.410 . . .M

(2) ORS 468.165(1)(d)(B) " The facility is designed to treat,
substantially reduce or eliminate hazardous waste as defined in
ORS 459.410."

Since the tax credit is only to replace PCB transformers with non-PCB
tranaformers and the PCB transformers will be disposed of, neither of
the two tests are met and the facility i= not eligible.

GDLNS SB4441 (3/85) -1=




Boise Cascade Corp.
Page 2

PCB transformers are required by federal law to be replaced or
relocated by October 1, 1985, if there is an exposure risk to food or
feed. If there is no risk to food or feed, the transformer may stay
in place for the remainder of its useful life. In this case, the
applicant is replacing the transformers even though there is no
requirement. If they were required to replace or relcocate (potential
contamination to food or feed) relocation would cost substantially
less than replacement. In & previous application {T-1360 - attached),
a water quality tax credit was granted for replacing a PCB transformer
which was suspended over Pringle Creek. However, in that case the
applicant wes granted a percentage allocable only equivalent to the
estimated cost of moving the fransformer to a secure location.

The option of withdrawing the request for preliminary approval for a
hazardous waste tax eredit and applying for a water quality tax credit
(as was done in T-1360) was discussed with the applicant, It was
their decision to appear before the EQC and make a case for the
hazardous waste tax credit,

4, Summation

The Department has determined that the facility is not eligible for
tax credit certification because PCBs are not a hazardous waste as
defined in statute and rules. Even if they were, the erection,
construction and installation does not comply with the applicable
provisions pursuant to ORS Chapters 459 and %468, including:

{1) ORS 468.165(1)(¢)}(B) "The facility will utilize materials that
would otherwise be s0lid waste as defined in ORS 456.005,
hazardous waste as defined in ORS 459.410 . . .V

(2) ORS 468.165(1)(d)(B) "The facility is designed to treat,
substantially reduce or eliminate hazardous waste as defined in

ORS 459.410.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission issue an order denying the applicant's request for
Preliminary Certification.

Attachment: T-1360 Review Report

R.L. Brown:b
229-6237

March 25, 1985
SB4 U441

GDLNS SBijl4q (3/85) -2



Application No., T-1360

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

2.

Applicant

Boise Cascade Corperatien
Paper Group

P.0. Box 1201

Salem, OR 97309

The applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper mill at Salem.

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

Deseription of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an air cooled
transformer which replaced the No. 86 ¢il cooled transformer near
Pringle Creek.

Request for Preliminzry Certification for Tax Credit was made May 18,
1978, and approved July 13, 1978. Construction was lnitiated on the
claimed facility May 1979, completed December 1979, and the facility
was placed into operation December 1979.

Facility Cost: $81,619.62 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

The Accountant certified a facility cost of $95,333.70. This not only
included the cost of installing a new transformer ($81,619.62), but
also included costas for relocating an old transformer within the mill.
Since the new transformer is the pollution control faeility, only
those costs directly associated with its installation are considered
as the faeility cost. It has been agreed upon with the company to
reduce the facility cost to $81,619.61.

Evaluation of Appliecation

In an effort to contain potential spills of PCBs from electrical
transformers, Boise Cascade constructed concrete containment berms
around the bases of the o¢il coeled transformers.

The No. 86 transformer is a 1000 KVA transformer which contains 163
gallons of PCB based cooling oil. Since the unit was located over
Pringle Creek where a containment berm could not be constructed,

Boise Cascade decided to replace it with an air cooled transformer.




Appli
Page

cation Ne. T-1360
2

The new unit is a 1500 KVA transformer {50 percent larger) with a
purchase price of $57,965. The No. 86 transformer was relccated over
a conerete contaimment berm inside the mill. It was used to replace
an older unit which was discarded.

The facility cost breakdown is as follows:

Electrical Supplies and Labor $22,751.08
1500 KVA Transformer 57,964.99
Engineering 903.55

$81,619.62

The same pollution control objective could have been achieved by
relocating the No. 86 transformer to a safe location within the mill.
Boise Cascade has estimated this cost to be $13,714.08. Only 17
percent ($13,714.08 divided by $81,619.61) of the cost of the new
faeility is allocable to pollution contrel. This methodology has been
discussed and agreed upon with the company.

Summation

a. Facility 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).

¢. 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 less than 20 percent.

Director's Recommendation

CKA:l
WL150
(503)

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate hearing the cost of $81,619.62
with less than 20 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1360.

Y
229-5325

March 25, 1482



Applieation No. T-1360
Page 2 ‘

The new unit is a 1500 KVA transformer (50 percent larger) with a
purchase price of $57,965. The No. 86 transformer was relocated over
a concrete containment berm inside the mill., It was used to replace
an older unit which was discarded.

The facility cost breakdown is as follows:

Electrical Supplies and Labor $22,751.08
1500 KVA Transformer 5T,964.99
Engineering . 903.55

$81,619.62

The same pollution control objective could have been achieved by
relocating the No. 86 transformer to a safe location within the mill.
Boise Cascade has estimated this cost to be $13,714.08. Oniy 17
percent ($13,714.08 divided by $81,619.61) of the cost of the new
facility is allocable to pollution control. This methodclogy has been
discussed and agreed upon with the company.

4. Summation

a. Pacility was conatructed in accordance with the requirements of
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certificaticn.

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

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

d. The faecility 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 propekly allocable to
pollution control is less than 20 percent.

5. Dipector's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended-thét a

Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $81,619.62

with less than 20 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued

for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-136C.
CKA:1
WL1504

{503) 229-5325
March 25, 1982




YICTOR ATIYEH
BOVERNOR.

DEQ-46

Environmental Quality Comm/issior

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

MEMORANDUM
To: | Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. D, April 19, 1985, EQC Meeting
equest for thorizati o) d Publi he
Construction Grants Management Svstem and Priority List for FY86,
Background

Section 106 of the Clean Water Act requires that each state establish a

priority system and annually develop a priority list for allocating federal
grants for municipal sewage treatment works constructicon. By Administrative
Rule, the Environmental Quality Commission has established criteria to rate and
rank projects eligible for federal grants as well as procedures for
administrative management of the priority list. A priority list must be adopted
to establish the ranking of potential projects for which funding may be available
during the period October 1, 1985 through September 30, 1986 (FY86). The
priority list will also identify the relative priorities for projects that may
apply for grants in future years, if continued funding 1s available.

Each year, staff reviews the priority system to determine if rule changes

are necessary and develops a proposed priority list for funding.

Public notice of a hearing on the proposed list must be given at least 45 days
prior to a scheduled hearing. Any changes to the priority system and the proposed
list are distributed to interested persons 30 days prior to the public hearing.

For the priority list to be fully approved by EPA and effective at the beginning
of the granting period (October 1, 1985 to September 30, 1986), final adoption of
the list by the Commission is required at its meeting on July 19, 1985.

To meet this schedule, notice must be issued April 23, 1985 and the draft list
distributed by May 8, 1985. The purpose of this agenda item is to request
authorization for hearing. Due to the need to ensure that the most recent
project planning information and EPA guidance is used in preparing the draft
list, the list will not be avallable before May 8, 1985 distribution date.




EQC Agenda Item No. D
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Discussion and Fvaluation
A. Summary of Federal Statutory Changes and Funding Authorization

For each of the last five years, Oregon has received $27.6 million, from a
naticnal authorization of $2.4 billion. In the past year, the following
major adjustments were made nmationally in how these funds were used: (1)
federal grant participation was reduced from 75 to 55 percent for most
projects; (2) costs associated with the treatment and pipeline capacity to
accommodate growth were no longer considered eligible; (3) grants to assist
in developing facility plans and construction design and specifications were
eliminated; (4) eligible types of facilities were limited to treatment and
disposal facilities, inflow and infiltration removal and interceptor sewers;
(5) allowable grant increases after projects are bid were limited to 5
percent of the construction bids; (6) construction of ineligible project
types, particularly collection sewers, were required to be constructed
concurrently or on a specified schedule if necessary to accomplish water
quality cobjectives associated with eligible interceptors; and (7) sub-
stantial reductions in grant funds occurred if the applicant propozed to

replace facilities that were once federally funded and had not exceede
their useful life, '

Presently, new changes are being proposed. Congress is considering the
reauthorization of the Federal Clean Water Act and the grant allotments for
FY86 and future years. Two factors--U.S. EPA's 1984 Inventory of Waste
Water Treatment and Collection Needs and the President's initiative to
eventually phase out the grant program-~influence Congressional debates.
Although there appears to be agreement to continue funding assistance for at
least three years, substantial discussion is expected to occur regarding:
(1) changes in the state allotment formula, which determines the funding
levels for individual states according teo inventoried needs, and (2)
innovative options for using available grant funds.

The first of these items--the state allotment formula-~could affect the
program as early as 1986. A change in the allotment formula may slightly
reduce Oregon's annual grant fundas, based on the state's share of reported
national needs. The second item-~-innovative funding options--is a part of
the long term strategy for phasing out future direct federal grants. Most
probably, any such action pursued will not significantly impact the program
until 1987 or thereafter. The innovative funding option proposed by U.S.
EPA would enable each state to establish a State Water Pollution Control
Revolving Loan Fund (SRF). This loan fund would help finance the construction
future projects after the grant program 1s eliminated. To capitalize the
Revolving Fund, each state could decide to place all or part of its annual
grant allctment into the fund as seed money. The interest and terms for
loans from the Revolving Fund would be determined by each state, subject

to certain limitations by U.S. EPA on the types of projects that would be
eligible.

Although implementation of the State Revolving Fund could occur as early as
1986, the practical start up of such a funding mechanism would be 1987 or
1988. Under the State Revolving Fund concept, the state's water quality
based priority list would continue as the plan to distribute funds.
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Priority System

The Department has reviewed existing priority criteria and rules and is
recommending that no changes be made. Staff reviewed issues raised in
hearings last year. At that time participants requested that a new
regulatory emphasis category and point assignment be created for projects
needed to resolve groundwater problems. Projects to abate groundwater
pollution problems are currently assigned points according to the

surface water stream segment in which the project area is located;

this point assignment is less than optimal. Two alternatives to remedy the
situation are being evaluated:

a. Adding new groundwater points system to supplement the stream
segment rank criterion. The groundwater point scores could be
developed using criteria similar to those for determining
necessary abatement controls for protection of aguifers as
specifiied in the adopted Groundwater Protection Policy,

OAR 340-41-092.

b. Developing a new water body related ranking criterion for use in
the priority classification system which recognizes beneficial
uses of water, including protection of high quality waters for
future and existing uses.

However, sufficient groundwater quality information to develop and implement
either alternative on a statewlde basis is not available. Therefore, it

is proposed to continue the current practice for ranking sgroundwater
protection projects as follows: (a) determine the surface water body

known or likely to be affected by groundwater pollution, taking into
consideration groundwater flow direction in shallow aquifers, or (b)
determine the adjacent stream segment to a deep aquifer.

Regulatory emphasis point assignment criteria presently incorporated in OAR
340-53-005, Table 1 provides three alternative point scores for groundwater
protection projects: (a) 130 points if the EQC or Health Divislon orders
the immediate correction of a publie health hazard through extraordinary
measures, (b) 120 peints for an EQC rule that restricts issuance of
subsurface disposal permits for a geographic area, as in an involuntary
moritorium, and (e) 90 points based on sanitary survey results or an
approved facility plan that establishes a basis for regulatory action. The
Department believes these alternatives adequately cover the range of
situations, therefore no change in regulatory emphasis points is proposed.

Current rules require applicants who wish to be considered for funding
during the upcoming year to submit a specific planning and design schedule
which demonstrates their ability to qualify for grant award during the
funding year. This requirement was adopted in August 1983 to give lead

time for implementation for the FY85 funding year. Projects have continued
to have difficulty meeting the schedule they submitted. In FY 85, only one
new grant award was processed in the first six months of the year, and no
other project was able to meet the recommended schedule date of January 1985
for facility plan submittal. The initiative of the prospective applicant is
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a significant factor in determining what projects are scheduled and receive
funding. Projects as low as #42 on the list were placed on the funding list
due to the lack of readiness to proceed by higher ranked projects.

For the FY86 funding year, failure to submit the required schedule will
disqualify a project from funding consideration during that year. Projects
scheduled to receive funds during the year will be bypassed if they fail to
complete planning, design, and grant application requirements in accordance
with the schedule they submit.

Priority List

The FY86 proposed priority list will reflect, to the extent possible,
federal eligibility criteria.

For projects expected to be funded next year, the local and federal share
cost estimates may remain uncertain until considerable work has been
accomplished:

1. "Eligible costa" for existing needs are derived from calculations that
can be estimated with a reasonable degree of accuracy only after the
completion of facilities planning and predesign,

2. Eligible versus ineligible types of facilities may require that
digtinctions be made between closely related classifications of project
work, such as between interceptors and collectors, These distinctions
may require predesign information. Later data may determine that the
project listed is actually ineligible for a grant.

3. The relationships between eligible project types and necessary, related
ineligible project construction may not be eclear until the facilities
planning is completed,

4, The funding allowances for planning and design which are ineluded
within the construction grant are not firm until construction bids are
awarded.

5. Calculated costs representing the value of remaining useful life are
set off against new facilities costs, where both facilities are
federally funded. If total replacement is proposed, it is possible
that the new facilities are not eligible.

If the confirmation of cost estimates and other data, when available
throughout the next year, does not significantly affect project priorities,
these changes are made administratively. If project priorities are
significantly rearranged, additional public participation and the review and
approval of the Commission may be warranted.

Many projects have been included on prior lists classified as "E"

projects -- those needed to prevent future pollution problems. Such
projects are no longer eligible for funding consideration. Documentation of
specific gxisting water quality or public health concerns is needed before
they would be considered for a grant. We encourage these applicants
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to subnit specific data regarding the scope of existing problems. These
projects will continue to be inventoried and evaluated on the priority
points calculation list until documentation of existing problems is supplied
and they can be reclassified.

This reguest for authorization to hold the public hearing is not accompanied
by a draft FY86 list. The data is being assembled to produce the draft FY86
list; individual project planning and design schedules were requested in
early April from potential applicants in order to compile the most accurate
draft list, Public distribution of the draft list is planned on May 8,
1985. A public hearing is scheduled for June 10, 1985, at 10 a.m. at the
DEQ Offices, Room 1400, 522 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon. No
changes to the priority criteria or management system are proposed.

1. The EQC must compile and adopt the state priority list for allocating
federal construction grant funds for FY86.

2. The state priority list is an allocation plan for grant funds which is
tentative until (1) project-specific data is established and (2)
planning and design approvals are secured in a timely manner by listed
applicants. Planning and scheduling to produce an application for
consideration is the applicant's responsibility.

3. No changes in state pricrity rating criterlia and priority list
management system are proposed.

y, The draft FY86 priority list is scheduled for publie distribution on
May 8, 1985{., Public comment will be solicited on the priority
management system and FY86 draft list.

Directors Recommendation

Based on the Summation, the Director recommends that the Commission authorize a
public hearing to soclicit public comment on the FYB86 priority list, and
management system to be held on June 10, 1985. All testimony entered into the
record by 5 p.m. on June 12, 1985, will be considered by the Commission.

Hawer

Fred Hansen Q

Attachment: Notice of Public Hearing

B. J. Smith:m
WT865
229-5415
April 5, 1985




VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVEANCH

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 87207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503} 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. E, April 19, 1985, EQC Meeting
equest for Au i i Public n e
0 40-p5= Yeneer P d Manufacturin i

ude issi s for Veneer Dr s cate

Special Problem Areas,

Background

The Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Operations regulations for visible and
particulate emissions from veneer dryers (0AR 340-25-315) excludes venser
dryers located in "special problem areas,"

The Environmental Quality Commission adopted the existing visible emission
limits for veneer dryers on April 7, 1977. On March 30, 1979, standards
for particulate mass emissions for wood=fired veneer dryers were adopted.
These rules do not apply to veneer dryers located within special problem
areas. The special problem areas are designated as the Portland, Eugene~
Springfield, and Medford Air Quality Maintenance Areas {(AQMAs), It was
expected that more stringent emission standards would be considered for
sources in those areas.

During the period since adoption of the current astandards, venser dryers
within special problem areas have been subject to the same emission limits
as dryers elsewhere in the state., These limits were implemented by
application of the "highest and best practicable treatment and control®

- eriterion and by placing emission limits in the permits for those

DEQ-46

facilities,

Since 1979 the Department and Lane Regional Air Pollution Control Authority
have evaluated the need for more stringent controls on veneer dryers in
special problem areas. This evaluation has considered the needs of the
airsheds, the availability of more effective controls, and the performance
of controls that have been installed.

In 1983 and 1984 the Department conducted a comprehensive study of veneer
dryer visible emissions (Attachment B). This survey evaluated the
performance and effectiveness of emission controls on 121 of the state's
230 veneer dryers, Based on these evaluations, the Department feels that
more stringent emission standards for special control areas are not needed
at this time. The proposed rule change would provide for uniform emission
standards statewide, including within special probiem areas.
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Alternatives and Fvaluation

The implementation of emission control standards for veneer dryers would
reasonably require that appropriate l1imits be set for all dryers in the
state, The adoption of specific emlssion limits in geographical areas
outside special problem areas was one phase of this effort. Specific
visible emission limits for veneer dryers in some of the special problem
areas have also been established. The Specific Air Pollution Control Rules
for the Medford AQMA designates visible emission limitations the same as
for those dryers ocutside the special problem areas., Lane Regional Air
Pollution Authority Rules require similar air emission controls for veneer
dryers in the Eugene-Springfield area. A% the present time, no visible
emission limits apply to veneer dryers in the Portland area. No standard
has been set for particulate mass emissions from wood-fired veneer dryers
located in any of the special problem areas, Thus, consistency for
emission standards for veneer dryers remains incomplete.

The adoption of the rule amendment as proposed would provide for uniform
veneer dryer emission limitations statewide. A total of 21 veneer dryers
(Attachment B) would be affected by this proposed rule change (including
two wood-fired operations under the jurisdiction of LRAPA). All of these
veneer dryers have demonstrated compliance with the current visible
emission standards in OAR 340-25-315., This degree of emission control has
been achieved by applying the requirement for "highest and best practicable
treatment and control" {OAR 340-25-310) and by placing limits in permits.

Eleven of the 18 affected wood~fired dryers have already been source tested
to verify compliance with the mass particulate standard. Based on an
extrapolation of visible emission performance of the tested systems, it is
expected that the remaining untested dryers would have similar mass
emission compliance results. Thus, the impact of the proposed rule modifi-
cation on the mill operations and the airshed are expected to be minor.

An alternative would be to set either the same standards or more stringent
standards independently for each designated special problem area, At the
April 8, 1983 meeting, the Commission considered standards for veneer
dryers located in the Medford AQMA which would have been tighter than those
for dryers outside of special problem areas. The Commission decided not to
adopt more stringent veneer dryer limits for the Medford area at that tinme,
based on recommendations of the Jackson County Air Quality Advisory
Committee. At the present time, the Department has not identified a need
for more stringent veneer dryer emission standards inside special problem
areas, The proposed rule amendment would delefe the wording "located
outside special problem areas" where reference is made to standards for
emissions from veneer dryers (QAR 340-25-315(1)(a)(b) and (c)).

An additional proposed housekeeping amendment would delete a rule on
compl iance schedules for veneer dryers for which the dates are now past.
The rule required the installation of emission control systems or the
submittal of a program and time schedule for installation by May 1, 1979
for non-wood-fired veneer dryers and by January 1, 1981 for wood-fired
veneer dryers. (OAR 340-25-315 subsection (1)(d) and (e)). The deletion
of this section of the rule would have no present or future effect on
implementation or maintenance of veneer dryer emission controls since the
dates have past.
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1.

ation

The Veneer and Plywood Operations Regulation for visible and
particulate emissions from veneer dryers excludes veneer dryers
located in "special problem areas,"

The establishment of specific emission limits for veneer dryers which
are located in special problem areas is incomplete.

Appiication of the "highest and best practicable treatment and
control" for veneer dryers within special problem areas has resulted
in emission control equivalent to dryers elsewhere in the state.

A recent Department study of veneer dryer emission control performance
has concluded that the proposed rule changes would be appropriate.

Adoption of the proposed amendment would bring 21 veneer dryers under
the current emission standard. The Department does not expect that
the airsheds or mills would be significantly impacted by adoption of
the amendment,

4 housekeeping amendment is proposed which would delete the
requirement for submittal of a program and time schedule for
installiing emission control systems on veneer dryers. The requirement
is no longer of consequence since the implementation dates have past.

Director's Reco

Based on the summation, the Director recommends that the EQC authorize a
hearing to consider modifying the Veneer and Plywood Mahufacturing
Operations Regulation to include veneer dryers located within special
problem areas and to delete the dated requirement for submittal of a
program and time schedule for emission control equipment installations (see
Attachment 4).

Fred Hansen

Attachments A. Amendments to OAR 340-25-315

B. Special Study of Veneer Dryer Air Contaminant Visible
Emissions

C. List of Affected Facilities

D, Notice of Public Hearing and Rulemaking Statements.

D. Neff:s
229-6480
April 5, 1985

As1275




Attachment A

PROPOSED RULE AMENDMENTS

Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Operations

340-25-315 (1) Veneer Dryers

(a) Consistent with sections 340-25-310(1) through{l), it is the
objective of this section to conirol air contaminant emissions, including
but not limited to, condensible hydrocarbons such that visible emissions
from each veneer dryer [located outside special problem areas] are limited
to a level which does not cause a characteristic "blue haze" to be

observable;

(b} No person shall operate any veneer dryer [outside a special
problem area] such that visible alr contaminants emitted from any dryer
stack or emission point exceed:

(A) A design opacity of 10%;

(B) An average operating opacity of 10%; and




(C) A maximum opacity of 20%.

Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason for the

failure to meet the above requirements, said requirements shall not apply.

{e¢) Particulate emissions from wood fired veneer dryers [located

outside a special problem area] shall not exceed:

(A) 0.75 pounds per 1000 square feet of veneer dryed ( 3/8" basis)

for units using fuel which has a moisture content by weight of 20% or less;

(B) 1.50 pounds per 1000 square feet of veneepr dryed (3/8" basis) for

units using fuel which as a moisture content by weight of greater than 20%;

(C) 1In addition to paragraphs 9{(c){A) and (B) of this section, 0.40
pounds per 1000 pounds of steam generated. The heat source of wood fired

veneer dryers is exempted from rule 340-21-030.

[(d) After May 1, 1979, no person shall operate a veneer dryer in
existence prior to May 1, 1979, located outside a special problem area

unless:]

[{A} The owner or operator has submitted a program and time schedule
for installing an emission control system which has been approved in
writing by the Department as being capable of complying with subsection

(1)(b) and (c) of this rule;]




[(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 subseetion (1)(b), and (¢) of this rule; or]

[(C) The owner or operator has demonstrated and the Department has
agreed in writing that the dryer is capable of being operated and operated
in continuous compliance with subsections (1)(b) and (e¢) of this rule. The
schedule for wood fired veneer dryers shall result in compliance as soon as

practicable, but by no later than January 1, 1981.]

[{e) The time schedule required in paragraph (d)(A) of this section
for wood fired veneef dryers in existence prior to May 1, 1979 shall be
completed as soon as practicable, but by no later than January 1, 1981.
Wood fired veneer dryers constructed on or after May 1, 1979 shall comply
with subsection (1)(b} and (e¢) of this rule upon startup. The Department
may grant exceptions to this requirement if control equipment delivery and
instellation will =significantly delay the startup of a wood fired wveneer
dryer and that operation of such dryer will not interfere with the
maintenance of ambient air quality standards. In no case shall such

exception be granted beyond January 1, 1981;]

£d4) [(f)] 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;




{e) [(g)] 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:

(£} [(h)] 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 airj;

{g) [(i)] The Department may reguire more restrictive emission limits
than provided in subsection (1)(b)} and (¢) of this rule for an individual
plant upon a finding by the Commission that the individual plant is located
or is proposed to be located in a special problem area, The more |
restrictive emission limits for special problem areas may be established on
the basis of allowable emissions expressed in opacity, pounds per hour, or

total maximum daily emissions to the atmosphere, or a combination thereof,
(2) Other Emission Sources:

(a) No person shall cause to be emitted particulate matter from
‘veneer and plywood mill sources, including, but no limited to, sanding
machines, saws, presses, barkers, hogs, chippers, and other material size

reduction equipment, process or space ventilation systems, and truck




loading and unloading facilities in excess of a total from all sources
within the plant site of one (1.0) pounds per 1000 square feet of plywood

or veneer production on a 3/8 inch basis of finished product equivalent;

(b) Excepted from subsection (2)(a) of this rule, are veneer dryers,

fuel burning equipment, and refuse burning equipment.

(3) Monitoring and Reporting: The Department may require any veneer
dryer facility to establish an effective program for monitoring the visible
air contaminant emissions from each veneer dryer emission point. The
program shall be subject to review and approval by the Department and shall

consist of the following:

(a) A specified minimum frequency for performing visual opacity

determinations on each veneer dryer emission poing;

(b} All data obtained shall be recorded on copies of a "Weneer Dryer
Visual Emissions Meonitoring Form" which shall be provided by the Department
of Envirommental Quality or on an alternative form which is approved by the

Department; and
(e) A specified period during which all records shall be maintained
at the mill site for inspection by authorized representatives of the

Department.
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Introduction

The existing visible emission standards for veneer dryers have been in
effect since 1977. Fourteen different exhaust stack emission contirol
devices or basic techniques have been used to reduce the blue haze emitted
from exhaust stacks of veneer dryers.

In 1983, the program operations section of the Air Quality Division
conducted a special study to evaluate the effectiveness and consistency of
the control strategies. Field observations were made of more than half of
the 228 veneer dryers in the state to give an overview- of visible emission
control accomplished, The study results have identified specific problems
and provided Departmental direction regarding appropriateness of the regu-
latory standards.

Fmission control techniques are grouped into two general categories:

14 Control by process modification, and
2. Control with external control devices,

The selection of air emission control systems for direet wood heated veneer
dryers is generally different than for gas or steam heated dryers. This
study consaiders these two types separately.

The analyzis of apparent compliance and control equipment performance is
detailed only for operations under the regulatory jurisdiction of the
Department of Environmental Quality. While a few sources regulated by the
Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority were reviewed, they are not included
in the tabulated emission level summaries.

The opacity of the observed emissions is separated into three groupings as

specified in the regulatory visible standard (Oregon Administrative Rules
340-25=315): <10 percent, 10-20 percent, and >20 percent opacity.

PRIMARY OBJECTIVES:

The primary objectives of the study relating to visible air contaminant
emissions were to:

o} Assess the apparent compliance status of veneer dryers and mills
o Evaluate effectiveness of emission control systems

o Identify problems of maintaining compliance

o Review the appropriateness of the current standards
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS:

1.

As812

Technology to control visible air contaminant emissions from steapm and
£as heated veneer dryers to levels that are in compliance with Oregon
visible emission standards is available and in place. Violations of
the visible standards were the result of operations or equipment
problems rather than problems associated with the design capability of
the control devices,

Overall, the stack emission controls of direct wood heated veneer
dryers were found to be marginal to unacceptable for achieving
compliance with the visible emission standards. This was evident in
that about 50 percent of the stack emissions exceed 10 percent
opacity. Viclations of the 20 percent opacity standard were
observed from 5 of the 19 stacks,

A significant number of mills were in vioclation with the visible
emission standards because of excessive fugitive emissions. Sixty
percent of the mills which exceeded the 20 percent opacity standard
did so because of fugitive emissions. Half of the
mills observed in the 10 - percent to 20 percent opacity range were
due to fugitives.

An efficient veneer drying operation (i.e., optimum, consistent
drying of all veneer -- minimum redry and overdry) will inherently
generate less "blue haze" emissions. Operating practices and/or
inadequate maintenance of venieer dryers and air emission control units
may be the major contributing cause for violations of the visible
emission limits. The species and grade of veneer being dryed can be a
significant factor in the amounts of ailr contaminants that are
generated.

Statistics on visual emissions from veneer dryer exhaust stacks as
obgerved during 1983 special field survey were as follows:

A. Gas and steam heated veneer drying operations:

o) 31 percent of the stacks were less than 10 percent opacity;

o} 14 percent of the stacks were 10 percent to 20 percent
opacity; and
0 5 percent of the =stacks were in violation of the 20 percent

opacity maximum.
B. Direct wood heated veneer drying operations:

0 53 percent of the stacks were less than 10 percent opacity;

0 21 percent of the stacks were between 10 percent and 20
percent opacity; and

0 26 percent of the stacks were in violation of the 20 percent
opacity maximum limitation.



Statisties of visual fugitive emissions as observed during the 1983

6.

' special field survey were as follows:

A. Mills operating gas and steam heated veneer dryers:

0 64 percent of the mills demonstrated emissions of leas than
10 percent opacity;

o 27 percent of the mills had emissions between 10 percent and
20 percent opacity; and

o 9 percent of the mills had emissions in violation of the 20
percent opacity limit,

B. Mills operating direct wood heated veneer dryers:

o 62 percent of the mills demonstrated emissions less than 10
percent opacity;

o] 31 percent of the mills had emissions between 10 percent and
20 percent opacity; and

o T percent of the mills had emissions in violation of the 20
percent opacity limit.

T. Control of visible air contaminant emissions to the current
regulatory limit of 10 percent average operating opacity and 20
percent maximum opacity provides reasonable visual acceptability
of the "blue haze™ from veneer dryers at most locations, How=
ever, visible emissions, as viewed by the pubiiec at scme
locations, may be magnified (by angle of view or sun pesition}) to
take on an appearance greater than regulatory limits. A less
-8tringent standard may result in adversely affecting the visual
air quality at some locations.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. The exiéting visible air contaminant rules for veneer dryers (OAR 340-
25=-305 through =-315) should be retained. The rule should be amended
to include the application of the standard in special problem areas.

2. The compliance status of each source which exceeded opacities of 10
percent should be varified by regional inspection. A specific plan
for corrective action must be initiated for each varified noncomplying
source. The opacity rule should be applied unjiformly statewide.

3. To improve implementation and to insure uniform applications of the

As812

rules, the "Specific Guidance for Applying Visible Emission Rule for
Veneer Dryers" on page 17 of this report should be followed.




To improve air emission compliance, more attention must be given to
assuring that there is adequate maintenance of control devices and
veneer dryer leak points. An operation and maintenance program for
each emission control unit and each veneer dryer should be required
for those mills that have continuing viclations of standards.

Particular attention must be given to engineering plan review of pro-
posed new or modified air contaminant emission contrel systems for
direct wood fired veneer dryers., Low energy wet scrubbers, sand bed
type scrubbers, and the Georgia Pacific packed tower scrubbers are
systems which, in their present operating configurations, are not
generally acceptable as visible air contaminant control devices for
direct wood fired veneer dryers,

Further evaluations should be conducted to determine specific
operation and maintenance measures that need to be applied to the
various air contaminant emission control systenms,

The Department should review the merits of implementing the self-
monitoring and reporting program (OAR 340-25-315(3)) to attain
a higher rate of continuous compliance.

NUMBER OF MILLS AND VENEER DRYERS SUMMARY;

A numerical summary of active mills and veneer dryers in the state {(mills
on temporary shutdown are counted as "active mills") is shown below.

Numbep

Mills/Dryers DEQ LRAPA Total
Total Mills 62 24 86
Veneer Dryers

iaa Heat 25 16 42

Steam Heat 108 28 136

Wood Heat 48 5 53
Total Veneer Dryers 181 4g 230

Eleven mills under DEQ jurisdiction, with 37 veneer dryers, were not in
operation during 1983 because of the depressed demand f'or wood products.

The distribution of heat used by veneer dryers is shown in Figure 1, A48 a
result of changes which have occurred in fuel costs over recent years, many
veneer dryers have been converted from gas heat to direct wood-=fired heat.
While the statisties show there are 42 ga=s heated wveneer dryers, only a
small fraction of this number were in actual operation in 1983.
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Twenty-two percent of the veneer dryers are now heated by direct wood heat.
Appendix A ideatifies the types of heat sources at specific mills.

1 18.18%
GAS HEAT
E] 22.088%
WOOD HEAT
= 39.74%
STEAM HEAT

Figure {. Veneer dryer heat source distribution - statewide,

c -

The special field survey included the observation of 121 of the 156
operating veneer dryers under Department of Environmental Quality permit
juriadiction, These dryers are located at 35 of the 51 operating mills.
All but five of the veneer drying operations in the state are located west
of the Cascade Mountain range.

In addition %0 the mills under DEQ jurisdiction, on=-site inspections were
made at 4 of the 24 mills ip Lane County (Lane Regional Air Pollution
Control Authority permit jurisdiction). Emissions frem 5 other mills in
the Eugene area were observed during "drive-bys."

This survey considered separately the visual emissions from the exhaust
stacks (direct from the dryer heat section or through an emission control
device), fugitive smoke, and secondary emissions from the veneer dryer
coocling section 3tacks. In addition to evaluating these individual
sources, each mill as a composite unit was assessed for apparent compliance
with the veneer dryer regulatory visible emission limits.

In general, the dryer cperating parameters were not identified for the time
of each cbservation, However, dryer operations were usually examined in
cases where high opaciiies were observed so that the cause and effect could
be correlated.

Table 1 summarizes the observed veneer dryer emission peint and mill
opacity status of those mills under Department jurisdiction.

The mill composite summary reflects the observed overall opacity status of
each mill. For accounting purposes, each mill is considered to have a
3ingle dryer heat section exhaust stack and a single fugitive emission
© peint. The rows identified as "Exhaust Stack" considers only the heat
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5 Total €10 CGpacity 0% _>207 Opacity i 220% Opacity
__ Number | Nugber £ of Total ' Nugber § of Tokzl | Nugber I »f Total
Enlssion Points’ <! | i i
J ] g
Gag & Steam Heat ;
Exhaust Stack E 63 51 81 £ 14 | 3 5
Cooling Sect. Stack | = - - 2 - Lot -
| Flant Fugitives i 22 { 13 64 L6 27 i 2 9
"Dirack Wond Head i 7 ;
H i -; i !
Exhaust Stack ‘L 19 T 53 ] 2t ; 5 2
Cooling Sect. Stack | - - - Lo I 6
Plant Fugitives 13 8 62 oy 31 Cg 7
MALL Compositel3? !
Gaz. Stean & ¥ood : i !
| ' |
Exhaust Stack i 22 P16 73 4 18 2 9 !
Exhaust + Fugitives ‘ 22 ; 9 g 8 36 5 23 '
1 H
[l H 1 .
; 1 |‘ ;
! ;
Exhaust Stack 13 ! 5 38 3 . 28 {5 38 :
i i
Exhaust + Fugltives 13 i3 2 4 31 | 6 16
L H
(1) Excludes the three mills on Envirommental Quality Commissinn variance,
{2) Accounts for individual dryer/emission control device exhaust points.
{3) The ovarall emizsalon atatus of each observed mill 15 shown. Tha line notation: ™Exhaust Stack"

ineludes only the staclks} the "Exhaust4Fugitive” line accounts for greateat opaclty obaerved from

exhaust stack, cooling stack and/or fugitive emissions.

Table 1. Veneer Dryer Emission Peint and Mill Opacitv Status

o N ™ STEAM HEATED | DIRECT WOOD HEATED
{w&a 108 <108 %ﬂ! 2204 <10% %1 >20%
[ Rader Sand Filter a ‘2 a 1 0 0 0 1
! Boiler Incineration o 1 [+ 0 [} 0 ¢
! Burley Sepubber ¢ 19 7(2) 0 o 0 [+
: Ceilcote Scrubber 0 0 0 0 F 2 1
' Ca. Mfr Serubbep 0 0 0 [+ ¢ 2 0
~ G.P. Scrubber ; o 2 Q 0 0 a 3(3)
g Lo-Em Control 0 0 o 0 1 0 0 {
No Stack Controls ! 1 7 2 28 - - Ly !
: Recirculation ? - - - - [ 2 0
Totals o 51 9 3] 9 55
Cooling Stacka(5) - - 2 1 - 0 0
Fugitives 7-77 ﬂ - 3 2 11 3 1

{1) Summary excludes veneer dryers on variance {rom emission limits as authorized¢ by the
Envirommental Quzlity Commission.

{2) Four Burley Jorubbers on each of two dryera at Weyerhaduser, North Bend, tabulated as
a single point per dryer,

{3) TwWo steam and two wood fired dryers treated.by a single scrubbar unit &t Georgla Pacifie,
Toledo mill.

(4} Dryers normally process low emitting woods, Unauthorized wood being dryed.

(5) Cooling section stacks accounted for only when opacity »>10%. Tabulated as 'one' for
eachk plant site.

@able 2, Summary of observed performance of veneer dryer emission control equipment



section exhaust stacks from the veneer dryers. - The rows marked "Exhaust &
Fugitives®" indicates the highest opacity ndted at a mill, whether from the
dryer exhaust stack, cooling section stack, or fugitive emissions.

A summary of the observed performance of various control eguipment -and
methods is found in Table 2. Details for each observed source, which
demonstrated visible emissions of 10 percent or more, are presented in
Tables 3 and 4. The opacity level of each observed veneer drying section
stack or the air emission control unit stack is recorded. Data for gas and
steam heated veneer dryers are tabulated separately from that of direct
wood heated dryers. (The gas/steam dryer data is primarily valid for steam
heated dryers, since only one gas heated dryer which exhausted independent
from other dryers was observed). A given opacity range (10 percent to 20
percent and >20 percent) for any number of cooling section stacks at a mill
is recorded as a single occurrence. Fugitive emissions are also recorded
as ohe ocourrence per mill,

The observation results are also presented graphically and discussed in the
sections that follow and are titled:

1. Visible Exhaust Stack Emissions
2. Emission Control Systems Performance
3. Mill Compliance
BLE CE EMISSTONS:
3 a eam Heate er Emiss Control;:

Eighty-one gas and steam veneer dryers were chserved at 22 mills. These
dryers exhausted through 63 separate emission points. Eighty-one percent
of the observed gas and steam heated veneer dr¥yers demonstrated stack
emissions of less than 10 percent opacity. The {hree steam heated dryers
with exhaust stack emissions greater than 20 percent opacity resulted from
either a violation of the designated control strategy of wood gspecies
control or improper emission control equipment operation.
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Figure 2. Steam heated dryer exhaust stack visible emissions.
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Table 3

VISTBLE EMISSION OBSERVATION SUMMARY
MILLS OPERATING STEAM & GAS VENEER DRYERS
1983 Special Field Survey

VISUAL OPACITY
Stack
; Source Emission ————— Dryer Stack ——— Coeling Section Stack Fugitive Emissions
Company Location Mumber Control <10% 10% - 20% >20% <10% 10% - 20% >20% <10% 10% - 20% >20%
Weyerhaeuzer Horth Bend 06-0007 Burleystl) 10 - 20 -— 10 - 15
Burleys 10 - 15
Roseburg Lumber Coquille 06-0010  Burley 5 <10 <5
Burley 5
Burley . 5
Burley 10
Gecrgia-Pacific Coquille 06-0012 G.P.Scrubber(z) 1o <10 <5(3)
G.P.Scrubber 1o
Mt.Mazama Plywood  Sutherlip  10-0022 No Control 40 - -
No Control 40
Roseburg Lumber Dillard 10-0025 Burley 10 -- <5
Burley 10
Burley (5) 10 20-25 one
Burleys 10 20-25 vent
Burliey 10 10
Burley 10
Burley 10 .
Champion Inter- Roseburg 10-0037 Burley 5(6) <5
national Burley 10
Burley 10
Burley 10
brain Plywood Drain 10-0054 Burley 1o 25 —-—
Burley 10 25
Glendale Plywood Glendale 10-0055 Process Contyxol 5 <10 <5
Process Control 5
Process Control 5
Roseburg Lumber Riddle 10-0078 Burley 10 ——
Burley lo - 15 o - 15
Burley 10
Burley (7 15 - 20
Bur ley -
Burley 10
Roseburg Lumber Green 10-0083 Burley 15 = 20[8 -
Burley 5 - 10 20
Burley 5 - 10 10 - 15
|:l)’é‘ov.u: Burley scrubbers on each venser dryer. (S)Ewo Burley scrubbers on veneer dryer No. 4.
(2) (6)

Three steam heated dryers controlled by each G.P. scrubber. Estimates on Dryers Mos. 2, 3, & 4 since the emission

(3 blended together at 25% opacity.

Also a leak in abort stack valve with low exhaust flow - 25% 7
opacity. Inaccurate reading as the plume mixed with a vent
(4)Source on EQC variance from emission limits. emission. :

‘S)Malfunction of scrubber draft fan.



VISIBLE EMISSION OBSERVATION SUMMARY
MILLS OPERATING STEARM & GAS VENEER DRYERS

Table 3, continued 1983 Special Field Survey

-VISUAL OPACITY

Stack

- Source Emission -———.. Dryer Stack ——— ——r | Cooling Secticn Stack — —— Pugitive Emissiocns
Company Location Number Control <10% 10% ~ 20% >20% <10% 10% - 20% >20% -<10% 0% - 20% >20%

Boise Cascade Medford 15-0004 Burley 10 - 15 == 20 - 25
Burley (9) 10 - IS5
Burley -
Burley -
Burley - (20

Medford Plywaod White City 15~-0018 Process 20 <10
Process 20
Procoess —

Timber Producis Medford 15-0025 Burley
Burley
Process

<10 <5

20 - 2541
Burley

Medford Corporation Medford 15-0048  Process 1
Burley

Burley 1

Burley 10

Process e

o
5
0
White City Plywood  White City  15~0040 Burley 5 -
5
0 i5 <5
5
0

Southern Oregon Grants Pass 17-0015 Burley 10 <10 1o
Plywood Burley 5
Burley L

Miller Plywood Merlin 17-0023 Burley 5
(12)
Process 38(12) -
Process 40

Tim-Ply Grants Pass 17-0029 Burley 5 - 10 <lo
Burley 5 ~ 10 ' <5
Burley 5 - 10

Willamette Foster 22-3010 Rader Sand 5 5 - 15 5 - 20
Industries Filter (two
steam dryers)

Champion Inter-— Lebanon 22-5196 Incineration <10 25 - 30 -
national Boiler (six
steam dryers)

Willamette Sweet Home 22-7128 Rader Sand 5 | - 10 - 15
Industries Filter ({two
steam dryers)

Willamette Dallas 22-0177 Rader Sand 20 - 25 10 — 2% 15
Industries ’ Filter {three
steam dryers)

=]
¢ )Plumes from Dryers Nos. 3 & 4 inter-mixed. a3

10 . . 1 ;
{ )Dryer No. 5 temporarily out of operation. ¢ 4)Two dryers permitted t9 operate uncontroulled per EQC
(11) N

variance.
(12)

Opacity of boiler stack as veneer dryer control system,

Intermittent fugitives, decreases to <10 at times. (15
Sand filter system was. not being maintained and operated

Dryer normally controlled by species selection (redwocd). properly.

Unauthorized species being processed.
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VISIBLE EMISSICH GBSERVATICN SUMMARY

MILLS WITH DIRECT WOGOD HEATED VENEER DRYERS
Table 4
1983 Special Field Survey
VISUAL OPACITY
Stack
Source Emission ——————Tiryer Stack: l Cooling Section Stack Fugitive Fmissions
Company Logaticn Number Control <10% 10% -~ 20% >20% <10% 10% ~ 20% >20% « <10% 10% - 20% >20%
R 1
Leading Plywood Corvallis 02a2479( )Co.Mfgr. 20 -3 -3
Scrubber 20
Mu}tnomah Plywood St. Helens 052076 Recirculation 5 10 - 25 25
Recirenlation ! 5 <10
102
Mt.Mazama Plywcod ' Sutherlin 10—0022[ )ﬂolEM <10 20 -
Southwest Forest White City 15-0006 Ceilcote 15 <10 20
Plywood, #6
Kogap Medford 15-0015 Ceilcote <10 <10 <190
Boise Cascade White City 15~0020 Ceilcote 10 - 15 20(4] <10
southwest Forest Grants Pass 17-0007 Ceilcote 5 - 20
Plywpod, #4
southwest Forest Grants Pass 17-0030 Ceilcote -15 - 25 - <5
Plywood, #3 Grants Pass . -
Georgia~Pacific Toledo 21-0004 G.P. (17% Avg.) 30 - 20
North Santiam Mill City 22-2522  Species (6) T A
Plywood NS Scrubber 15 - 20 - e
NS Scrubber 15 - 26
Willamette Lebancn 22-5193  Recirculation 5 <10 5~ 10
Industries Recirculation 10 - 15
Willamette Griggs 22-5194  Recirculation 10 <10 <5
Industries Recirculation 10
Champion Inter- Lebancn 22—5196(2)Recircu1ation <10 - -=
national
Boise Cascade Sweet Home 22-7008 G.P. Filter {17% Avg.) 35 - 10 - 1S
Linnton Plywood Portland 262073 G.P., Filter (16% aAvg.}| 10 - 25 - <5

(l)Temporary opacity exception, EQC wvariance.

2,
(3)

111 also listed with steam/gas heated veneer dryers.

No visual observation recorded, noted as a "--".

{4)

Cooling Section Stack seal leak, high intensity, low

volume,

{5}

Mill drying unauthorized; high resin veneer in Dryer

No. 1.

{B)Scrubhers mamafactured by company.



Nineteen direct wood heated veneer dryer exhaust points were observed from
33 veneer dryers at {3 different mills. Almost half (9) of these emission
points exceeded the 10 percent opacity level. Five of the nine were
observed with opacities that exceeded 20 percent.

5
H-

PSR RAT T

3

FERCEMT GF

Figure 3. Direct wood heated veneer dryers exhaust stack visible emissions.

MWW

The observed emission levels from azpecific types of control devige or abatement
techniques is summarized in Table 2 and graphed in Figures 4 and 5. Care must be
exercised in making any definite conclusion regarding normal performance of any

specific control technique, because in asome cases the value represents a single
observation on only one or two similar control applicaticons.

Gas and Steam Heated Veneer Dryers:

The inadequate performance of some control systems was caused by malfunctions or
improper operation, One Burley scrubber had a malfunctioning draft fan. PFoor
operating practices was the reason for high opacity from a Rader Sand Filter,
Unauthorized drying of resinous veneer contributed to 20 percent opacity from a dryer
dedicated to low-resin veneer.

Emission Control System Performancs
Gas & Steam Heater Veneer Drvers
QPACITY

3 <iom
Soller Incin(1} + ] m 10—205%
B - oox
a Burley(48) - K _;E
=2
éu.?. Sarub(2} 1 %
=
=
3 Radw3) ke :*iev‘;fa; . :1
Proomendl1t) 4 I,,‘ ‘m

b a0 o -
f ) Mo, op CouthoL SYSTEMS  nepeewt of conTAGL SYSTEMS

Figure 4, (Gas and steam dryer emission control systems performance.
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[o} Heat enee ryers:

Three of the five Ceilcote IW scrubbers observed displayed emissions of
greater than 10 percent opacity (one stack was only marginally over 10
percent opacity). One of these units was observed with visible emissions
that exceeded 20 percent opacity (failure to operate the unit properly
appeared to be the reason for the poor performance)}. All three Georgia
Pacific packed tower scrubbers controlling direct wood heated dryer
demonstrated peak emissions greater Lthan 20 percent opacity. These high
emissions came in the form of Mpuffs™ at various intervals. The average
opacity of each G. P. scrubber was about 16 percent,

Unauthorized drying of Douglas Fir veneer was the cause for 40 percent
opacity observed from one dryer, Three veneer dryers that depended on
recirculation to the wood-fired direct heat source were observed emitting
blue haze in the 10 percent to 20 percent opacity range. Two simple
company manufactured "knock-out box® type wet scrubbers on a recirculation
syztem were observed at near 20 percent opacity.

Emission Control System Perfeormance

Direct Wood Hegted Veneer Dryers
Geagity

1 <iom
7 Al 10mzox
>20%

Salicateln) 4

someers oty {7 L LI LTSI L0 A

op, Sarub(3}

Control Systemns

Reclroulation(s)

Figure 5. Direct wood heated dryer emission control systems performance

MILL COMPLIANCE:

The apparent compliance status of each mill with regard to the regulatory

- emission standards was made by considering both the exhaust stacks and
fugitive emissions, An exceedance of the emission standard from either or
both sources placed the mill in apparent noncompliance status.

3 e ea _Ope i Milla:
Only 41 percent of the observed mills operating gas or steam heated dryers

had veneer dryer visible emissions of less than 10 percent cpacity. Fugi-
tive emissions were the primary cause of high opacity at most noncomplying

48812 - 12 -



mills. Six of the 22 mills had fugitive emissions between 10 percent and
20 percent opacity. Two mills were experiencing fugitive emissions greater
than the 20 percent opacity limit.
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Figure 6. Visible emissions at mills with gas or steam heated dryers.
Dryer exhaust stacks and fugitive emissions compared.

eate e e i M 33

Ten of the 13 mills observed demonstrated dryer exhaust stack emissions
with levels above 10 percent cpacity. Viaible emissions exceeded the 20
percent opacity limit at 5 mills. Fugitive emissions were the reason for
the 20 percent opacity at one of these mills.

1

[V

_,

PERCENT OF MILLS
s oD
o:l

£
i
7

—
=%

................................................................................................................

=g
i

ERRE
PERCEMT _OPHCITY
 DRYER STACKS £ FUSITIVES

Figure 7. Visible emissions at mills with direct wood heated dryers.
Dryer exhaust stacks and fugitive emissions compared.

Four mills were visited in Lane County. Drive-=by observations were made at
five additional mills. A4ll dryer stacks were initially documented at less
than 10 percent opacity. During a second observation of a direct wood

- A3812 - 13 -




heated veneer dryer system with a Georgia Pacific secrubber, the plume was
marginally over 10 percent opacity.

Fugitive emissions from all mills were less than 10 percent opacity. One
mill had serious blue smoke inside the building because of a dryer internal
pressure balance problem., However, the extensive roof vent opening allowed
smoke to spread out and the position of observation made the viewed densaity
very minimal from the outside.

TU VEN VI SSIONS: .

There was a relatively high number of operations in noncompliance {>20
percent opacity) or potential noncompliance (10 percent to 20 percent
opacity) with the air emission standards. Fallures to comply were
frequently caused by fugitive emissions rather than a direct result of
emissions from the veneer dryer exhaust stack. Strategies and external
emission control equipment are available to accomplish the reductions of
visible air emissions required by the current veneer dryer visible emission
standard.

Because of the poor economic conditions of the wood products industry in
recent years, the maintenance of veneer dryers and emissjon control systems
has been lax. It is the Department's expectation that all mills maintain
continuous compliance with applicable standards. When a mill has
difficulty maintaining compliance due to economic hardship, technological
problems or physical limitations, a period of noncompliance can only be
authorized by the Environmental Quality Commission.

Scme of the air emission control equipment which has been in operation for
several years has deteriorated badly and performance efficiency may have
decreased somewhat. Rebuilding or replacement of those units will llkely
be required to maintain compliance with the emission standards.

Adequate maintenance and proper operation of the air emission control
devices are considered to be a3significant factors in assuring efficient
emission reduction, There may be improvements that can be made to existing
equipment that will improve their performance. For example, the problems
observed with the Georgia Pacific packed tower scrubber, which uses the
filter candles as the final emission control step, could perhaps be solved
with design modifications to the filters or by adopting different pro-
cedures for cleaning the filters.

Regarding new types of external emission control devices, the Department
has knowledge of one promising design, but which has not yet been installed
on an operational veneer dryer. A prototype has demonstrated favorable
emission reduction on wood fired applications. The saystem operates on the
basic prineipal of electrostatic conditioning of the particulate matter.
The Department has approved the installation of this device, called an

AS812 - 14 -



aerosol recovery system, designed by Geoenergy Company, on direct wood
heated dryers at Leading Plywood Company. The first unit is scheduled to
be in operation in March 1985.

By the end of 1984, there will be an additional 26 dryers at 8§ mill sites
out of service. At least 12 of these dryers are reported to be permanent
shutdowns. The others may start up again under new ownership or when
favorable economic conditions occur. One new dryer, Medford Corp. (Rogue
River) has been placed into operation.

OAR =~ SIB 0

We have reviewed the appropriateness of the existing visible air
contaminant emission standards for veneer dryers (Oregon Administrative
Rule 340-25-305 through -315). See Appendix B. '

The opacity limits as designated in the existing visible emission standards
for veneer dryers should be retained. However, OAR 340-25-315(1)(a) should
be modified to include sources within speeial problem areas (Portland,
Eugene-Springfield). (The specific QARs for the Medford AQMA includes the
above veneer dryer emission limits.)

Historically aestheties have been a primary reason for the established
visible emission limits. However, low visible emissions are indicative of
reduced mass particulate discharges to atmosphere., This is a factor used
in the strategy fto achieve compliance with the ambient air standards in
some of the nonattainment areas.

The Department believes that in order to maintain equitability that a
uniform visible emission standard shoulid be set statewide. The wording of
the rule 1is such that special problem areas are excluded from the opacity
standards. The intent of the exclusion was in anticipation of more
stringent emission limits being adopted for special problem areas as
necessary to attain and maintain ambient air standards or to protect public
health and welfare, However, since the Department has not identified a
need for more stringent visible emission standards in any of the special
problem areas, a rule change should be proposed which would clearly
designate the application of the present 10 percent average operating
opacity and 20 percent maximum opacity rule limit statewide.

GUIDELINES FOR PLYWOOD MILL INSPECTIONS

A plywood manufacturing operation is a relatively complex source when
evaluating emissiona, Wood dust emissions from cyclones, baghouses, truck
bins, ete., must be noted. Any visible emissions from boiler stacks are
usually quite evident. Fugitive dust from vehicle traffic on roads and
yards 1s a source of air pollution. '
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When evaluating veneer dryers the obvious is to look for the blue haze from
the dryer stack (or emission control device). Other dryer related emission
points and the cause of the emissions must also be considered. Fugitive
emissions are of'ten a major source of air pollution from veneer dryers.
Attention to operation specifics will be particularly useful in building a
background for evaluating compliance with the 10 percent average opacity.
The visible emission standard (10 percent average and 20 percent maximum
opacity) must be applied to each emission point,

The primary emissions from veneer drying operations may include:

The drying section exhaust stack(s) (or emission control device stack.
The cooling section exhaust stack,

The dead air space exhaust point.

Heat source exhaust stack (on some direct wood heated dryer systems).
Building roof vents and exhaust points.

00000

Leaking dryer door seals, dryer section'shell‘leaks, or smoke from the feed
and outlet ends of the dryer will be observed as emissions from the
building vents as fugitive emissions.

Noting the operating conditions can be important for building a history for
visible emission evaluation for a specific drying facility. The
product being dryed, i.e. veneer species and grade, sap or heat, separated
or mixed, and thickness, should be documented. The dryer operating
parameters of temperature and veneer thru-speed should be recorded. What
is the percentage of redry veneer? Is there an automatic veneer moisture
sensor for process control? What is the inlet temperature from the direct
wood fired unit? Is a boiler also drawing heat from the direct wood heat
source used by the dryer? Are the air moving fans operating normally?

The quality of veneer and the c¢leaning of the dryer may affect emissions.
Wood slivers from poor qQuality veneer allowed to lay in the bottom of the
dryer may smolder. In the best interest of reducing dryer fires cleaning
is usually done on a regular basis.

A complete inspection must include a review of the present operations of
the emission control device. The water flow rate and pressure could be
monitored on a wet scrubber. The pressure drop across the scrubber can be
used to measwre performance. Unfortunately many scrubbers don't have
monitoring meters or instrumentation.

Check to see 1if the recirculated water is excessively dirty. Is the
skimmer mechanism functioning? What are the cleaning schedules? Note the
read-out and behavior of electrical meters on electrostatic type control
devices. There are other common sense ways of evaluating the present
operation, for example: is the recirculated water line to the scrubber
nozzles warm {checking for plugged nozzles)}; is the axial fan on the Burley
Scrubber whirling?

AsB12 - 16 -



These are only some of the things that will assist the inspector to insure
that consistent envirommental protection measures are in force and are
being maintain regularly.

The visible air contaminant emissién limits for veneer dryers are set forth
in Oregon Administrative Rules:

Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Cperations
340~25-315(1) Veneer Dryers:

(a) Consistent with sections 340-25-310(1) through
(4), it is the objective of this section to control air
contaminant emissjons, including, but not limited to,
condensible hydrocarbons such that visible emissions from
each veneer dryer located outside special problem areas are
limited to a level which does not cause a characteristic
"blue haze" to be observable:

(b) No person shall operate any veneer dryer outside a
special problem area such that visible air contaminants
emitted from any dryer stack or emission point exceed:

(A) A design opacity of 10%:

(B) An average operating opacity of 10%; and

(C) A maximum opacity of 20%. Where the presence of
uncombined water is the oniy reason for failure to meet the
above requirements, said requirements shall not apply.

(Appendix B is the entire veneer and plywood Manufacturing Operations Rule)

Taking opacity readings to assure absolute compliance with the average
operating opacity of the 10 percent limit can be a problem bhecause of
difficulty in assigning an accurate opacity number to this low level. Such
factors as plume background, sun position or obscurity, and the skill and
experience of the observer are most critical in this case.

Different interpretations of ™an average operating opacity of 10%" (OAR
340-25=315{1)(b}{B)) have been applied by various agency staff members when
conducting compliance observations. We researched the historical develop-
ment of the rule and have drafted a guideline for implementation which
appears to be in conformance with the original intent. "Flexibility™ was a
term used in the development documents, The following guidelines serves to
provide guidance by adopting a more specific application for rule
administration. The guideline is in agreement with the original intent of
the rule, which was supported by industry (American Plywood Association).
Appendix "C" is a summary of the rule development material.

The 20 percent opzacity maximum limit is readily interpreted as an opacity
of visible air contaminants that is not to be exceeded.

As812 - 17 -




Observe and record a set of one-quarter minute increment opacity
readings for a period of at least six minutes,#® When observed
emissions are marginal, a longer reading is warranted.

If the opacity exceeds 20 percent, a violation should be recorded.

If the average of this set of readings is greater than 10 percent but
lesa than 20 percent opacity, a second set of readings need to be
taken on another day, within a relatively short time to verify
compliance or non-compliance,

Two sets of opacity readings which average more than 10 percent
opacity would normelly constitute a violation of the 10 percent
average opacity standard. (Violation notification or enforcement for
an alleged violation may require a third set of readings where the 10
percent average opacity is exceed by only small margins.) )

#Refer to Appendix D, Source Sampling Method 9, Section 2.5
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DISCUSSION TABLE A-T

Table A-I identifi®s each veneer drying source by company, location and
permit number. Details of the number of dryers, the manufacturer and
physical configuration of each veneer dryer are given. The heat source and
type of air contaminant control system used on each veneer dryer is noted.

ABBREVIATIONS AND DEFINITIONS FOR TABLE 2AZ
Dryer
CF - Cross air flow heat pattern
Jet - Jet impingement

Long - Longitudinal air flow heat pattern
Rev - _Reverse air flow heat pattern

Emmission Controls

Boiler Inein. - ' Dryer exhaust incinerated in a boiler

EPI - Energy Products of Idaho fluidized bed heat cell

G.P. Secrubber - Georgia Pacific packed tower wet scrubber

None = No stack controls. (In some cases, the dryer may
be operating on either process control or species
control).

Process - Fmissions agre limited by preventing the generation

of smoke in the drying process by regulaging dryer
temperature, veneer through-put rate, etec.

Sand Filter, L.P., - Wet scrubber/sand filter device manufactured an
operated by Leading Plywood Co.

Serubber, N.S, - Wet scrubber manufactured and cperated by North
Santiam Plywood Co.

Species - Selecting only "white wood™ such as Hemlock or
White Fir {low resin content) veneer for drying.

TABLE A-IT

Table A-II is a computerized listing of the veneer dryer sources in Lane
County which are all under the permit jurisdiction of Lane Regional Air
Pollution Authority. The number of veneer dryers, the source of heat and
air emission controls on each dryer, is listed.

481202 7 -Al-




TABLE A~I

MILL/VENEER DRYER IDENTIFICATICN

Permit Dryer Heat Emission
Company Location No. No. Mfgr, Type/Zne/Sec/Tray Source Control
Ellingson Timber Baker 01-0004 2 Mecore YLong/2 /16 /6 Gas done
. . Moore TLong/?2 /16 /P Gas None
Leading Plywood Corvallis 02-247%9 2 Moore / /12 Je Wood Sand Filter,LP
Prent. / /18 /e Wood Gravel Filter,LP
Mirphy Plywood Milwaukie 03-1874 2 MNoore ILong/ /10 /8 Gas Bucholz
Moore Long/ /10 /8 Gas Bucholz
Alpine Veneer Portland 03-2065 1 Moore 27 7 Gas Lo-Em
Rstoria Plywood Astoria 04-0014 1 Moore /57 Sream Boiler Incin.
Multnomah Plywood St. Helens 05-2076 3  prent. 2/ /6 Wood Recirculation
Prent. /e /78 Hood B.P.I. heat
Prernt. 1/ /8 Wood
Coos Head Timber Coos Bay 06-0005, 1 coe Long/l /i2 / Gas None
Weyerhaeuser North Bend 06-0007 2 Cee cy /7 /69 /2 Steam Burley (4)
Cee Cr /7 /62 f2 Steam  guriey (4)
Roseburg Lumber Cogquille 06-0010 4 Coe Long/2 /14 /4 Steam 55 purley
Plant 5 Coe  Long/2 /14 /5 Steam 55 Burley
Plant & Coe  Long/3 /16 /& Steam 53 purley
Coe Long/3 /16 /6 Steam 53 Burley
Georgia-Pacific Coguille 06~0G12 6 Coe Long/2 /16 /5 Stean
Coe  Long/2 /16 /5 Steam > g'i&bb
Coe Long/ /14 /S Steam»_i < e
Coe  Long/ /16 /5 Steant] op
Coe Long/ /14 /S Steam> e
Coe Long /21 /6 Steam] Scrubber
Coast Plywood Brockings 08-0003 3 Coe CF /3 /18 /4 Steam Burley
Coa CF /3 /18 /4 Steam Burley
Coe CF /2 /10 /e Steam Process
Champion International  Gold Beach 08-0004 5 Coe Long/2 /18 /5 Steam  pyriey
Coe Long/2 /16 /5 Steam  pyrley
Moore TLong/2 /14 /6 Steam Buriey
Moore Long/2 /18 /6 Steam Burley
Coe Long/1 /11 /5 Bteam  pgjiler incin.
. . _ 3
Diamond International  Redmond 09-0003 HMoore Jet /4 /12 /4 wood 1 Recircuiation
Moore Jet /4 /12 /4 Wood E.0.T. heat
Moore Jet /4 /12 /4 Wood SBed. hiea
Coe /4 f 7 Wood



TABLE A-I,

continued

MILL/VENEER DRYER IDENTTIFICATION

Permit Dryer Heat Emissicn
Company Location No. Nao. Mfyr. fType/Zne/Sec/Tray Source Cantreol
Mt. Mazama Plywood Sutherlin 10-0022 3 Coe Long/2z /13 /4 Steam  yone
Moore Long/i /17 /5 Steam  wone
Moore Tong/iT /14 /6 Wood To-Em
Roseburg Lumber Dillard 10-0025 7 Moore Long/3 /16 / Steam 55 Burley
Plant 2 Moore Long/3 /16 / Steam 53 Burlay
Moore Tong/2 /16 / Steam 58 Burley
Coe« Tong/l /13 Steam 5S Burley
Mocre Long/3 /16 Steam 55 Burley
Plant 1 Mocre CF /8 /i /6 Steam 55 Burley
Coe Long/3 /18 /5 Steam 55 Burley
U. S. Plywood Roseburg 10-0037 4 Coe Long/2 f21 /5 Steam 53 Burley
Coe Long/2 /18 /5 Steam 55 Burley
- Coa Long/2 /16 /S Steam 53 Burley
Mocre Long/2 /16 /5 Steam 58 Burley
Drain Plywood Drain 10-0054 2 Moore Long/2 /22 /6 Steam 58 Burley
Moore Jet /3 /10 /4 Steam 55 Burley
Glendale Timber Glendale 10-0055 3 Moore Long/l /22 /6 SheamT Process
Moore Jet /4 /14 /4 Steam » Control
Mocre Jet /4 /14 /4 Gas Only
International Paper Gardiner 10-00546 3 Moore Long/4 /16 /5 Steam’| Becker
{new} / / / Steam b Sand
Prent. Long/l /20 /& Steam | Filter
Roseburg Lumber Riddle 10-0078 & Coe Long/3 /16 /6 steam 535 Rurley
Plant 4 Coa Long/3 /16 /6 Steam 53 Burley
Coe Leng/3 /16 /&6 Stean 54 Burley
Coe Long/3 /it /6 Steam 55 Burley
Coa Long/3 /16 /6 Steam 58 BRurley
Coe Long/3 /26 /& Steam 55 Burley
Roseburg Tumber Green 10~-0083 3 Coe Long/3 /20 /4 Steam S35 Burley
Plant 3 Moore Leng/3 /26 /6 Steam 55 Burley
Coe Lang/2 /i8 /4 Steam 53 Burley
Boisze Cascade Medford 15-0004 5 Coe Long/2 /18 /& Steam 55 Burley
Moore Long/2 /14 /6 Steam 355 Burley
Moore Long/2 /l4 /6 Steam 58 Burley
Moore Long/2 /12 /6 Steam 53 Burley
Moore Long/2 14 /6 Steam 53 Burley
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TABLE A&-~I, continued

MILL/VENEER DRYER IDENTIFICATION

Permit Dryer __ Heat Emissicn
Company Location Ho. No. Mfgr. Type/Zne/Sec/ Tray Source Control
SWE Plywood #6 White City 15-0006 3 Unkn. Long/l / / Wood T
Unkn. Long/4 [/ / Wooi r Ceilcote
Unkn. Jet /1 / / Gas™* |
SWF Plywocd #5 White City 15-0012 3 Coe Jet  / /14 /5 Gas L
Coe /714 /5 Gas Ceilcote
Coe Jet [ §1.0//4 Gas )
ti Rogue River 15-0014 1**Coe / 20 Steam, Burley
%ggggrd Corporation Medford ] 15-0015 5 Coe Jet / /14 /4 wood | .
Moore Long/ /18 /6 Wood | Ceilcote
Moore Jek [/ /22 /4 Wood !
Coe Jet /[ /12 /4 Woed
Coe / /18 / Wood Burley
Medford Plywood White City 15-0018 3 Coe Long/2 /15 /4 Steal yune
(Med Ply) Coa Long/l /11 /5 Steam  yone
Coe Long/l /10 /5 Stean  yope
Boise Cascade - White City 15-0020 3 /1 /12 7 Wood
Rogue Valley * Mooxe Long/l /11 / Wood-r Ceilcote
Moore Rev./1 /12 / Wood.
Tirber Products Medford 15-0025 3 Coe Jet /3 /2 /6 Steam  guriey
Coe Jet /3 /2 /6 Steam  puriey
Coe Long/2  f2 /B Steam  yone
SWF Plywood #5-2 White City 15-0039 1 Unkn. / /7 Gas None
White City Plywood White City 15-0049 2 Moore Long/2 /14 /% Steam  pyrley
Coe  Teng/2 /18 /6 SERER  pirley
Madford Corporation Medford 15-0048 5 Coe Long/2 /20 / Steam process
(Medco) Coe Long/2 /16 / Steam Burley
Coe Long/2 /14 / Steam  Burley
Moore Long/2 /ra / Steam Burley
Coe Long/1 /8 / Steam  Process
Warm Springs Warm Springs 16-0008 2 Moore Long/2 fl6 /5 Steam  wone .
Coe Tong/4  /le /4 Steam  pyurley
Four-ply Grants Pass 17-0002 2 Coe Long/2 /18 /6 Wood  Recirculation
Coe Jet f3 /12 /3 Wood Agnew heat

*Half of dryer heat is direct wood heat

¥*Installed in 1984,



TARLE A-I,

continued

MILL/VENEER DRYER IDENTIFICATION

Permit Dryer Heat Emission
Company Logation o Ne. Mfgr. Type/Zne/Sec/ Tray Source Control
SWE Plvwood #4 Grants Pass 17-0007 3 Moore Long/2 /14 /5 Gas
Moore Rev./l 1 /6 Wood Celicote
Coe Long/2 /15 /5 Wood 2 in series
Southern Oregon BPlywood Grants Pass 17-0¢01s 3 Coe Long/ /i8 /8 Steam 55 Burley
Coe Long/ /16 /4 Steam 58 Burley
¥Mo—Coe Long/ /14 /5 Steam 58 Burley
Miller Redwood Company  Merlin 17-0023 3 Coe Long/3 /18 /3 Steam  5S Burley
Coe Long/3 /18 /32 Steam . Species
Coe Long/f2 /14 /2 Stear  Species
Tim-Ply Grants Pass 17-0029 3 Coe Long/2 /18 /4 Steam 53 Burley
' Coe Long/2 /18 [f4 Steam 55 Burley
Coe Long/4 A8 /4 Steam 58 Burley
SWE Plywood #3 Grants Pass 17-0030 2 Mocre Long/2 /16 /& Wood Ceilcote
Moore Long/2 /14 /& Wood
Columbia Plywood Klamath Falls 18-0014 3 Moore CF /2 /18 /5 Steam  Species
Moore TLong/2 /16 /6 Wood Recirculate
Coe Jet /2 /8 /4 Wood (Advanced Comb.}
Weyerhaeuser Klamath Falls 180036 Coe Jet /2 /17 /2 Steam Species
Georgia~Pacific Tolede 21-0004 4 Coe Long/2 /14 /4 Steam]
Coe Long/2 /14 /a4 Steaml. G.P. Scrubber
Coe Long/2 /18 /4 Wood*
Coe Long /1 /14 /5 Wood |
Boise Cascade Albany 22-~051% 2 Prent. / / / WOcd'L Recirculation
Prent. / / / Wood | (Energex burner)
Simpson Timber aAlbany 22-0512 2 Moore / / / Steam Boiler
Unkn. / I Steam Incineration
SWF Plywood #1 albany 22-0513 4 Prent. /2 / /6 Wood
Moore /S /5 Wood }. Ceilcote
Wood 1, Ceilcote
Wood |
North Santiam Plywood Mill City 22-2522 3 Wood Species
Wood Scrubber, N.S.
HWood Scrubber N.S.

*Half of dryer heat is supplied by steam coils and half by direct wood heat.




TABLE A-I, continued

MILL/VENEER SRYER IDENTIFICATION

Permit Drver Heat Emission
Company Location No. No. Mfgr. Type/Ine/Sec/Ivay Source Control
Linn Timbexr Lyons 22-2526 2 Moore Jet /  / / Gas
Moore Jet / / / Gas Scrubber
Willamette Industries Foster 22-3010 2 Moore Long/2 /lé / 'Steam"l> Becker
Mocre Long/2 /11 / Steam| Sand Filter
Willamette Industries Lebanon 22-5193 2 Prent. Long/2 /22 / Wood 1, Recirculation
Prent. Long/l /16 / Wood | £ process control
Willamette Industries Grigys 22-5124 2 Mocore Rev./3 [/ / Wood Recirculation
Moore Rev./2 [/ / Wood Wellons fuel cell
Champlion International Lebanon 22-5196 7 Coe long/3 /15 /5 Steam] Incineration
Coe Long/3 /18 /5 Steam! in
- Coe long/3 /15 /5 Steam; boiler
Moore Long/2 /14 /5 Steam|
Mocre Long/3 /15 /5 Steam|
Coe Tong/l /15 /6 Steam
Moore — /2 /18 /6 Wood Recirculation
Pleasant Valley Plywood Sweet Home 22-7008B 1 /2 /8 / Wood G.P. Scrubbexr
Willamette Industries Sweet Home 22-7128 2 Prent. Long/t /18/ Steam| Becker
Prent. Long/2 /24 / Steam| Sand Filter
Linnton Plywood Portland 26-2073 2 Moore Wood | G.P. Scrubber
Moore Wood E.P.I. heat
Willamette Industries Dallas 27-0177 3 Moore Long/2 /20 / Steam
Mocre Rev./ /16 / Steam?> Becker
Moore Long/ /6 / Steam] Sand Filter
Northwest Veneer Grand Ronde 27-3004 1 Hilde 2/ Gas Process
Boise Cascade Independence 27-4078 2 Gas Burley
Moore fz 7 / Gas Burley
Boise Cascade Valsetz 27-7001* 2 Coe Steam™| Incineration
. Steam[ in boiler
Boise Cascade Elgin 310012 2 Moore TLong/2 /16 /6 Steam None
Moore Long/2 /16 /6 Steam HNone
Conrad Veneer Tualatin 34-2560 I Gas None
Coast Range Plywood HcMinnville 36~5296 I — Gas Fuller

*Mill torn down September of 19884,



TABLE A-I, continued
M1LL/VENEER DRYER IDENTIFICATION
Pexrmit Drver Heat Emission
Company Location No. <. Mfgr. Type/Zne/Sec/Tray Souvce Control
Willamina Lumber Willamina 36-8008 3 Moore Long/ /14 /5 Steam i1
Moore Long/ /16 /& Steam > gclier £1
Moore Long/ /18 /6 Steam | nelneration
Willamina Lumber Willamina 36-8010 Coe Jet /3 /18 /4 Steam Process
Coe Jet /3 /18 /4 Steam Process
Coe Jet /3 /18 /4 Steam Process
Boise Cascade Adair 02-2478%* 5 - / / / Gas None
—_ / / / Gas None
— VAR Gas HNone
— / / / Gas None
— / / / Gas Nona

*Torn down in 1984.
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200504
200317
200543
200550
2025146
202528
202817
203102
203105
204701
204701
205145
206422
207050
207451
207452
207471
T 208230
208256

2083263

- 208350

208893
208858
208864

TABLE A-II

COMFaNY
BOHEMIA
EBDHEMIA
EDHEMIA
BOHEMYA

EMERALD FOREST FROD.
EMERALD FOREST FROD, - EUBENE- - - - - o

FALCON FLYWOOD
GEORGIA FACIFIC
GEQRGIA FACIFIC
LANE FLYWOOD
LANE PLYWOOD
MURFHY COHFPANY
FREMIER FLYWOOD
ROSEOROD

STATES VENEER -
STATES VENEER

SOUTHWEST FOREST INL
"TRIANGLE VEMNEER

TRUS JOIST
TRUS JOIST
CHANMFION
WEYERHAEUSER
WEYERHAEUSER

T THILLAMETTE IND.

S NATROM o e e e

T T T T EUGENE T

T SPRINGFIELD oo o

LEAFA
CONTROL. SUMMARY
VENEER DRIERS
REFORT DATE: MAR 30»

- "LOCATION
CULF EREEK
JUNCTION BITY
EUGENE -

WAUGHN
CRESUELL.

EUGENE
FRAIRIE ROAI
SFRINGFIELD
EUBENE
EUGENE

WESTFIR
SFRINGFIELD
~FOCH STREET - = -
ENID ROAD
SFRINGFIELL

EUGENE
JUNCTION CITY

- MAPLETON - - o e
COTTAGE GROVE
EFRINGFIELD

P G B R D Cad b b gt B Gk O O O D B R Y R TSRS

E
~0

- NB.OF UNITS

- HEAT SOURCE
STEAM

STEAM

BAS

STEAHM

GAS

STEAM

WOOD HEAT CELL
WOCH EEAT
STEAM
WOOD/ENEREX
STEAM

GAS

STEAM

STEAM

GAS

STEAM

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

STEAM

STEAN

STEAM

GAS

CONTROLS - -
BURLEY SCRUREER
BURLEY SCRUBBER
FROCESS
RADAR WET SCRUBBER
BURLEY SCRUBBER
INCINERAYION ROILER
GF SCRUBRER
GF SCRURBEER /RECIRC
GF SCRURRBER -
FROCESS/RECIRC
INCINERATION BOILER

" ROCK BED SCRUBEBER

FROCESS~COHFL + SCHED,
INCINERATION BOILER
FROCESS — - -
RAD&R SCRURBER
IONIC WET SCRUEBBER

© BURLEY "SCRUBEKER -

FPRDCESS

FROCESS

INCINERATION EOILER - -
INCINERATION EOILER
SCRUBEER

"INCINERATION ROILER --
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TABLE A-TIX

VENEER DRYER

Type of Dryer Heat

3SION CONTROL SYSTEMS

(1)

wood fired control unit.
Where there are multiple emission stacks from dryers that have no external contreols, as well
as when there is only one stack, a single stack per dryer is designated a "control unit" for
tabulating purposes.

(3)

also be species controlled.

Ty
(5)

"white woods"™ are processed.

Process - means the source maintains emission compliance by regulating operating conditions
such as temperature, veneer thruput speed, ete, Some dryer designated process control may
Species - means the source maintains emission compliance by restricting the species of wood
dried, normally this means low resin woods.

None - normally these will be dryers located in geographic areas (Eastern Oregon) where only

GAS STEAM WOOoD TOTALS
Control Control | Control Control(2)
Control System Dryers Units Dryers Units : Dryers linjts Dryers _ Units
Boiler Incineration! 0 o 15 6 ! 0 0 15 6
Buchol tz Scrubber 2 2 0 0 | 0 G 2 2
Burley Scrubber 2 2 54 61 3 1 1 57 64
Ceilcote 5 1 0 o 7 T 22 8
Co. Mfr. Secrubber 3 3 0 0 i 2 2 b )
Co. Mfx. Sand Filter 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2
Fuller 1 1 0 0 0 o 1 1
G.P. Secrubber 0 0 B 2 5 3 13 5
Lo-Em Recirculation 1 1 0 1 1 2 2
Rader Sand Scrubber 0 o 10 3 0 0 10 L
Recirculation - - - - j 17 9 17 9
Process(3) 1 1 1 11 ‘ 0 0 12 12
Species(®) i 3 3 4 i 1 1 8 8 i
None(5) 7 7 Ch 4 0 0 12 12 a}
 None-EQC Var. - - 2 2 - - 2 2 |
- = = = = == =
. Total 25 21 108 94 46 25 179 141
({5” Excludes sources in Lane ReéighgifA;E Poliaéion Aﬁthorlty Jurisdiction. B
(2) Three control units serve both wood fired and gas fired dryers. The unit is tabulated as a
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TABLE A-IV VENEER DRYER EMISSION CONTROL SYSTEMS IN LANE COUNTY

Type of Dryver Heat

GAS STEAM HOOoD TOTALS
Control Control Control Control'l

Control Syste Dryers  Units | Dryers  Units | Dryers  Units | Dryeps Units
Rader Sand Air Filter 0 0 3 | S 2 0 0 ! 3 2
Boiler Ineineration 2 1 12 5 0 0 % 14 6
Burley Serubber 2 2 h 4 v 0 é 6 6
Ceilcote IWs 1 1 0 0 0 0 | 1 1
Co. Rock Scrubber 3 1 0 - '0 0 0 ; 3 1
G.P. Serubber 0 0 3 1 4 2 % T 3

| Processt?) 8 8 3 3 1 i i 12 12
Co. Wet Scrubber t] 0 3 3 0 0 3 3
Total | 1e 13 28 18 5 3 hg 34

| o S

{1) Regardless of the number of exhaust stacks on a processs controlled dryer, for this tabulaltion,
one "econtrol unit™ is allotted to each dryer.

(2) Process - means emissions are controlled by regulating operating conditions of temperature, veneer
thruput speed and/or veneer species,

AAk333
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TABLE A-V

WOOD FIRED - DIRECT HEATED VENEER DRYERS

Permit No. of
Lompany No, He ure Dryvers Stack C rols
Leading Plywood 02-2479 Leading Heat Cell 2 1 sand filter, 1 Gravel filter(l)
Mul tnomah Plywood 05-2076 Energy Products of 3 Recirculation
Idaho
DAW Forest Products 09-~0003 Energy Products of 3 Recirculation
Idaho
Mt. Mazama Plywood 10-0022 Energex 1 Lo-Em
SIF Plywood #6 15-0006 MCCI 2-1/2{2)ceilcote
Kogap 15-0015 Energy Products of 5 Ceil cote
Idaho (1 Burley)
Boise Cascade, W.C. 15-0020 Advanced Combustion 3 Ceilcote
Four Ply 17-0002 Agnew Furnace 2 Recirculation
SWF Plywood #l 17-0007 MCCT 2 Ceilcote
SWEF Plywood #3 17-0030 Energex 2 Ceilcote
Columbia Flywood 18-0014 Advanced Combustion 2 Recirculation
Falcon PFlywood 20-2817 Georgia Pacific Heat C. 2 G. P. Scrubber
Georgia-Pacific 20-3102 Georgia-Pacific Heat C. 2 G. P. Scrubber
Lane Flywood 20-4701 Energex 1 Recirculation
Georgia Pacific 21-0004 Georgia Pacific Heat 1-1/203)G, P, Serubber
Cell
Boise Cascade, Albany 22-0511 Energex 2 Recirculation
SWF Plywood, Albany 22-0513 Energex h Ceilcote
North Santiam 22-2522 Energy Products of 3 2 N.S. Scrubbers
Idaho 1 rRecirvculation
Willamette Industries 22-5193 Wellons 2 Recirculation
Willamette Ind., Griggs. 22-5194 Wellons 2 Recirculation
U, 3. Plywood, Lebanon 22-5196 Advanced Combustion 1 Recirculation
Pleasant Valley Veneer 22-7008 Advanced Combustion 1 G.P. Scrubber
Linnton PLywood 26-2073 Georgia Pacific Heat 2 G. P. Serubber

Cell

NOTES: (1) Gevenerqgy Aerosol Recovery Systems are scheduled to be installed on both dryers by January 1, 1986.
(2) One-half of one dryer is heated by gas.

(3} One-half of one dryer is heated by steam.

AAN335




APPENDIX 3B

OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 34, DIVISION 25 — DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Board Products Industries

(Veneer, Plywood,
, Hardboard)

Definitions

340-25.305 (1) ‘“‘Department’” means Department of
Environmental Guality.

{2) ‘‘Emission’’ means a release into the cutdoor atmo-
sphere of air contaminants.

(3 “*Hardboard™ means a flat panel made from wood that
has been reduced to basic wood fibers and bonded by adhesive
properties under pressure.

(4} “*Operations”” includes plant, mill, or facility.

(5) **Particleboard™” means matformed flat panels consist-
ing of wood particles bonded together with synthetic resin or
other suitable binder.

{6) **Person’” means the same as ORS 468.005(5).

(M) **Pltywood’™™ means a flat panel built generally of an odd
number of thin sheets of veneers of wood in which the grain

direction of each ply or layer is at right angies to the one
adjacent to it. -

(8) “*Tempering oven'® means any facility used to bake
hardboard following an ol treatment process.

(9} ‘*Veneer'” means a single flat panel of wood not
exceeding 1/4 inch in thickness formed by slicing or peeling
from a log.

(10) **Opacity’ is defined by section 340-21-005(4).

(11) **Visual opacity determination’® consists of a mini-
mum of 25 opacity readings recorded gvery 15 to 30 seconds
and taken by a trained observer.

(12) **Opacity readings’* are the individuai readings which
comprise a visual opacity determination.

(13) “Fugitive emissions™ are defined by section 340-21-
050(13.

(14) **Special problem area'” means the formally designat-
ed Portland, Eugene-Springfieid, and Medford AQMA’s and
other specifically defined areas that the Environmental Quality
Commission may formally designate in the future. The purpose
of such designation will be to assign more stringent emission
timits as may be necessary to attain and maintain ambient air
standards or 10 protect the public health or welfare.

{15) "“Wood fired veneer dryer’” means a veneer dryer
which is directly heated by the products of combustion of
wood fuel in addition to or exclusive of steam or naturai gas or
propane combustion.

Stat. Auth,: ORS Ch. 468

Him: DEQ 28, f. }.31-71, of. 425.71; DEQ 132, {. & of. 4-11-77;
DEQ7-19M, f. & ef. 4-20-79

General Provisionms

340-2%-35-310 (1) These regulations establisk minimum
performance arxd emission standards for veneer, plywood,
particieboard, and hardboard manufacturing operations.

(2) Ermission limitations established hereiry are in addition
to, and not in lieu of, gencral emission standards for visible
emissions, fuel burning equipment, and refuse buming
equipment, except as provided for in rule 340-25-315.

(3) Emission limitations established herein and stated in
terms of pounds per {000 square feet of production shall be
computed on an houriy basis using the maximum 8 hour
production capacity of the plant.

(4) Upon adoption of these regulations, each affected
veneer, plywood, particle-board, and hardboard plant shail
proceed with a progressive and timely program of air pollution
control, applying the highest and best practicable treatment
and control currently available, Each plant shall at the reguest
of the Department submit periodic reports in such form and
frequency as directed to demonstiate the progress being made
toward full compliance with these regulations.

- Bl -




APPENDIX p

OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 28 — DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Operations

340-25.315 (1) Veneer Dryers:

(a) Consistent with sections 340-25-310(1) through (4), it is
the objective of this section to control air contaminant
emissions, including, but not limited to, condensible hydrocar-
bons such that visible emissions from each veneer dryer
located outside special problemn areas are limited to a level
which does not cause a characteristic ‘‘biue haze™ to be
observable:

(b) No person shall operate any veneer dryer ouiside a
special problem area such that visible air contaminants emitted
from any dryer stack or emission point exceed:

(A) A design opacity of 109%;

(B) An average operating opacity of 10%; and

(C) A maximum opacity of 209%. Where the presence of
uncombined water is the only reason for the failure to meet the
above requirements, said requirements shall not apply.

{¢) Particulate emissions from wood fired vencer dryers
located outside a special problem area shall not exceed:

(A) 0.75 pounds per 1000 square feet of veneer dryed (3/8"
basis) for units using fuel which has a moisture content by
weight of 2095 or less;

(B) 1.50 pounds per 1000 square feet of veneer dryed (3/8"
basis) for units using fuel which has a moisture content by
weight of greater than 209%;

{C) In addition to paragraphs (c}(A) and (B) of this section,
0.40 pounds per 1000 pounds of steam generated. The heat
source for wood fired veneer dryers is exempted from rule
340-21-030.

(d} After May 1, 1979, no person shail operate a veneer
dryer in existence prior to May 1, 1979, located outside a
special probiem area uniess:

(A) The owner or operator has submitted a program and
time schedule for installing an emission control system which
has been approved in writing by the Department as being
calpa.blc of complying with subsection (I1Xb), and (c) of this
rule;

(B) The veneer dryer is equipped with an emission control
system which has been approved in writing by the Department
and is capable of complying with subsection (1)(b), and (<) of
this rule; or

{C) The owner or operator has demonstrated and the
Department has agreed in writing that the dryer is capable of
being operated and operated in continuous compliance with
subsections (1Xb) and (c) of this rule. The schedule for wood
fired vencer dryers shall result in compliance as soon as
practicable, but by no later than January 1, 1981.

{e) The time schedule required in paragraph (d{A) of this
section for wood fired veneer dryers in existence prior to May
1, 1979 shall be completed as soon as practicable, but by no
later than January 1, 1981, Wood fired veneer dryers construct-
ed on or after May |, 1979 shall comply with subsection (I1Xb)
and (c) of this rule upon startup. The Department may grant
exceptions to this requirement if control equipment delivery
and nstallation will significantly delay the startup of a wood
fired veneer dryer and that operation of such dryer will not
interfere with the maintenance of ambient air quality stan-
dards. In no case shail such exception be granted beyond
January 1, 1981;

(D) 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;

(g) No person shall willfully cause or permit the installa-
tion or use of any means, such as dilution, which, without
resulting in a reduction in the total amount of air contaminarnts
ehni;inecll, conceals an emission which would otherwise violate
this rule:

9-Div. 25
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(h) Where effective measures are nol taken to mummze
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 numtruzed controlled, or
removed before discharge to the open air;

(i) The Department may require more restrictive emission
limits than provided in subsection (1)}(b) and (c) of this rule for
an individual plant upon a finding by the Commission that the
individual plant is located or is proposed to be located in a
special problem area. The more restrictive emission limits for
special problem areas may be established on the basis of -
ailowable emissions expressed in opacity, pounds per hour, or
total maximum daily emissions to the atmosphere, or a
combination thereof.

(2) Other Emission Sources:

(a) No person shall cause to be emitted particulate matter
from veneer and plywood mill scurces, inciuding, but not
limited to, sanding machines, saws, presses, barkers, hogs,
chippers, and other material size reduction equipment, process
or space ventilation systems, and truck loading and unloading
facilities in excess of a total from all sources within the pilant
site of one (1.0) pound per 1000 square feet of plywood or
veneer production on a 3/8 inch basis of finished product
equivalent;

(b) Excepted from subsection (2)(a) of this ruie, are veneer
dryers, fuel burning equipment, and refuse burning equipment.

(3) Monitoring and Reporting: The Department may
require any veneer dryer facility to establish an effective
program for monitoring the visible air contaminant emissions
from each veneer dryer emission point. The program shall be
subject to review and approval by the Department and shall
consist of the t'ollowmg

(a) A specified minimum frequency for performing visual
opacity determinations on each veneer dryer emission point;

() All data.obtained shall be recorded on copies of a
“Veneer Dryer Visual Emissions Monitoring Form’™ which
shall be provided by the Department of Environmental Quality
or on an alternative form which is approved by the Depart-
ment; and

(c) A specified pcnod during which all records shail be
maintained at the mill site for inspection by authorized
representatives of the Department.

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. 468

Hist: DEQ 26, f. 3-31-71, ef. 4-25-71; DEQ 37, . 2-15-72, f.
3-1-72; DEQ 43(1'cmp).f & ef. 5-5-72 thru 9 1-72; DEQ
48, f, 9-20-72, ef. 10-1-72; DEQ 52, f. 4-9-73, ef. 5-1-73;
DEQ 83,1, 1-30-75 ef. 2-25-75 DEQ 132, f. & ef. 4-11-7TT;
DEQ?-Im . & ef. 4-20-79



APPENDIX C

The following is a summary of the development of the current rules of
visible emissions for veneer dryers.

The December 11, 1975 "Discussion Draft® for a revision to the Oregon
Administrative Rules 340-25-315 included the following:

"(1)}(b) No person shall operate any veneer dryer [sic] such
that visible air contaminants emitted from any stack or
other emission point exceed:

(1) A maximum opacity of 20 percent.

(2) An average opacity of 10 percent which shall be
based upon a sufficient number of visual opacity
determinations accumulated over a period of time
which are representative of normal veneer drier
operationa and which take intc account possible
seasconal and temporal variations.

Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason
for the failure to meet the above requirements, said
requirements shall not apply.".

This basic wording was supported by the American Plywood Association,

0§1 August 27, 1976, a staff repor:t to the Environmental Quality Commission
requesting authorization to hold a publlec hearing on proposed amendments to
the air quality regulations for the board products industry ineluded the
wording:

"No person shall operate any veneer dryer such that
visible air contaminants emitted from any stack or the
emission point exceed:

1. A maximum opacity of 20%, and

2. An average opacity of 10%; the average opacity shall
be based upon a sufficient number of visual opacity
determinations, accumulated over a period of time,
which are representative of normal veneer drier
operations and which take into account possible
seasonal and temporal variations.™.

AsS812 - Ccl -




The staff report discussed this wording:

"Observations by users and Departmental representatives in-
dicate that several o¢f the control systems in use do not
always perform within the 109 maximum opacity limit. The
exact cause for the performance fluctuations is not known,
but several factors are thought to contribute to the pro-
blem. To an extent, the weather is a parameter. In the
summertime when it is hot, dry, cloudless and with intense
sunshine, veneer drier emissions are at their worst., Con-
densate plumes dissipate more rapidly and the intensity of
the sunshine apparently amplifies the visible emissions
problem.

Other factors contribute to levels of visible emissions from
the drier stacks. Some of these are the type, age and con-

“dition of the drier itself, the species of veneer dried and
the drier temperature., A visible emisaions control system,
whether it operates on just one stack, several stacks of the
same drier or on stacks from several different driers, must
contend with these variations.

Added to this, of course, is any variability in the per-
formance of the control systems themselves,

The Department agrees with the plywood 1ndustry that the
above factors Jjustify a rule revision to accommodate the
situation when veneer drier visible emissions may not be
able to assure control below the 10% maximum opacity limit.
These execursions above 104 opacity are proposed to be
accommodated by a 10% average opacity limit qualified by a
209 maximum opacity. Furthermore, the average opacity of
104 is proposed to be based upon a sufficient number of
visual opacity determinations accumulated over a pericd of
time which are representative of normal veneer drier opera-
tions and which take into account possible seasonal and
temporal variations.nm

The rule draft, which was the discussion for the March 4, 1977 public
hearing on proposed amendments to the air quality regulations for the board
product industry, read as follows:

0AR 340-25-315(1)(b):

"No person shall operate any veneer dryer outside a special
problem area such that visible air contaminants emitted from
any dryer stack or emission point exceed:

(L) A design opacity of 10%,
(B) An average operating opacity of 10%, and
(C) A maximum opacity of 20%.

Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason

for the failure to meet the above requirements, said
requirements shall not apply.".

AS812 -C2 -



The staff report to the EQC contained the following discussions:

43812

"The emission limits are essentially a simplification of the

rule proposed in the August 27, 1976 staff report to the
Commission,

The proposed opacity rule is designed to accommodate
occasional visual emizsions above 10%, but within the 20%
maximum opacity limit, In other words, if veneer dryer
emissions are at or below 10% opacity, the dryer is in
compliance. If the emissions exceed 20%, the dryer is in
immediate wviolation. If a dryer operates consistently
between 10% and 20% opacity, a program must be negotiated to
bring the mill down to a 10% average operating capability
within a reasonable time linmit,

Veneer dryers do not consistently operate at a given opacity
range, due to a combination of several factors. The 10% to
20% opacity range therefore accommodates these performance
anomalies, If the 10% average opacity cannot be maintained,
the Department would evaluate and review the emissions
problem at a given mill on an individual basis."

_C3_




APPENDIX D

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

SQURCE SAMPLING METHOD 9

Visual Determination of Opacity from Stationary Sources

METHOD AND APPLICABILITY

1.1 Method

The opacity of emissions from stationary sources i{s determined
visually by a qualified observer, Opacity is defined as the
percentage to which a plume obscures a reference background.

1.2 Applicability

This method is applicable for the determination of the opacity of
emissions from stationary sources and for qualifying observers for
visually determining opacity of emissions.

PROCEDURES

The observer, qualified in accordance with paragraph 3 of this method,
shall use the following procedure for visually determining the opacity
of emissions:

2.1 Position

The qualified observer shall stand at a distance of 100 ft. to 1/4

mile to provide a clear view of the emissions with the sun oriented

in the 140° sector at his back. When the sun and sky are occluded by
clouds, the position of the sun relative to the observer 1is not critical.
Consistent with maintaining the above requirements, the cbserver shall,
as much as possible, make his observations from a position such that

his line of vision is approximately perpendicular to the plume direction,
and when observing opacity of emissions from rectangular outlets (e.g.
roof monitors, open baghouses, non-circular stacks), approximately
perpendicular ‘to the longer axis of the outlet. The observer’s line of
sight should not include mors than one plume at a time when multiple
stacks are involved, and in any case the observer should make his
observations with his line of slight perpendicular to the longer axis of
such a set of multiple stacks (e.g. stub stacks on baghouses).

2.2 Field Records

The observer shall record the name of the plant, emission location,
type of facility, observer's name and affiliation, and the date on

a field data sheet (Figure 9-1 or 9-2). The time, estimated distance
to the emission location, approximate wind direction, estimated wind
speed, description of the sky condition (presence and color of clouds)
and plume background are recorded on a field data sheet at the time
opacity readings are Initiated and completed. The observer, when

December 3, 1979 - DL -
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applicable, should make note of the amblent relative humidity,
ambient temperature and the point in the plume that the observations
were made when water vapor is present. The estimated depth of the
plume at the point of observation and the color and dispersal shape
of the plume should be noted. It is recommended, but not required,
that pictures of the plume are taken. '

2.3 Observations

Opacity observations shouid be made through the densest part of the
plume and where the plume is approximately the diameter of the stack.
The obsarver shall not look contlnuously at the plume, but instead
shall observe the plume momentarily at 15 second intervals.

2.3.1 Attached Steam Plumes

< When condensed water vapor is present.within the plume .as [t emerges
from the emission outlet, opacity observations shall be made beyond
the point in the plume at which condensed water vapor ls no longer
visible. The observer shall record the approximate distance from the

emission cutlet to the point in the plume at which the observation
is made.

2.3.2 Detached Steam Plume

When water vapor in the plume condenses and becomes visible at a
distinct distance from the emission outlet, the opacity of emissions
shouid be evaluated at the emission outlet prior to the condensation
of water vapor and the formation of the steam plume, If this is the
area of maximum opacity, i.e. veneer dryers.

2.4 Recording Observations

Opacity observations shall be recorded to the nearest 5 percent at 15
second intervals on an observational record sheet. (See Figure 3-1 or
9-2). A minimum of 24-80 observations shall be recorded unless due

to the variability of the source, the observer deems more readings are
necessary. Each momentary observation recorded shall be deemed to
represent the average opacity of emissions for a 15 second period.

2.5 Data Reductioﬁ and Reporting

2.5.1 When Rules Requtra‘Opacity Averagling

Opacity readings are to be averaged when applicable under EPA and/or
DEQ rules. An example would be DEQ rules for veneer dryers. OQpacity
shall be determined as an average of 24 consecutive observations
recorded at 15 second Intervals. Divide the observations recorded

on the record sheet into sets of 24 consecutive observations. A set

December 3, 1979 . ~ D2 -



2.5.2

-3..1

is composed of any 24 consecutive observations. Sets need not be
consecutive in time and in no case shall two sets overlap. For

each set of 24 observations, calculate the average by summing the
.opacity of the 24 observations and dividing the sum by 24. [f an
appliicable standard specifies an averaging time requiring other than

24 observations, calculate the average for all observations made during
the specified time pericd. Record the average opacity on the record
sheet. (See Figure 9-2). Both the observational record and

averaging calculations shall be submitted in the report.

When Rules Do Not Require Opacity Averaging

When averaging of opacity is not required in the regulations, the
observational record sheet (see Figure 9-1) shall be submitted.
Averaging of the opacity readings may be submitted at the observers
discretion or at the agencies request.

QUALIFICATIONS AND TESTING

3.1 Certification Requirements 7
The observer must be currently certified by the State of Oregon,
Department of Environmenta] Quality. This certification initially
requires attending and successfully completing a plume evaluation
training course provided by DEQ. There exists a reciprocity agreement
between the States of Oregon and Washington. Recertification is required
upon expiration of current certification date to maintaln certification.

REFERENCES

4.1 Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources,
EPA-340/1-77-015, Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.
November, 1977.

k.2 '“6riteria for Smoke and Opacity Training School 1970-71"', Oregon-

Washington Alr Quality Committee, 1979 ReVisions.
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Attachment C

List of wveneer dryer operdations which are not currently subject to specific
emission limits and which would he affected by amending the veneer and ply-
wood manufacturing operation rule to include sources in special problem areas.

Medford AQMA

Southwest Forest Products, Plant 6 - 3 dryers, wood-fired
Kogap Manufacfuring - 5 dryers, wood-fired
Boise Cascade Corporation - 3 dryers, wood-fired
Portland AQMA

Linnton Plywood - 2 dryers, wood-fired
The Murphy Company - 2 dryers, gas heat
Conrad Veneer -~ 1 dryer, gas heat
LRAPA

Falcon Plywood - 2 dyyers, wood-fired
Lane Plywood : - 1 dryer, wood-fired

Georgia-Pacific Corporation - 2 dryers, wood-fired




ATTACHMENT D

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON...

Proposed Revisions to Veneer Dryer Dryer Rules
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

J

WHO IS
AFFECTED:

WHAT IS
PROPOSED:

WHAT ARE THE
HIGHLIGHTS:

HOW TO
COMMENT :

WHAT IS THE
NEXT STEP:

AST

?iﬁéég
)
P.O. Box 1780
Portland, OR 97207

aMoia2

March 26, 1985
June 4, 1985
June 7, 1985

Date Prepared:
Hearing Date:
Comments Due:

Board products industries that operate veneer dryers located in the
Portland, Eugene-S3pringfield and Medford-Ashland Air Quality
Maintenance Areas, and citizens and local governments in those areas.

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing to amend OAR
340-25-315, rules for Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Operations, by
extending the applicability of veneer dryer emission limits to include
sources lcocated in special problem areas.

The Department is proposing to revise language in QAR 340-25-315 so
that emission standards which currently apply only to veneer dryers
located outside special control areas will be applicable uniformly
throughout the state. The Department is also proposing to delete
obsolete language where compliance dates have already been achieved.

Copies of the complete proposed rule package may be obtained from the
Air Quality Division in Portland (522 S.W. Fifth Avenue) cor the
regional office nearest you, For further information contact Donald
K. Neff at (503) 229-6480.

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

10:00 a.m.

Tuesday, June 4, 1985

522 SW 5th Avenue, Rm 1400
Portland, Oregon

Oral and written comments will be accepted at the public hearing.
Written comments may be sent to the DEQ Air Quality Division,

P.0. Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207, but must be received by no later
than June 7, 1985.

After public hearing the Environmental Quality Commission may adopt
rule amendments identical to the proposed amendments, adopt modified
rule amendments on the same subject matter, or decline to act. The
adopted rules will be submitted to the U. 3. Envirommental Protection
Agency as part of the State Clean Air Act Implementation Plan. The
Commission's deliberation should come in July 1985 as part of the
agenda of a regularly scheduled Commission meeting.

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

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:

Contact the person or division identified in the public notice by cailing 229-5696 in the Portland area. To avoid

long distance charges from other pans of the state, call F80CFASZTTETI"and ask for the Department of

Envircnmental Quality. B




RULEMAKING STATEMENTS
for
Proposed Revisions to

Veneer Dryer Rules

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 340-25-315. It is proposed under authority of ORS

468.295, which authorizes the Comnmission to adopt emission standards for
the entire state, or for an area of the state.

Need for the Rule

When veneer dryer rule revisions were adopted in 1977, it was expected that
different rules would be developed for veneer dryers located in special
problem areas, The Department has utilized "highest and best practicable

treatment and control" in setting emission limits for sources located in
special problem areas, The proposed rule revision would set specifie
emission limits for all veneer dryers in the state. The proposed rule
revision also deletes obsolete language where compliance schedules have
already been achieved.

Principal Documents Relied on

1. OAR 340~-25-305 to 25-325, Rules for Board Products Industries

2. Staff Reports to the commission, dated 04/01/77 and 03/30/79

3. Special Study of Veneer Dryer Visible Air Contaminant Emissions, DEQ,
March 1985,

FISCAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT:

Since the sources in the areas affected are generally in compliance with

emission limits equivalent to the proposed rules, the Department does not
anticipate that expenditures for new control equipment will be necessary.
No small businesses would be affected by the proposed 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 quality) the rules
are designed to enhance and preserve air gquality in the affected area and
are considered consistent with the goal.

Goal 11 (public facilities and services) is deemed unaffected by the rule.
The rule does not appear to conflict with other goals.

Public comment on any land use issue involved is welcome and may be
submitted in the same fashions as are indjicated for testimony in this
notice.

It is reguested 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
Jurisdietion.

The Department of Envirommental Quality intends to ask the Department of
Land Conservation and Development to mediate any apparent conflict brought
to our attention by local, state, or federal authorities.

AS1296 .4



Attachment C

List of veneer dryer operations which are not currently subject to specific
emission limits and which would be affected by amending the veneer and ply-
wood manufacturing operation rule to include sources in special problem areas.

Medford AQMA

Southwest Forest Products, Plant 6 - 3 dryers, wood-fired
Kogap Manufacfuring - 5 dryers, wood-fired
Boise (Cascade Corporation -3 dryers, wood-Tired
Portland AQMA

Linnton Plywood - 2 dryers, wood~fired
The Murphy Company - 2 dryers, gas heat
Conrad Veneer ~ 1 dryer, gas heat
LRAPA

Falcon Plywood - 2 dryers, wood-fired
Lane Plywood - 1 dryer, wood-fired

Georgia—-Pacific Corporation - 2 dryers, wood-fired




ATTACHMENT D

- ™
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON...
Proposed Revisions to Veneer Dryer Dryer Rules
NOTICE OF PQBLIC HEARING )

WHO IS
AFFECTED:

WHAT IS
PROPOSED:

WHAT ARE THE
HIGHLIGHTS:

HOW TO-
COMMENT:

WHAT IS THE
NEXT STEP:

A3 Qs

P.C. Box 1760
Portland, CR 97207

8/10/82

Date Prepared: March 26, 1985
Hearing Date: June 4, 1985
Comments Due: June T, 1985

Board products industries that operate veneer dryers located in the
Portland, Eugene-Springfield and Medford-Ashland Air Quality
Maintenance Areas, and citizens and local governments in those areas.

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing to amend OAR
340-25-315, rules for Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Operations, by
extending the applicability of veneer dryer emission limits to include
sources located in special problem areas.

The Department is proposing to revise language in OAR 340-25-315 so
that emission standards which currently apply only to veneer dryers
located outside special control areas will be applicable uniformly
throughout the state. The Department is also proposing to delete
obsolete language where compliance dates have already been achieved.

Copies of the complete proposed rule package may be obtained from the
Air Quality Division in Portland (522 -S.W. Fifth Avenue) or the
regiocnal office nearest you. For further information contact Donald
K. Neff at (503) 229-6480.

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

10:00 a.m.

Tuesday, June 4, 1985

522 SW 5th Avenue, Rm 1400
Portland, Oregon

Oral and written comments will be accepted at the public hearing.
Written comments may be sent to the DEQ Air Quality Division,

P.0. Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207, but must be received by no later
than June 7, 1985.

After public hearing the Environmental Quality Commission may adopt
rule amendments identical to the proposed amenduments, adopt modified
rule amendments on the same subject matter, or decline to act. The
adopted rules will be submitted teo the U. 8. Environmental Proteection
Agency as part of the State Clean Air Act Implementation Plan. The
Commission's deliberation should come in July 1985 as part of the
agenda of a regularly scheduled Commission meeting.

A Statement of Need, Fiscal and Econcmic Impact Statement, and Land
Use Consistency Statement are attached to this neotice.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:

Contact the person or division Identified in the pubtic notice by calling 228-5696 in the Portland area. To avoid
long distance charges from other parts of the state, call =E0FABETETS and ask for the Department of
Environmental Quality. E -S00-452-40L% Q:lé/)

Contalng

Recycled
Materials




RULEMAKING STATEMENTS
for
Proposed Revisions to

Veneer Dryer Rules

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 QAR 340-25-315. It is proposed under authority of ORS

468.295, which authorizes the Commission to adopt emission standards for
the entire state, or for an area of the state.

Need for the Rule

When veneer dryer rule revisjions were adopted in 1977, it was expected that

different rules would be deyeloped for veneer dryers located in special
problem areas. The Department has utilized "highest and best practicable

treatment and control" in setting emission limits for sources located in
special problem areas. The proposed rule revision would set specific
emission limits for all veneer dryers in the state. The proposed rule
revision also deletes obsolete language where compliance schedules have
already been achieved,

Principal Documents Relied Upon

1. OAR 340-25-305 to 25-325, Rules for Board Products Industries

2. Staff Reports to the commission, dated 04/01/77 and 03/30/79

3. Special Study of Veneer Dryer Visible Air Contaminant Emissions, DEQ,
March 1985,

FISCAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT:

Since the sources in the areas affected are generally in compliance with
emission limits equivalent to the proposed rules, the Department does not
anticipate that expenditures for new controcl equipment will be necessary.
No small businesses would be affected by the proposed 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 quality) the rules
are designed to enhance and preserve alr qualiiy in the affected area and
are considered consistent with the goal.

Goal 11 (public facilities and services) is deemed unaffected by the rule.
The rule does not appear to conflict with other goals.

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
hotice.

It 1s 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 Conservation and Development to mediate any apparent conflict brought
to our attention by local, state, or federal authorities.
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Environmenial Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

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

QOVERNOR

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

TO: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. F, April 19, 1985, EQC Meeting

Informational Report: Review of FY 86 State/EPA Agreement and
Opportunity for Public Comment

Background

Each year the Department and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
negotiate an agreement whereby EPA provides basic program grant support
to the air, water and hazardous waste programs in return for commitments
from the Department to perform planned work on envirommental priorities
of the state and federal government.

Commission review of the annual grant application materials is intended
to achieve two purposes:

1. Commission comment on the strategic and policy implications of the
program descriptions contained in the draft State/EPA Agreement; and,

2. Opportunity for public comment on the draft Agreement.

Further public comment is bheing provided under federal A-95 clearinghouse
procedures and a public notice containing a brief synopsis of the Agreement
wags mailed to persons who have expregssed an interest in Department
activities.

An BExecutive Summary of the Agreement is attached to this report. A
complete copy of the draft agreement has been forwarded to the Commission
under separate cover. It may be reviewed by interested persons at the
DEQ headguarters office in Portland, or at the DEQ regional offices,

Public comment will be closed on April 29, ten days after the public
hearing. A public participation summary will be prepared by May 24 and
mailed to those who commented. EPA Region 10 Administrator, Ernesta Barnes
and the director of the DEQ, Fred Hansen, are expected to sign the agreement
by June 20, 1985 and the award should be granted the f£irst of July, 1985,



EQC Agenda Item No. F
April 19, 1985
Page 2

Director's Recommendations

It is recommended that the Commission:

1. Provide opportunity for public comment at today's meeting on the draft
State/EPA Agreement; and

2. Provide staff its comments on the policy implications of the draft

agreement.

—
Pred Hansen

FH:y
My318
Attachment: State/EPA Agrecement Executive Summary

Judy Hatton
229-5389
March 27, 1985
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FY 1986
STATE/EPA AGREEMENT

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

AND
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

The undersigned, for the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 (EPA), enter into
this agreement to manage programs which protect and enhance Oregon's
environment in the following areas:

Air Quality Hazardous Waste Control and
Water Quality Disposal

The agreement, known as the Oregon State/EPA Agreement (SEA), describes
priorities, tasks, and resources which comprise the cooperative federal and
state environmental management program in Oregon during fiscal year 1986.
This agreement includes required workpians and is the application for
consolidated EPA program grants to Oregon under provisions of the Clean Ajr
Act, Clean Water Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and Safe
Drinking Water Act (for underground injection control).

The SEA consists of two documents, which are incorporated as part of this
agreement, They are:

Section I -  An Executive Document including this agreement -- to
provide the public and agency program managers with the
formal agreement, a clear overview of environmental
issues, program priorities, and major tasks for the
fiscal year.

Section II - A Program Document -- to provide detailed workplans to be
carried out by each program during the fiscal year. This
document also contains the FY 86 consolidated grant
application.




This agreement covers the period of time from July 1, 1985 through June 30,
1986. The two agencies hereby agree to cooperatively work towards achieving
environmental results and comply with the provisions set forth herein.

FOR THE STATE OF OREGON:

Frederic J. Hansen, Uirector Date
Department of Environmental Quality

FOR THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY:

trnesta B. Barnes, Regional Administrator Date
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10




FY 1986
OREGON STATE/EPA AGREEMENT

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

State/EPA Coordination

Implementing this agreement requires extensive coordination between DEQ and
EPA. The role of "Agreement Coordinator" has been put into effect. For
EPA, the coordinator is the Director, Orsgon Operations Office; for DEQ, the
coordinator is the Administrator of Management Services. Coordinators have
responsibility to plan and schedule agreement preparation and public
participation, assure compliance with all grant terms, establish a format

- and agenda for agreed-to performance reviews, resolve administrative
problems, and assure that this agreement is amended as needed if conditions
change.

The Director, Oregon Operations Office, is the primary EPA official in
Oregon with the authority to issue, interpret, and coordinate EPA program
directives to the DEQ. The Director of the Oregon Operations Office is the
EPA official responsible to facilitate continued informal program contact
between federal and state agencies and to resolve problems which may arise
in the course of implementing this agreement.

The parties to this agreement acknowledge that improved coordination of
state programs with each EPA program results in major benefits for both
agencies, and that conflicts or unanticipated requirements may undermine the
plans and purposes of this agreement. Program contact between respective
agency staffs will continue on a frequent and voluntary basis. The exchange
of operating information among respective program staffs in air, water, and
waste management will be encouraged to ensure that problems which might
occur can be readily resolved.

Local Government Coordination

DEQ has been assigned a strong leadership role in managing and enhancing
Oregon's enviromment. EPA and DEQ recognize that interested and affected
Tocal governments play a vital role in planning, decision making, and
implementing environmental management programs. For example, the Lane
County Air Pollution Authority has the primary role for regulating most air
pollution sources in Lane County, consistent with state and federal
regulations.

The policy of DEQ and EPA is to assure maximum effective participation of
local governments in operating and implementing local environmental
management programs consistent with statewide program goals and objectives.
EPA will work to facilitate effective DEG/local government relations, and to
avoid direct EPA/local government decisions which contradict this policy.




Fiscal Reporting

DEQ and EPA agree that budget and fiscal reports for work planned under the
provisions of this agreement shall continue to be by program (air, water,
hazardous waste) and by category (personal services, sgrvices and supplies,
and capital outlays). Resource estimates for program accomplishments have
been included in the Program Document to describe priorities and progran
emphases, to help assure that adequate resources will be available to
achieve commitments, and to forecast resource needs in future fiscal years.

State Primacy

It is federal policy that the state environmental agency should be the
primary manager of environmental programs operated within the state. In
Oregon, DEQ is primary manager of environmental programs. DEQ emphasizes
that it will continue this responsibility to the fullest extent of its
resources.

As part of its commitment to impiement this agreement, EPA will endeavor to
improve federal oversight operations to accomplish more effective state
program results, improve assistance and advice to DEQ, and reduce paperwork
and duplication of efforts between the two agencies. Furthermore, EPA will
provide DEQ with advance notice when conducting work with local governments
and industry in Oregon, and will coordinate these efforts with DEQ as
appropriate, .

Performance and Evaluation

Both DEQ and EPA will commit their best efforts to assure that the terms,
conditions and provisions contained or incorporated in this agreement are
fully complied with. To the extent that DEQ does not fulfill provisions of
this agreement as related to the award of grants being applied for herein,
it is understood that EPA will not be precluded from imposing appropriate
sanctions under 40 CFR Part 30, including withholding of funds, and
termination or annulment of grants.

The tasks and expected results contained in this agreement reflect
information known and objectives identified at the time of its signing.
Both agencies recognize that events outside the control of the parties of
this agreement (e.g., changes in authorizing legislation or Jevels of
resources) may affect the ability of ejther party to fulfill the terms of
the agreement. Therefore, both parties agree that a system for review and
negotiated revision of workplans is central to this agreement.

Performance evaluations will be conducted gquarterly by DEQ, and will be the
means to identify problems and propose revisions. Exceptions in meeting
work plans will be reported to EPA. A joint DEQ/EPA evaluation will be
conducted semi-annually in the offices of DEQ. The Agreement Coordinators
are responsible to schedule this evaluation and prepare the agenda. The
Coordinators may, at their discretion, schedule extraordinary general or
special topic evaluations when performance issues or changed conditions
appear to warrant such an evaluation.




A brief written progress report will he produced following the semi-annual
evaluation. This report will emphasize, by exception, the policy and/or
performance issues that require executive review and action. Such issues
shall be resolved by respective agency executives.




INTROBUCTION -

The Oregon State/EPA Agreement (SEA) describes environmental program
commitments, priority problems, and solutions which the State of Oregon
(represented by the Department of Environmental Quality) and the

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10, have agreed to work on
during Fiscal Year 1986 (July 1, 1985, to June 30, 1986). The programs
include: :

Air Quality Hazardous Waste Control
Water Quality and Disposal

The State will operate the programs discussed and EPA will support these
commitments with program grants and technical assistance. All program
commitments, grants, and assistance are subject to approval of the State
Legislature and funding by congressional appropriations.

Environmental programs are managed through a federal/state partnership.

This agreement for mutual federal and state problem-solving and assistance
is the primary mechanism to coordinate federal and state programs to achieve
a comprehensive approach to managing Oregon's environment. The SEA has been
written to accomplish two purposes:

1. Effective and efficient allocation of 1imited federal and state
resources.
2. Achievement and maintenance of estab]ished environmental standards.

This Executive Document has been written to facilitate use of the SEA by
state and federal program managers and by the public. Following this
introduction, there is a discussion of Oregon's environmental goals and
priorities, profiles of existing environmental conditions, and summaries of
the FY 86 program strategies. After each discussion, a table shows program
priorities, specific problems, FY 86 tasks, and expected outcomes. There is
also a budget summary table showing both state and federal resources.

Appended to this Executive Document is the FY 86 Policy Direction Agreement,
signed on March , 1985, by the EPA Regional Administrator and the DEQ
Director, which sets forth the policy and program framework for developing
and conducting the FY 86 SEA work programs.

In addition to specific program plans and commitments, there are three
cross-cutting elements on which DEQ and EPA agree to provide continued
emphasis, as follows:

--Delegation to the State. The State should be the primary and
delegated authority implementing environmental programs in Oregon and not
the federal government, whose role should be one of guidance, assistance,
and limited oversight. Highest FY 86 priorities will be to maintain
effective on-going delegated programs; proceed to final RCRA authorization
(hazardous materials); and annually update delegation for applicabie New
Source Performance Standards {air), and National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants. DEQ will also proceed with delegation of the
sewerage works Construction Grants Program if the budget package submitted




to the Oregon Legislature is approved. The. initial 205(g) delegation
agreement for the program will be signed and implemented by September 1985.

--EPA Oversight. EPA oversight of state programs is intended to provide
the basis for EPA to 1) assure that delegated programs are conducted and
maintained consistent with federal requirements; 2) assess status of work
progress; and 3) focus technical assistance and guidance. Key elements of
effective oversight are EPA's commitment to focus on results, reduce
paperwork, and minimize duplication of effort; a good data base and mutual
communication; and the state's commitment to fully accept delegation and its
requirements. To improve oversight, EPA developed in coordination with the
states a Regional Oversight Policy which includes procedures and mechanisms
for use in conducting effective oversight of state programs in Region 10.
Existing program and compliance assurance agreements are being upgraded in
accordance with the new policy.

--Compliance Assurance/Enforcement. As regulatory agencies, ensuring
compliance with environmental standards and requirements is a fundamental
mission of both EPA and DEQ. Enforcement action in cases of persistent or
serious violations is recognized as a necessary step to ensuring a
consistently high level of compliance with state and federal laws.

EPA recognizes that DEQ has prime responsibility to assure compliance in
federally delegated program areas and is, therefore, committed to provide
technical assistance and back-up enforcement as appropriate. DEQ
acknowledges the need for EPA to be kept advised of detailed compliance
status within the programs and to be regularly informed by DEQ of state
progress to resolve priority violations.

The relative roles and responsibilities of each agency to support this goal
are outlined in specific program-by-program compliance assurance agreements.
The agreements for the air, water, and hazardous waste programs are
currently being updated to reflect the most recent policy on state/federal
enforcement responsibilities. Both agencies agree to modify, as needed, and
finaiize the compliance assurance agreements by July 1, 1985, and to
implement the agreements in a firm, fair, and even-handed way.

Finally, all Oregonians are affected by and, therefore, interested in
environmental programs described in the FY 86 State/EPA Agreement. A public
participation plan was prepared and conducted to encourage public input to
this SEA. The plan and a detailed Public Responsiveness Summary is included
as an appendix to the Executive Document (Section I).

Oregon is known for its high quality environment and its commitment to
ongoing environmental programs; however, there are some problems and issues
to be addressed. The following section of this Executive Document
highlights these in terms of environmental goals, profiles, priorities, and
strategies for each media program.




AIR

Program Goals:
- Achieve and maintain air quality standards statewide.
- Prevent significant deterioration of air quality where air is now clean.

Profile:
Oregon's air quality is generally very good. There are, however, areas of
concern which require priority attention. These are shown in Figure #1.

The Portland, Salem, Eugene/Springfield, Grants Pass, and Medford areas have
been officially designated as nonattainment areas, since they are not in
compliance with specific National Ambient Air Quality Standards:

Portland/Vancouver: Carbon monoxide, Ozone (primary standards)
Total suspended particulates (secondary standard only)

Salem: Carbon monoxide, Ozone (primary standards)

Eugene/Springfield: Carbon monoxide (primary standard)
Total suspended particulates (secondary standard)

Grants Pass: Total suspended particulates (secondary standard)
Medford/Ashiand: Carbon monoxide (primary standard)
Total suspended particulates (primary and secondary
standards)

Air quality has shown improvement in certain areas. DEQ redesignated
Medford as an attainment area for ozone in 1985,

Atthough an official designation of nonattainment has not been made,
exceedances of the lead standard have been recorded in Portland. By the end
of 1985, it is expected that the lead standard will be attained.

The Grants Pass area has recently been designated as nonattainment for
carbon monoxide. During FY 86, DEQ will develop an attainment strategy and
adopt an approvable SIP revision for the area.

Air quality in nonattainment areas has a potentially adverse effect on
public health and welfare. Therefore, planning and implementing air quality
control strategies are being given top priority in these areas. Significant
emission sources are shown in Figure #2.

Recent studies have shown that air pollution caused by industrial sources
has been greatly reduced, particularly in Oregon's mejor urban areas.
Oregon industries have invested heavily in pollution control equipment.
Industrial sources now contribute relatively minor amounts of air
pollutants. However, these benefits could be lost unless {1} new sources
are controlled with the best available technology, and (2) monitoring,
surveillance, and enforcement activities are maintained at a high level.




Conversion to residential wood heating has been identified as one of the
important sources of air pollution in Oregon's urban areas. Wood fires are
a source of particulates, carbon monoxide, and some toxic organic
pollutants. Other areawide sources, such as road dust and vehicular
emissions, are also prominent. New, socially acceptable ways of controlling
these sources can be developed through research studies and demonstration
projects.

Several years' time is needed for nonattainment areas to meet Federal air
quality standards. Managing growth until standards have been met, and
after, will require continued implementation of new, cost-effective
management tools such as emission offset and banking programs, parking and
circulation plans, and processes for airshed allocation.

Field burning effects in the Eugene/Springfield area are being minimized by
implementation of continued improvements to the smoke management plan.

Stash burning remains a significant source of air pollution in Oregon.

Better efforts are needed here to (1) identify actual air quality impact,

(2) improve smoke management practices, and (3} develop control techniques
such as increased productive use of forest slash in lieu of burning. Field
burning and slash burning may contribute to visibility impairment of scenic
areas in Oregon but additional information is needed to assess their effects.

Strategy:

During FY 86, DEQ will continue to implement Part D State Implementation
Ptan (SIP) revisions. The Department will continue to monitor impacts of
human activities on visibility impairment in completing a long-range
Statewide Visibility Control Plan. Monitoring for and assessment of
attainment/nonattainment for a new PMyg (particulate matter 10 microns or
less) standard will proceed.

DEQ will continue to implement its New Source Review Rule, including
detailed growth management {offset and banking) provisions. DEQ will also
have full responsibility for operating the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) Major New Source Review Program, and for all NSPS and
NESHAPS pertinent to Oregon. The Department plans to develop and implement
a formal program for better assessing and controlling toxic and hazardous
emissions.

Compliance assurance activities for volatile organics and particulate
sources will continue. Air monitoring and quality assurance procedures will
fully meet EPA requirements for SLAMS & NAMS air monitoring sites. Air
source compliance and enforcement activities will be carried out under
current rules including the current air contaminant discharge permit
program. The compliance assurance agreement with EPA will be reviewed and
revised as is appropriate.




Vehicle Inspection/Maintenance (I/M) including anti-tampering inspections
will continue for the Portland Metropolitan Service District area. If
authorized by the State Legislature, an I/M program with anti-tampering
inspections will be instituted in Medford.

DEQ will continue implementation of a woodstove control program as
authorized by the 1983 Legislature.

DEQ will continue to gather data on possible visibility impacts in scenic
areas due to air pollution, and develop regqulations to reduce impairment.

DEQ will assist the City of Grants Pass to develop a carbon monoxide

attainment strategy, and make appropriate revisions to the State
Implementation Plan.
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Air Quality Management

Priority Problem or Purpose
1 State assumption of Federal
program.
1
1
1 Ensure adequate progress

toward attaipment of Natiopal

Ambfent Air Quality Standards.

1 Attatn National Ambient Air
Quality Standards for carbon
monoxide in Grants Pass.

OREGON FY 86 PRIORITIES

Task

Reguest delegation of recent New
Source Performance Standards.

Request delegation of new NESHAPS.
Accomplish mecessary coordination to
result 1n delegation of National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for
airborne radionuclides to Health Division.

Implement the Preventlon of Significant
Deterioration program.

Track Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) and
revise contro] strategies as necessary.

Assist the City of Grants Pass in the
development of an attainment strategy
for carbon monoxide,

Expected Outcome

Oregon will request delegation

of remaining applicable and
appropriate NSPS during first
quarter of FY 85 (July - September),

Oregon will request delegation of
applicable and appropriate NESHAPS
during first quarter of FY 65, and
ensure complete implementation of the
standards.

Sources constructed or modified
in attainment areas will not
significantly degrade air quality.

State and local agencies will
collect, summarize, and report data
(on an annual basis) that documents
RPF toward attainment of NAAQS.

For stationary sources, data will

be in the form of emissions
inventory. For mobile sources,
progress ia implementing TCMs and VHT
reductions should be emphasized.
Newly discovered nonattainment areas
will be so designated.

The Grants Pass area will attain the
carbon monoxide standard.

Geographic Focus

Statewide

Statewide

Attaipment
areas

Honattainment
areas

urants Pass
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Priority

Problem or Purpase

]

Rapid increases in wood stove
emissions are jeopardizing
attainment and maintenance of
TSP air quality standards in
several areas.

Attain National Ambient Air
Guality Standards {NAAQS)
for carbon monoxide in Medford.

Attain new particulate
standard.

Yisibility needs to be
protected, especially in
Class I areas.

OREGON FY 86 PRIORITIES

Task

Continue implementing control strategies
for wood burning stoves as well as
public educatfon program.

Impiement a mandatory 1/M program in
Medford, if authorized by the State
Legislature.

Assess existing particulate data, monitoring,
and strategies for conformance with pew
standard and make modifications as

necessary.

Implement the monitoring and new source
review portions of the Phase I Visibility
SIP. Adopt the Phase II SIP by December
1586. Participate in the Regfonal Haze
Study. ’

Expected Ouicome

Geggraphic Focus

Oty will implement certification Statewide
procedures for new wood stoves.

The Hedford area will attain the Medford
carbon monoxide standard by 1587,

EPA has proposed a new particulate Fine
standard. EPA will provide Particulate
guidance on monitoring, data - Nonattainment
assessment, modeling, and strategy areas.

development. EPA anticipates

that Oregon's data base for the pew
standard will be adequate and that

the State will begin development of
revised control strategies for
nonattainment areas during FY 86
fncluding such things as preliminary
medeling analysis, monitoring network
installation, deveiopment of alternative
strategies, development of an emission
inventory, and determination of needed
emission reductions. Completion of SLP
revisions will occur on a schedule
consistent with EPa regulations.
Visibility in Class [ areas will Class 1 areas
be protected and enhanced.




Priority Problem or Purpose
] Toxic pollutants need to be
controlled.
1 Management of field burning

program.

Afr Permits/Compliance

1 Operation of I/M Program
in Portland.

1 To implement and maintain
emission control strategies,
it 15 necessary to continue
existing compliiance assurance
efforts.

OREGON FY 86 PRIORITIES
Task

Develop and implement a formal program for
better assessing and controlling toxic and
hazardous emissions.

Provide smoke management during field
burning season. Provide enforcement

for field burning rule violations.
Monitor smoke impacts. Provide a
research program to reduce field burning.

Maintain I/M test facilities in Portland.
Provide certification of tested vehicles
that meet emission and anti~tampering
rules.

States and locals maintain compliance program,
including inspection, surveillance, complaint
investigations, enforcement actiens, and
source testing., State and EPA update and
implement the compiifance assurance

agreement. EPA wil] assist State and

tocal compliance programs and, where
necessary, will take direct action

to ensure compiiance.

DEQ will evaluate the test procedures of
sources that monitor their own emissions,
and ensure that the monitoring data have
satisfactory reliability and accuracy.

Expected Qutcome

Toxic pollutants not currently
requlated by NESHAPS will be
better controlled.

Smoke impacts on air quality will
be minimized. Smoke Intrusions on
major population centers will be
nearly eliminated. Alternatives to
field burning will be developed.

Automotive-caused air pollution
will be rediuced, Ambient air
standards for carbon monoxide and
ozone will be attained in Portland.

Sources out of compliance will come
into compliance; complyiny sources
will maintain compliance.

Excess emissions from self monitoring
sources will be minimized.

Leoqraphic Focus
Statewide

Hillamette Valley

Portland

Statewide

Statewide




Ambieﬁt Air Monitoring

Priority Problem or Purpose

1 Effective management of an
alr quality program requires
the generation of ambient
data of known and appropriate
quality and adequate quantity.

OREGON FY 86 PRIORITIES

Task

Operate and maintain the existing ambient
monitoring program in concert with tie
approved quality assurance plan, performing
modifications as appropriate to achieve
conformance with applicable new or revised
EPA regqulations and to respond to new or
revised program requirements. Program
curtailments resulting from intervening
resource constraints will be determined on
a priority basis in agreement with EPA,

Expected Outcome

Geographic Focus

A1l HAMS and SLAMS will be operated

to produce data of appropriate quality
and to meet requirements of 4u CFR 58,
Alr quality and precision and accuracy
data will be submitted to EPA. P3I
program will be maintained for Portland.
The monitoring program will be revised
as needed to meet EPA requirements for
lead, particulates, etc.

Statewide




- WATER QUALITY PROGRAM

Program Goals: _

- Protect recognized beneficial uses of water through attainment and
maintenance of Water Quality Standards.
Develop programs to protect groundwater.
Reduce bacterial contamination in 1) shellfish producing estuaries; and
2) freshwaters where the body contact recreation is not fully supported.

- Improve knowledge and control of toxics.

- Work with other state agencies to develop process for balancing the State's
water resources, considering quantity and quality

Background:

hroughout the 1960's and 1970's, Oregon experienced rapid population growth.
Future growth may be lower than that experienced previously hut growth is
expected to continue. This means more wastes will be generated which will
require adequate treatment and disposal for surface and groundwater quality to
be maintained and protected. Just maintaining current conditions will require
a8 substantial investment by the public and development of innovative waste
management and treatment methods.

Efforts also will continue to be directed to correction of localized water
pollution problems and nuisance conditions, replacement, and rehabilitation of
aging pollution control facilities, and proper operation and maintenance of
facilities to assure that effluent 1imits are met on a continuing basis.

Profile of Water Quality

Surface Water Quality

Overall, Oregon’s water quality is quite good. Of nearly 4,500 river miles
assessed, designated uses are supported in 74 percent, partially supported in
20 percent, and not supported in 6 percent. (See Table 1.) Of nearly 200,000
acres of lakes assessed, designated uses are supported in 59 percent,
partially supported in 39 percent, and not supported in 2 percent. In the
majority of shellfish-producing estuaries, water quality does not fully
support the use. The primary pollutant preventing full support of uses in
surface waters is fecal coliform bacteria and low flow. In Oregon, bacterial
contamination results from different source types including: 1) nonpoint
sources -- land runoff from failing on-site septic tanks and drainfield
systems, inadequately managed animal waste disposal operations, and cattle
grazing areas; 2) point sources -- hypasses and discharges of inadequately
treated sewage from municipal sewerage systems; and 3) natural sources.

Groundwater Quality

Shallow, unconfined aquifers supply the bulk of groundwater to the over
800,000 Cregonians who rely on groundwater for drinking water. Therefore, it
is not surprising that many existing urban centers and new developments are
located above these aquifers. In several areas of the State, groundwater
potlution has been documented. Elevated nitrate-nitrogen concentrations and
bacterial contamination have been two primary indicators of wastes seeping
underground. Recently, however, data has been collected which suggests the
need to investigate toxic chemical and hydrocarbon contamination in
groundwater,

17




Strategy

In FY 86, DEQ will continue to operate its historic program of preventing the
creation of new water quality problems. To accomplish this, DEQ will continue
to carefully regulate existing and new sources of water and waste generating
activities. Efforts to assure the protection of beneficial uses will be
furthered by the reduction of bacterial contamination through controls of both
point and nonpoint sources of fecal coliform. The groundwater program will be
intensified with federal assistance through policy refinements, development of
groundwater quality standards, and inftiation of a statewide ambient
groundwater quality monitoring program. Efforts will continue to monitor
identified groundwater poliution areas and to sewer those areas where
groundwater poliution has been identified. The DEQ will direct activities
toward toxics pollution by evaluating data collected in toxics screening

surveys, oversee pretreatment of municipal wastes, and define areas where
technical assistance is needed.

18




61

TABLE 1}
ASSESSMENT OF
USE SUPPORT FOR RIVERS AND STREAMS

1982
Use Support Assessment
{miles}
n
Miles With Ten Year Trend
Segment Uses Uses Uses Higher
River Uses Partiatly Not Than Fishable/ Change Between Change Within
Stream Name Miles Supported Supported Supported Swimmable Cateqories Categories
North Coast Basin 244 169 75
Mid Coast Basin 292 265 27 19 +
South Coast Basin 222 182 40
Umpqua Basin 437 390 32 15
47 +
Rogue Basin 427 383 17 27 105 + 27 -
B -
Willamette Basin 1652 792 194 33 249 175 + 316 +
Sandy Basin 80 a0
Hood Basin 38 kL]
Deschutes Basin 402 2 10
Grande Ronde Basin 212 212 128 +
Umatilla Basin a9 54 15 22 +
Klamath Basin 126 25 n 70
Owyhee Hastin 18 18
Malheur Lake Rasin n 1
Malheur Rlver Basin 110 110 42 +
John Day Basin 456 ki1 155 129 +
Powder River Basin 173 15 158
STATEWIDE TOTAL 4,479 3,309 897 2n 249 428 555
60% 74x 20% 6% 9.5% 12X

{tan Year Trend

+ = Improved
- = Degraded
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HWater Quality Management

Priority Problem or Purpose
1 Identify stream segments for

further efforts.

OREGON FY 86 PRIORITIES

Task

Evaluate priarity water quality
limited segments identified in
the status assessment process

to reassess present water quality
management strategies.

Inttiate development of a plan
to protect shellfish

growing areas. Add additional
areas as a result of problem
{dentification process.

Compiete the followup survey to
evaluate effectiveness of
Best Management Practices.

Expected Outcome

Assure cost-effective control
strategies to achieve
acceptable water quality.

Assure protection of shellfish
growing areas.

Assure protection of shellfish
growing areas.

Geographic

_Focus

Statewide

Yaquina 8ay

Tillamook
' Bay
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Priority
1

Construction Grants

Problem or Purpose

Achieve appropriate delegation
of Construction Grants program
to State.

Provide effective EPA/State/
Corps partnership 1in manage-
ment of the Construction
Grants program consistent
with federal law and
regulations, and national
goals.

Assure that grant funds are
allocated to projects that
provide significant water
quality or public health
benefits pursuant to
applicable laws and
appropriate regulations.

OREGON FY 86 PRIORITIES

Task

Provide positive cooperative
program framework to facilitate
delegation to State.

a. Cooperatively negotiate and
implement respective roles in

achieving commitments in Office
of Water Accountability System.

b. Manage projects to meet
obligation schedules; outlay
projections; provide priority
Tist data for and make use of
Grants Information Control
System; and manage projects
to achieve timely completion,
project closeout, and audit.

a. Continue to fund projects
which provide significant
benefit to water quality and
public health.

b. Manage priority list to
fund highest ranked profects
and assure timely use of all
funds.

Expected Outcome

Final decisfon on delegation,
schedule for implementation,
and transfer program to State
according to schedule.

Efficient program management to
achieve expected commitment.

Specific project completfon
schedules met. Inflationary
aspects of project delays is
minimized, therefore more waste
treatment and water quality
improvement for the money.

Most significant water gquality
and public health problems
are solved.

Efficlent use of funds.
Maximize waste treatment

and water quality improvement
with available funds.

Geoyraphic
Focus

Statewide

Statewide

Statewide

Statdvide
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Priority
2

Problem or Purpose

Assure that facility plans are
completed 1n a timely way,

and address requirements
necessary to quality for

Step 3 (construction) funding.

OREGON FY 85 PRIORITIES

Task

c. EPA, with input from DEQ,
will identify potential EIS
candidate projects and initiate
appropriate actions to assure

that NEPA processes {FONSI's and
EIS's) are completed in a timely

way so as not to delay projects.

a. Assure that facility plans
for projects which are
scheduled for funding in the
next 3 years are appropriately
completed and meet applicable
requirements for desfgn and/or
construction funding.

b. Assure that new facility
plans which are developed
without Step 1/2 funding
{(planning/design) will evaluate
appropriate options including
innovative and alternative
technologies and will meet all
requirements for Step 3 funding.

Expected Qutcome

Projects will be environ-
mentally sound and not
delayed.

Selected alternative is

fundable and implementable.

Projects are not denifed at
Step 3 level for reason of
failure to plan or design
properly.

Geographic
Focus

Statewide

Statewlde

Statewide
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Priority
1

Water Monitoring/Quality Assurance

Problem or Purpose

Gather ambient water quality
data to ident{fy quality of
Oregon's public waters; assure
that data 1s of known and
appropriate quality.

Assess potential toxics
problems.

Assess water quality status
and identify current water
quality needs by analyzing,
interpreting, displaying,
and reporting data gathered
from the monitoring network.

As identified 1n the 1984
305(b) Report, Lower Willamette
River has quality problems.

OREGON FY B& PRIORITIES

Task

Maintain minimal ambient
monitoring network to provide
accurate, representative data

on the most significant streams
{1ncluding 13 BWHP stations),
estvaries, lakes, and groundwater.

Ensure quality of data by
{mplementing quality assurance
program.

Expand baseline information by
collecting samples for metals
and organics at several key
locations.

Develop, operate, and maintain
a user oriented ADP based data
system.

Prepare status bienniel report
under 305(b) by February 1, 1986.
Final to be submitted by

April 1, 1936.

As resources become available,
conduct selective, intensive
water monitoring to update
Lower Willamette River model
to help provide basis for
evaluating problems and
developing protection plans.

Expected Outcome

Data to track basic quality
and trends on significant
water studies; support
planning decisions.

Data of known and appropriate
quality for use by users.

" Identification of toxic problem

areas 1f any. Provide basis for
saying toxic pollutants are or
are not a prablem in Cregon
waters.

More effective use of data with
less manpower required.

A report which defines water
quality status, problem areas,
and needs.

initiate studies in Lower
Willamette River during
FY 86.

Geographic
Focus

Statewide

Statewlde

Statewide

Statewide

Statewide

Lower
Hillamette
River




NPDES Permits/Compliance

Priority Problem or Purpose
1 National priority is placed
on improvement of compliance
levels of POTWs including
those constructed using
federal grant funds provided
under PL 92-500.
[yed
fs
1 Expired NPDES permits need
to be reissued.
1 Haintain permit compliance

OREGON FY B6 PRIORITIES

Task

Continue existing state
inspection and compliance
assurance program for POTWS,
including: -

a. Provide technical assistance
including site visits to identffy
and correct problems.

b. 084 fnspection of at least
1/3 of all POTWs {triennial
coverage).

c. Take appropriate enforcement
action to resolve cases of sus-
tained non-compliance.

Complete development of and
implement cooperative compliance
data tracking system for all
POTWs, which provides routine
92-500 compliance status to
replace present manual system.

Relssue expired major permits
for all industries.

Fully carry out the DEQ/EPA
Compliance Assurance
Agreement.

Expected OQutcome

Reduce effluent violations by
identifying and resolving O&M
problems before they result in
effluent violatfons.

Capability to detarmine level
of effluent compliance and
identify problem POTMs.

A1l expired major Industrial
permits reissued,

Acceptable levels of compliance
are maintained.

Geographic
Focus

_Statewide

Statewide

Statewide

Statewlde
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Priority
2

Problem or Purpose

Implement program to assure
pretreatment of certain
industrial discharges to
municipal sewerage systems.

OREGON FY B6 PRIORITIES

Task

DEQ wil) contipnue to assist
cities to implement pre-
treatment programs which
satisfy State and federal
requirements.

Expected Qutcome

Individual city pretreatment
programs are implemented as
approved by DEQ. -

ueographic
Focus

Statewide
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Priority
1

OREGON FY 85 PRIORITIES

Groundwater/Underground Injection Control Program

Problem or Purpose

Implement Underground
Injection Control Program,

Continue to implement
groundwater protection
activities.

Task

Update inventory and assess
impacts of Class ¥ wells.
Develop appropriate control
programs.

Update Statewide Groundwater
Quality Protection Policy and
inftiate establishment of
groundwater standards.

Expected Outcome

Groundwater protected from
pollution.

aroundwater protected from
pollution.

Geograpkic
Focus

Statewjde

Statewide




HAZARDOUS WASTE

Program Goal:

Protect public heaith and air, water, and Tand from contamination by
improper storage, transportation, recovery and ultimate disposal of
hazardous wastes.

Profile:
The “hazardous" part of the total waste stream is a threat to public health
and safety and to the environment unless adequate safequards are part of

transport, disposal, treatment, storage, and recycling practices. Figure #3
shows the sources of hazardous waste in Oregon, and the methods of disposal.

HAZARDOQUS WASTE GENERATION B8Y INOUSTRIAL CATEGQRY

1978 SURVEY DATA
¥
Electronics
Asssambiy
2%
Qther HAZARDOQUS WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
1978 SURVEY DATA
Matal snd Alloy
Manufacturing
7%
3%
Waste Landfiil
Metal Fabricating {at Asiington}

and Machining A

Storage
29 . TOTAL HAZAR
Lﬂ:umc_:mn‘ WASTE vownfg -u s
ndtill 675,000 cubic
teet per yaar,

Figure 3

Note: Updated charts will be provided in final document.
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Oregon was among the first states (in 1971) to pay attention to the
hazardous waste problem. An inventory and evaluation of hazardous waste
handling and management in Oregon was completed in 1973, and updated and
expanded in 1980.

Since 1971, each Legislature has reviewed and improved statutes governing
hazardous waste management. Both the Environmental Quality Commission and
Public Utility Commissioner have adopted.regulation to control the
generation, storage, transport, and uitimate disposal of hazardous wastes.
The Arlington Disposal Facility, owned by the State and operated by a
private licensee, has provided the State with a basic tool -~ a controlied
disposal site -- to implement its comprehensive hazardous waste requlatory
program.

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) gave the Federal
Government authority to regulate management of hazardous wastes. RCRA
allows "equivalent and consistent" state programs to operate in lieu of the
Federal program. DEQ has been granted Interim Authorization to manage a
state hazardous waste program covering generation, transport, storage,
treatment, and disposal activities. Until Final Authorization is granted,
DEQ will operate under a formal Cooperative Arrangement (i.e., a contract)
and joint Federal/State permits will be issued to storage, treatment, and
disposal facilities.

Strategy:

By January 1986, DEQ expects to receive Final Authorization for its
hazardous waste management program. Throughout FY 86, DEQ will carry out an
extensive compliance inspection, monitoring, and enforcement program with
priority being to ensure that storage, treatment, and disposal faciiities
are in compliance with the groundwater meonitoring, financial assurance,
insurance, and closure/post closure requirements,
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Priority

Hazardous Waste (RCRA Subtitle C)

Problem or Purpose

Permits incorporating minimum
standards will be fssued to
hazardous waste management
facitities.

Assurance of proper hazardous
waste management practices.

Having developed a
"substantially equivalent®
program, for interim authority,
the State needs to develop

an equivalent program for

final authorization.

OREGON FY 85 PRIORITIES

Task

DEQ and EPA will 1ssue joint
permits or DEQ will 1ssue
permits under authorized
programs.

{a) Complitance Inspections of and
enforcement actions at W generators,
transporters, and TSD facilites will be
be carried out under authorfzed State
programs.

{b) Priority will be given to
ensure TSD facilities are in
compliance with groundwater
monitoring, financial assur-
ance, insurance and closure/
post-closure requirements.

(c) Assure compliance with manifest

requirements by all inspected facilities.

{d) State will identify "non-notifiers”

and assure such facilities are managed under

State W4 program.

A complete application for
Final Authorizatfon will be
submitted late in FY §5.

Until authorization for Final,
DEQ will continue to implement
its interim authorized program.

Expected Outcome Geographic Focus

Facilities will be given specific
standards with which to ensure
enviromentally safe operation.

Statewide

Compliance with standards will be
carried out and assure that facilities
out of compliance will be brought into
compliance.

Statewide

State will be qualified for
final authorization.

Statewide
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Priority

Problem or Purpose

Hazardous waste releases and
spilis require prompt, effec-
tive response to prevent
environmental impact and

ensure cleanup.

PubYic must be aware and
supportive of State hazardous
waste management activities.

Ensure that all State
monitoring and measurement
activities meet Region 10
Quality Assurance Plan
requirements.

OREGON FY 85 PRIORITIES

Task

DEQ will provide reports and
information necessary for EPA
to fulfill §ts oversight
responsibilities.

Respond to all significant
hazardous substance or waste
spills.

DEQ will ensure that public
participation in program is
carried out.

Develop and secure laboratory capability
including quality assurance to implement

RCRA.

Expected Outcome

EPA will be assured State program
meets minimum objectives.

Reduce impact on environment
and ensure prompt resolution,
glve notification to EPA.

Public understanding and support,
leading to State program which
receives final authorization,
will be ensured.

Monitoring and measurement activities
that satisfy Reglon 10 quatity
assurance requirements.

Geographic Focus

Statewide

Statewide

Statewide

Statewide
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Superfund*

Priority Problem or Purpose Task

1 The Superfund statute requires
the State to submit its .
priority hazardous waste sites
for remedial action on an
annual basis to EPA. Based on
submissions by the State, EPA
will assemble a national 1list
of at least 400 high priority
sites for action under
Superfund. This 1ist will be
updated periodically.

1 EPA enforcement procedures
seek to secure Superfund site
cleanup responsible parties --
in Yieu of fund use -~ when-
ever appropriate privately
financed c¢leanup can be under-
taken in a timely fashion.

OREGON FY 85 PRIORITIES

State and £EPA will jointly
prioritize potential Superfund
sites on an annual basis or
more frequently pursuant to
national policy.

{a) State and EPA will work
closely together to develop
and implement site-specific
strategies to secure private
and voluntary cleanup.

(b) EPA will assist the State
to monitor responsible and
third party cleanup of
hazardous waste sites.

*Within the Superfund section, "Superfund site" means both sites eligible for
Superfund action and uncontrolled sites that may not be eligible,

Expected Outcome

Gepgraphic Focus

State will meet statutory Statewide
requirement to submit poten-

tia} Superfund sites.

Successful site-specific Statewide
strategies to generate cleanup

by responsible parties will

serve to conserve the Fund.

When appropriate, site cleanup

actions will be secured via

State and/or EPA order.

State and ErYA are assured that
the threat to the environment,
public health and/or welfare
at hazardous waste sites is
removed.

Statewide
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Priority

Problem or Purpose

OREGON FY 85 PRIDRITIES

Task

For sites on the National Priority List where Superfund doilars will be used;

1

Superfund statute requires

the State to share the costs
of remedial response at Super-
fund sites -~ 10% of the
remedial response costs for
privately owned sites and

501 for publicly owned sites.

Assurance of coordination
between the State and EPA in
the area of enforcement
inciuding determinations of
responsible parties and cost
recovery actions.

EPA will assist the State to
jdentify and secure resources
for the State's cost-share
requirements.

EPA will keep the State
informed of progress and
provide opportunity for
State 1nput to case/project
development. The State will
assist EPA:

{a) In identifying responsible
parties and determining
enforcement potential at
Superfund sites.

(b} In determfning an
enforcement strategy for each
Superfund site identified.

{c) In compiling a profile of
previous enforcement history
at each Superfund site.

(d) 1n notifying responsible
parties.

Expected Outcome

State will meet statutory
requi rement to share remedial
response costs at Superfund
sites.

Timely determination of
responstble parties and appro-
priate funding procedures.

An effective enforcement
strategy which incurs timely
and cost-effective cleanup
of each Superfund site.

A thorough enforcement profile
for each Superfund site.

Timely and clear opportunity
for responsible party to take
action before Superfund dollars
are spent.

Geographic Focus

Statewide

Statewide




Priority Problem or Purpose

1 Assurance of funding and
coordination in use of
Superfund money for remedial
actions.

153
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Task Expected Outcome

Timely and effective cost-
recovery actions.

{e) Where possible, {n cost-
recovery actions.

{a) EPA will assist State 1In
development of a cooperative
agreement.

{b} Cooperative agreement will
detail specific tasks, time-
tables, dollar amounts and
working arrangements between
EPA and DEQ.

' teographic Focus
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FY 86
SUMMARY OF PROGRAM RESQURCES

(July 1, 1985 - June 30, 1986)

PROGRAM RESOURCES

Federal Grant Funds

Requested Non-Federal Total Staff-Years
Air Quality $1.,386,015 $2,064,394 $3,450,409 65.5
Program {1,386,015) (1,802,768) (3,188,783) (64.9)
Water Quality ‘
Program
Section 106 $ 944,750 $1,735,344 $2,680,094 49.9
(884,000) (1,562,002) (2,446,002} (45.0)
Underground .
Injection 116,523 38,847 155,364 3.0
Control {SDWA) {84,200) (28,067) (112,267) (3.0)
Water Quality
Planning 100,000 -0~ 100,000 2.0
[Section 205(j)] (131,893) {-0-) (131,893) (2.0)
Construction
Grants 311,480 -0- 311,480 8.0
[Section 205(g)] (-0-) (-0-) (-Q-) {0}
Hazardous Waste -~
Program (RCRA) 591,940 942,219 534,159 22.8
400} 207,010) (730,%10) {17
FY 86 Totals 3,450,708 4,780,798 . 8,231,506 7 151.2 ~
(3,009,508) (3,599,847) {6,609,355) (129.6)

(FY 85 figures in parenthesesd

The amounts shown in the left-hand column above are federal funds requested by
DEQ to fully fund the related FY 86 (July 1, 1985, to June 30, 1986) workplan
commitments presented in the Program Document (Section II}. The requested
federal amounts are consistent with available EPA guidance. Final FY 86
federal grant resources are not yet available. Once a budget is adopted and
Congress appropriates funds, grant amounts and, as necessary, program
commitments will be reviewed and adjusted accordingly.
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FY 1986
POLICY DIRECTION FOR THE
STATE/EPA AGREEMENT

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

AND

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGICN 10

Each year the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) negotiate an agreement whereby EPA
provides grant resources in support of program commitments from DEQ. The
agreement, called the State/EPA Agreement {SEA), describes in detail the
work planned for the coming fiscal year by the state and federal
environmental agencies to address environmental priorities in Oregon.
Developing the SEA s a multi~step process, inciuding several opportunities
for public review and comment, leading to a signed agreement by July first
of each year.

The first step in the process is agreement, in principle, betiween EPA and
DEQ on the major priorities to be addressed in the SEA and in the coming
year. This initial document, entitled "Policy Direction for the State/EPA
Agreement,” provides direction for development of the full FY 1986 SEA, and
may be revised as a result of public review and staff refinement.

‘Major state and federal environmental priorities for Oregon for the coming
year are discussed below.

Maintenance of Ongoing Programs

Much of the environmental effort by DEQ and EPA is directed to operation of
the ongoing activities of the air, water, solid and hazardous waste
programs, e.d., regulation development, permits issuance, source inspection,
monitoring, etc. While these activities are not specifically discussed in
this policy direction document, they do constitute a significant portion of
both agencies' priority work. The full FY 1986 SEA, which will be available
in draft form for pubiic review and comment in March and April 1985, will
inctude detailed discussions of outputs and commitments for these ongoing

programs.

As a focus for the ongoing programs, the priorities listed below are agreed
to be of special importance during FY 1986.
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RCRA Compliance and Permits

Effective implementation of the RCRA Hazardous Waste Program in Oregon is a
major priority for the State and EPA. The State will maintain the lead role
in compliance assurance, contingent upon final delegation, and will
aggressively seek a high level of compliance bv hazardous waste generators,
transporters, and treatment/storage/disposal facilities. A major portion of
DEQ hazardous waste program resources will be devoted to inspection,
monitoring, and enforcement follow-up of requlated facilities to assure
compliance with requirements for manifests, reporting, groundwater
monitoring, closure/post-closure, and financial assurance. DEQ will take
enforcement actions consistent with the DEQ (revised) enforcement policy.

The State will continue to upgrade its hazardous waste program management
system to improve the quality and documentation of inspections. This will
include providing documented guidance and training to its field staff in the
areas of RCRA requirements, inspection completeness, plan review, and
compiiance/enforcement follow-up.

Prior to final authorization, EPA will continue to issue joint RCRA permits
with DEQ. Following permit issuance, DEQ will be lead agency in monitoring
compliance with permit conditions. DEQ will continue to build and
demonstrate RCRA permitting capability. ODEQ will maximize the scope of its
participation in joint permitting with EPA.

EPA will provide an IPA position to DEQ to assist in program development and
RCRA authorization. Further, EPA will provide training opportunities to DEQ
to assist the state in building and enhancing state program capatility.

EPA will focus its RCRA management efforts to provide clear, concise, and
timely guidance and decisions to DEQ on program policies and requirements
and on EPA expectations of the state program. EPA will provide oversignt of
the state program and will use the results to guide allocation and
distribution of hazardous waste program grant funds. EPA will also assist
DEQ, contingent upon available resources, in providing training to hazardous
waste generators in proper completion of manifests.

RCRA Final Delegation

DEQ will continue to seek final authorization to operate the Federal RCRA
hazardous waste management program. EPA will consider documented program
performance by DEQ under Phase I ~ Interim Authorization and the Cooperative
Arrangement Addendum to the MOA (for Phase II - permitting} as factors in
its evaluation for approval of final authorization. Upon request from DEQ,
EPA will conduct a comprehensive program audit prior to making a decision on
final authorization. By September 1, 1985, DEQ expects to ask EPA to
initiate the program audit and final authorization process, leading to a
final decision by EPA on the State's application by January 31, 1986. When
EPA reaches a tentative decision on DEQ's final authorization application,
EPA and DEQ will enter into a Letter of Agreement, as appropriate, to
address any remaining program enhancements needed by DEQ to attain full
state program capability.

DEQ will modify the state program as needed and in accordance with the time
periods provided in 40 CFR 271.21, to address new federal RCRA regulatory
requirements.
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Carbon Monoxide and Vehicle Inspection/Maintenance in Medford

Medford continues to experience fregquent violations of the ambient air
standards for carbon monoxide. Studies show that implementing a vehicle
inspection and maintenance (I/M) program is the critical step needed to
bring the area into attainment. The 1983 State legislature authorized
Jackson County to implement an I/M program, but when an ordinance was
adopted, County residents voted 3 to 1 against ratification. A "generic"
bi11 has been introduced in the 1985 legislature that would give the
Environmental Quality Commission authority to implement an I/M program in
any area which requires this contrel strategy to attain compliance. If the
bi11 is adopted, DEQ will implement the appropriate provisions, and submit a
modified State Impiementation Plan for Medford. If the plan demonstrates
attainment of the carbon monoxide standard by 1987, EPA will approve the
plan and remove sanctions from Jackson County.

In the event the Medford I/M bill is defeated, EPA will consider appropriate
options for seeking earliest possible attainment of the carbon monoxide
standard, including sanctions on the air program grant, federal promulgation
of an I/M program, or other possible actions.

Enforcement/Compliance Assurance

As regulatory agencies, ensuring compliance with environmental standards and
requirements is a fundamental mission of both EPA and DEQ. Enforcement
action in cases of persistent or serious violations is recognized as a
necessary step to ensuring a consistently high level of compliance with
state and federal laws.

EPA recognizes that DEQ has prime responsibility to assure compliance in
federally delegated program areas and is, therefore, committed to provide
technical assistance and back-up enforcement as appropriate. DEG
acknowledges the need for EPA to be kept advised of detailed compliance
status within the programs and to be regularly informed by DEQ of state
progress to resolve priority violations.

The relative roles and responsibilities of each agency to support this goal
are outlined in specific program-by-program compliance assurance agreements.
The agreements for the air, water, and hazardous waste programs are
currently being updated to reflect the most recent policy on state/federal
enforcement responsibilities. Both agencies agree to modify, as needed, and
finalize the compliance assurance agreements by July 1, 1935, and to
jmplement the agreements in a firm, fair, and even-handed way.

Construction Grants Management and Delegation

The DEQ completed two studies on assuming respensibilities for administering
the wastewater treatment construction grants program under Section 205{g) of
the Clean Water Act. The latest study, entitled "Preliminary Study
Regarding EPA's Proposed Delegation of Management Responsibilities in the
Construction Grants Program,” provided the basis for a budget package which
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was considered by the 1983 state TegisTature and is again being considered
by the 1985 legislature.

If approved by the 1985 state legislature, the initial 205(g) delegation
agreement for the program will be signed and implemented by September 198%. -
Once signed, federal funds will be available from the sewerage works
construction grants allocation to support the delegated management function
in the program. Under the initial 205(g) delegation agreement, DEQ will
consider assuming in FY 86 responsibilities for those activities that are
currently being accomplished under the existing 1975 Memorandum of Agreement
(plans and specifications, including B/C reviews; addenda; change orders,
including eligibiTity determination; and 0&M manual reviews) plus ail
preapplication functions, including the preparation of environmental
assessments; application functions; and the Grants Information and Control
System (GICS). These activities may be modified based on the update of the
above study.

Groundwater

Over 800,000 Oregonians depend on groundwater for domestic, commercial,
industrial, and agricultural uses. The quality of groundwater in Cregon is
generally very high. However, concern over man-caused groundwater
contamination has increased. Groundwater contamination has been caused by
sewage disposal practices, jndustrial and solid waste disposal site
Teachate, agricultural practices, leaking underground tanks and lines, and
spills.

In several areas of the state, groundwater pollution has been documented.
Elevated nitrate-nitrogen concentration and bacterial contamination have
been two primary indicators of wastes seeping underground. Recently, data
has also been collected which suggests the need to investigate toxic
chemical and hydrocarbon contamination in groundwater.

This concern for groundwater protection led the Oregon Environmental Quality
Commission (EQC) to adopt the Oregon Groundwater Quality Protection Policy
in 1981, Aquifer protection plans consistent with the policy have been
developed by DEQ with federal assistance and adopted by the EQC for several
contaminated aquifers, including Clatsop Plains, North Florence, La Pine,
and the River Road/Santa Clara area near Eugene. lork is currently underway
to adopt a plan to protect the aquifer as a drinking water source in iid
Multnomah County.

Emphasis on protection of groundwater aquifers from contamination by surface
activities or waste disposal practice will continue in FY 1986 with federal
assistance. Specific DEQ initiatives, which includes hiring additional
staff in FY86, will include:

1. Reviewing present statewide groundwater protection policy and
revising as appropriate.
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2. Implementing the statewide groundwater protection policy including
appropriate revisions.

3. Developing groundwater quality standards to support the groundwater
protection efforts.

4, Reviewing statewide water quality management plans to include new
or updated areawide groundwater management plans.

5. Initiating statewide ambient groundwater quality monitoring program.

6. Developing and evaluating groundwater quality assessment plans for
significant permitted sources.

7. Developing monitoring well installation guidance material.
These initiatives will result in the state's capability to protect the
groundwater from man-caused contamination.

Superfund Implementation

EPA will initiate remedial design activities at the United Chrome Products
site, which is included on the Superfund MNational Priorities List. DEQ will
seek state matching funds (50% of remedial planning, design, and
construction costs) prior to EPA proceeding with fund-financed cleanup.

DEQ will also pursue establishment of a stable and continuing source of
Superfund cleanup funding. EPA will undertake a comprehensive site
discovery effort in Oregon and will coordinate any subsequent site follow-up
with DEQ. DEG will consider entering into a management assistance agreement
with EPA for funding certain state-conducted Superfund program activities.

EPA will take the lead in negotiating a consent order for a remedial
investigation/feasibility study at the GNB Batteries (Gould) site, with
DEQ's support.

MBE/WBE Fair Share

EPA and DEQ recognize their responsibilities to ensure that their
procurement practices reflect equal opportunity for small, minority, and
women-owned business utilization. To encourage full participation in
federally supported proqrams and projects, EPA and DEQ have developed "fair
share" commitments which apply to procurement under both construction grants
and program grants awarded in FY 85. EPA and DEQ will commit to overall
goals of 8%/10% for Minority Business Enterprises and 2%/3% for Women-Owned
Business Enterprises.

Priority Water Quality Concerns

As part of its water quality management effort, DEQ identifies priority
issues and/or geographic areas which need special attention by the agency to
prevent or solve water quality problems. Such issues/areas may inc!ude an
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area of rapid unplanned {ndustrial growth, the problem of widespread and
continuing contamination of a large aquifer by domestic sewage, and other
major water quality concerns. DEQ {s working now to develop a current list
of such priority water quality concerns. For each {ssue or area to he
addressed in FY 86, a short profile of the problem and a discussiaon of the
approach to solving it will be prepared. The FY 86 water guality program
workplan will identify appropriate state and EPA activities to begin
addressing these problems. 'EPA will provide resources as available to
assist DEQ {n carrying out the fdent{fied workplans.

This agreement covers the period of time from July 1, 1985, through
June 30, 1986. DEQ and EPA agrae to cooperatively work towards achieving
environmental results for the priorities dfscussed above.

FOR THE STATE OF OREGON:

)&\lqu - sle)ss

Frederic J, Hansen, uirector DATE
Department of Environmental Quality

FOR THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY:

' MAR 15
\nihe (3 R/t i
Ernesta B. Barnes, rRegional Adminfstrafor DATE

tnvironmental Protection Agency, Region 10
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VICTOR ATIYEH
CGOVERNOR

DEQ-46

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 87207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. G, April 19, 1985, EQC Meeting
.Status Report and Proposed Amendments to the Portland
International Airport Noise Abatement Program

Background

On August 19, 1983 the Environmental Quality Commission approved a noise
abatement program for Portland International Airport (PDX) pursuant to
Commission rule Noise Control Regulations for Airports (OAR 340-35-045).
Condition 3 of the approval was the following regquirement:

"Prior to Jamuary 1, 1985, the Department shall submit an
informational report on the status of this abatement
program, an evaluation of implementation progress, and the
need to amend the program.™

Gn November 2, 1984 the Commission, at the request of the Port of

Portland, the proprietor of PDX, amended the above referenced review date
from January 1, 1985, to May 1, 1985. The purpose of this report is to
satisfy the above condition of approval of the PDX noise abatement program.

Evaluation

The approved noise abatement program has two major elements. The first
element, the airport operational control plan, is designed to reduce the
size of the noise impact contours or to shift the contours over noise
compatible land uses. The second element is the land use management
plan, This element attempts to increase compatibility of uses with noise
and to prevent future incompatibilities.
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OPERATION CONTROL PROGRAM

The abatement plan contains the following airport operational controls that
have been fully implemented:

a)

b)

c)

d)

The north-south crosswind runway {(Runway 2/20) is not used by any
aircraft unless dictated by weather or field conditions. Limited use
of this runway is allowed by light general aviation aireraft when
either of the main parallel runways is closed for maintenance work.

A Very high frequency Omnidirectional Range station and Distance
Measuring Equipment (VOR/DME) navigational aid has been installed on
the airport field to provide necessary cockpit information to the
pilet to fly the required arrival and departure flight tracks. This
equipment was commissioned on January 23, 1985 and was purchased
without federal funds at a cost of approximately $200,000.

All air carrier, military F-4 fighters, and business Jjets are
complying with the following procedure:

1. East departures on Runways 10R and 10L turn left approximately 20
degrees after takeoff to follow the 85 degree VOR radial for
approximately 11 nautical miles DME before turning toward a
destination.

2. West departures on Runways 28R and 28L maintain runway heading,
276 degrees VOR, for a DME distance of 8 nautical miles or to an
altitude of 6,000 feet before turning on course.

3. When the crosswind runway is dictated due to weather conditions,

departures to the south on Runway 20 initiate a right turn after
takeoff and follow a heading of either 280 degrees or 310 degrees
for a distance of 8 miles before turning on course.

4, When landing to the east (RW 10R/10L), aircraft follow a
straight-in path on the runway heading from a peint 8 miles from
the airport.

All commuter aircraft and the military T=33 trainers are complying
with the following procedures:

1. Fly the departure procedures as designhated for the air carrier
aircraft, except they turn on course at 3,000 feet altitude,

2. Fly the same arrival procedures specified for air carrier
airceraft.
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e) General aviation airecraft, as the other categories, are prohibited
from using the crosswind runway, except during periods when weather
conditions dictate its use or when either of the main parallel runways
are closed for maintenance work. Normally these aircraft operate on
the main runways and are turned on course as soon as practicable after
departure.

The following item in the operational control program has not been
implemented:

Approaches by air carrier and F-4 military aircraft from the east toward
the west on the main parallel runways, RW 28R/28L, are to use a visual
river approach during good weather conditions. This procedure will require
aireraft to establish a final approach over the Columbia River aproximately
10 miles east of the airport. The aireraft will then follow the river to a
point approximately four miles from the airport, at which time the runway
heading will be established for landing.

Under poor weather conditions the visual river approach will not be used
and aireraft will establish a straight-in approach approximately eight
miles from the airport. This path will bring the aireraft over the
populated areas of Gresham and Wood Village.

The visual river approach has not yet been implemented due to the need for
the new VOR/DME navigational aid to become operational, and to develop and
publish this new procedure. The VOR/DME aid became operational during
January 1985, The Federal Aviation Administration and the air carrier
cperators are reviewing this proposed procedure, and it is believed a
visual river approach procedure will be published and implemented by
October 31, 1985. Until the visual river approach procedure is in place,
aircraft will use the straight-in approach procedure.

& number of operational controls not included in the approved abatement
plan are being investigated for feasibility to include in the plan.

Two operational changes could improve noise impacts from the military F-4
operations. Most F-§ operations are conducted over the Pacific Ocean west
of the airport; therefore, returning aircraft will be returning from the
west. When wind conditions dictate landings toward the west, these
aircraft fly over population areas south of the airport prior to landing.

A proposal is being considered to shift the returning flight track north of
Vancouver, Washington, to avoid flying over large population areas.

The second issue that might reduce noise impacts from the military F-4
aircraft is the proposed side-step landing procedure. When landing toward
the west, these aircraft prefer to land on the left runway (28L) due to its
length and arresting cables. The side-step procedure would have these
aircraft approach toward the right runway (28R) and then shift (side-step)
to the left runway approximately three to four miles from the airport.

This procedure would shift some of the approach noise north over the

river during typical F-4 airecraft operations.
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Other proposed changes to the operational plan are being recommended and
investigated by the Port of Portland and its advisory committee. Any
major changes to the plan that are adopted for inclusion must also be
approved by the Commission. At this time no major changes in the
operaticonal plan are proposed.

LAND USE CONTROL PROGRAM

Although the land use controls included in the noise abatement program are
being developed, only one major element has been accomplished. In April
1984 Multnomah County approved a noise overlay zone that implements the
plan's land use controls. Except for industrial uses, this ordinance

requires the following:

a) Within the Ldn 65 contour, sound insulation is required for ney
construction, reconstruction, and additions.

b) An easement for existing noise levels must be granted to the Port of
Portland in order to obtain a building permit within the Ldn 65
contour.

@) Within the Ldn 65 contour, a disclosure statement regarding noise
impacts must be provided to all prospective purchasers or tenants.

d) No new residential zoning is allowed within the Ldn 65 contour,
Remaining land use controls included in the plan include the following:

a) The City of Portiand needs to amend its noise overlay zone to address
the plan recommendations. Its current ordinance uses the Ldn 68
contour instead of the recommended Ldn 65 contour. Action taken by
the Portland Planning Commission in its March 1985 meeting indicates
concern that this erdinance will not conform with the plan. The
Planning Commission refused to amend the Ldn 68 contour designation
and deleted the existing requirements for disclosures and easements,
It is believed the Port of Portland will appeal these decisions by the
Planning Commission.

b) The plan proposed to eliminate all noise sensitive uses within the Ldn
7% contour. Only the Lemon Island houseboal moorage is within this
contour. This moorage contains approximately 59 houseboats and 125
residents. The Port of Portland, as the owner of this mcorage, has
developed a relocation plan that would move the houseboats to a new
location that is near the Ldn 60 contour. The moorage residents have
agreed to the relocation plan and it iz expected that this item will
be completed and houseboats moved by the end of 1985.




EQC Agenda Item No. G
April 19, 1985
Page 5

a) The plan propeses to provide noise insulation to the homes (approxi-
mately 230) located within the Ldn 70 contour. The Port of Portland
hopes this project will be funded with federal airport noise abatement
monies., " In order to be eligible for these funds the noise abatement
program must be approved by the Federal Aviation Administration. It
is believed the program will be approved by July 1985, and thus, noise
insulation funds will be approved by the first quarter of 1986.

d) 4 tax relief program to encourage noise insulation between the Ldn 65
to 70 contours is being pursued through the Oregon Legislature. House
Bill 2588, which is being considered by the 1985 Regular Session,
would provide tax credits for noise insulation to approximately 925
homeowners located near this airport.

e) House Bill 2587 would require a disclosure of noise impacts to a
prospective purchaser, lessee or renter within the Ldn 65 noise zones
established by local zoning ordinances.

f)  House Bill 2586 would require noise insulation in new construction
located within noise zones near airports as established by local
political subdivisions.

PROGRAM IMPACTS

The PDX noise abatement program has significantly reduced the number of
people exposed to excessive aireraft noise, In the baseline year of 1982,
it was calculated that 177,700 people were exposed to aircraft noise
exceeding the Commission's ceriteria of Ldn 55 decibels. The plan hoped to
reduce this exposure to 108,700 during the first year, or a 39 percent
reduction. In the Port's June 1984 review of the abatement plan it found
that 94,000 people were within the Ldn 55 contour, or a 47 percent
reduction. The Port's analysis of its 1985 annual report (now being
drafted) shows 90,400 people within the Ldn 55 contour, or a 49 percent
reduction from the baseline. It should be noted that this reduction may
not remain as the number of aircraft operations are somewhat less than
projected. For example, the plan assumed 78,560 air carrier operations
would occur in 1983, while the actual number was 73,909, or a 6 percent
shortfall. If the airline econcmy improves, these operations may increase,
and thus, cause hoise impacts similar to those projected.

PROGRAM AMENDMENTS

Several elements of the PDX noise abatement plan have not been accomplished
within the schedule developed when the plan was approved by the Commision
in August 1983. Following are those elements not yet implemented and a
proposed effective date:

a) The visual river approach for aircraft landing to the west on the main
runways (28R/28L) should be implemented by October 31, 1985. Although
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b)

c)

d)

e)

thiz procedure will only be used when weather conditions allow,
significant reductions of noise impacts should result in the Gresham
and Wood Village areas.

The noise overlay zohe within the City of Portland needs to be amended
to conform with the plan., Although the Port of Portland cannot be
held responsible for actions taken by the City, they are required
under the plan to pursue the necessary amendments. We have been
advised by the Port of Portland that they will make %the necessary
appeals of the recent decision by the Portland Planning Commission to
not update the noise overlay Zzoning ordinance. Because of the lengthy
appeal process, it is difficult to establish a schedule for completion
of this element of the plan.

The elimination of noise sensitive uses within the Ldn 75 contour is
the relocation of the Lemon Island houseboat moorage. It 1s believed
this project will be completed by January 1986.

The Port of Portland's project to provide noise insulation to the
approximately 230 existing homes within the Ldn T0 contour is
dependent upon approval of a federal grant that would provide 90
percent of the funding. It is estimated this grant is likely to be
awarded prior to April 1986.

The 1985 Oregon Legislative Assembly is considering three bills,
HB2586 , HB2587 and HB2588, that would respectively require noise
insulation for new construction within impact zones, provide noise
disclosures to purchasers, and provide noise insulation tax credits,

These proposed laws will be considered during the 1985 session, and if
approved, will be effective in late-1985.

Summation

The following facts and conclusions are offered:

1I

The Port of Portland has been implementing a noise abatement program
for Portland International Airport in accordance with a plan approved
by the Commission on August 19, 1983.

Not all elements of the plan have been fully implemented, and thus,
the plan must be amended to incorporate a new scheduls.

The effectiveness of the portion of the plan now implemented is
reflected by the estimated U9 percent reduction of people exposed to
excessive aireraft noise,

The Commissiocon's approved plan should be amended to incorporate a new
schedule for plan elements that were not completed within the schedule
approved in 1983.
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5.

As new elements are developed and proposed to be included in the
abatement plan, the Commission should review and, as necessary, amend
the plan to reflect these elements.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission approve
the amended implementation schedule dates for the following elements
of the Portland International Airport Noise Abatement Program:

Visual River Approach to Runway 28R and 28L shall be implemented by
October 31, 1985,

The revisions to the Portland Noise Overlay Zone ordinance shall be
pursued by the Port of Portland.

The Lemon Island houseboat moorage shall be relocated by Januvary 31,
1986.

The noise insulation program for homes within the Ldn 70 decibel
contour shall be initiated by April 30, 1986 subject to federal grant
approval.

The proposed legislation required in the plan shall be pursued by the
Port of Portland with the 1985 Assembly.

Fred Hansen

John Hector:n
229-5989
March 26, 1985

AS1294




STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO

TO: Fred Hansen DATE: april 16, 1985

FROM: John Hector €¢ih///

SUBJECT:  regtimony from Roger Parsons on Agenda Item G

Roger Parscns' letter to the EQC, dated April 11, 1985, is primarily concerned with
the implementation schedule for the "River Visual Approach" procedure in the Portland
International Ailrport noise abatement plan. When the EQC approved the plan on August
12, 1983, this procedure was scheduled to be implemented by mid-1984, The schedule
has now slipped to a proposed October, 1985 date. Parsons wants the airport to use
an interim procedure until the final procedure is in place.

The River Visual Approach procedure is designed to reduce noise for residents of East
Multnomah County. When the airport is operating under west flow conditions (landing
and takeoff toward the west), landing aircraft normally make a straight-in approach
from a point located between Gresham and Wood Village. This is also the normal instru-
ment approach path used in adverse weather conditions. The River Visual procedure
requires aircraft to initiate landing from a point over Reed Island in the Columbia
River north of Corbett. From this point (which is about 10 nautical miles from the

7 ‘rport) aircraft follow the river to about three to four miles from the airport, at
~aich time the aircraft is placed on thé runway alignment for landing on either the
right (28R) or left (28L) runway. WNaturally, this procedure may only be used when
weather conditions allow. In addition, the FAA wishes to have the flexibility to
discontinue the procedure when high volume of traffic would cause delays and congestion
using the River Visual procedure.

The Port has proposed the October, 1985 schedule, instead of an earlier date, for two
primary reasons. First, they believe they need to build a consensus with pilots and
airlines to use this procedure. As the pilot has the option to request an Yinstrument
approach” using the normal straight-in procedure;, without their understanding and co-
operation, the procedure would not be used. The second issue is the need to have a
"published” procedure instead of verbal instructions from the tower. Based on the
experience gained last summer when a modified approach was used during reconstruction
of the north runway (28R), FAA believes the published procedure is needed,

The October, 1985 schedule is primarily. geared to the timeframe needed to have the
River Visual Approach reviewed, appreoved, and published by FAA.

JH:d7j

cc: Tom Bisphmné;ﬂf“fwff/

ai.-125.1397
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Dear Sirs: WHHCE oF e B}ﬁﬁﬁm@%

I am 1n recent receipt of a copy of your Director's Memorandum to you concerning the
Status Report and Proposed Amendments to the Portland Internaticnal Airport Noise
Abatement Program. By way of introduction, I am currently a member cf the Port's
Nolse Advisory Committee representing ocuter Bast Multnomah County, and have been in-
volved with the Planning Advisory Committee and the noise abatement plan since its
inception.

Let me apologize in advance for not personally attending your meeting in Salem on
April 19th, but my current plans call for me tc be out of town on that date, 1In lieu
of my attendance, please use this letter as my input concerning the Port's reguest
for revision of implementation dates for the Visual River Approach.

As was pointed out in your Director's Memo, it was in August 1983 that your Commission
approved a noise abatement program at PDX. That's right, over 1% vears ago and one of
the key elements to the approved plan has not been implemented, the Visual River Ap-
proach to runways 28! Please refer to the enclosed recent correspondence between my-
self and the Port's Director of Aviation, Bill Supak, concerning my £frustrations that
no interim or permanent implementation. of this procedure has taken place. I pointed
out to Mr. Supak the growing disgenchantment that residents in outer East Multnomah
County are experiencing with the plan that informed them via the media 1} vears ago
that aircraft would be flying cover the river on departure and arrival and thus re-
ducing noise levels in the densely populated corridor east of the airport stretching
cut to Gresham.

The Port's regquest for implementation of the River Visual Approach delayed to the end
of Cctober 1985 has some real problems attached o it. Let me elaborate: 1) Loss of
credibility by East Multnomah County residents in the plan that was approved over 1%
years agoe, 2) No interim River Visual Approach this summer when PDX has the weather
regquired for Visual Approaches and has a predominant West wind, dictating landings to
the West causing increased noise levels for residents east of the airport and 3) An
implementation date, basically in Winter 1985, when predominant East winds and c¢loudy
weather prevent visual approaches to the west anyway.

As I stated to Mr. Supak in my letter to him, I agree wholeheartedly that a published
River Visual Approach using the Hood VOR/DME at PDX for pilot guidance and assistance
is the desirable permanent implementation aid for this procedure. However, to com-
pletely disregard an interim implementation is absurd. The claim that there must be

a published procedure to implement this apprcach is fallacious. In fact, the current
procedure your Directer alludes to in his Memo whereby aircraft departing to the East
intercept the 085° radial and fly over the Columbia River to llnm before proceeding to
their destinations is, in fact, not published at this time, but given to the pilots

as a verbal instruction when they receive their air traffic control clearances. Also,
let me reiterate that when the North runway was closed for several months last year




for repair work, west arrivals were in fact instructed to fly a modified River Visual
Approach when weather permitted by "Crossing over the Troutdale Airport at a speci-
fied altitude and following the River as long as practical when landing on runway 28
at Portland." Not a difficult nor cumbersome interim procedure with a significant
noise abatement benefit.

Finally, Mr. Supak's letter to me suggests that the FAA, Air Transport Association and
Airlines are the ones working with the Port con this and requesting relief on this pro-
cedure until published. Please remember that the yearlong study process was made up
of a Planning Advisory Committee that included representatives from all the above
named organizations and Coffman and Associates (the consultants) included a River
Visual Approach in the approved plan. This approach procedure was not dependent on

a VOR/DME being installed, only improved as a result of having said navigation aid.

Yes, the October 1985 River Visual Approach permanent published procedure implementa-

tion is reasonable, but only if an interim procedure ig implemented immediately. Resi-
dents of East Multnomah County have waited long enough for their promised noise relief.

Sincerely,

Jio

Roger 5. Parsons

Member, Noise Abatement Advisory Committee

Outer East Multnomah County

Enc: 2
CC: John Hector
Bill 3supak




February 28, 1985

Mr. William Supak
Director of Aviation
Port of Portland

Box 3529

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Bill:

T am in recent receipt of correspondence from you concerning
ATA's attempt to severly restrict the ability of local Port
authorities to regulate their own airports through FAA channels.
1 agree that this would all but negate the work the Port of
Portland has done toward reducing aircraft noise impact at PDX
through the 1983 Noise Abatement Plan and make enforcement of
gaid plan impossible.. You and the Oregon DEQ should be applaud-
ed for your strong resistance to ATA's petiticn.

I must take exception to paragraph three of your Januvary 22,
1985 letter to-the TAA. ~Conceraning-your-commeunt-that "The
plan was a major success in several respects:...", was some-
what misleading since the plan cculd he a major success, but
at this point a glaring omission to the plans noise abatement
procedures exists, namely the Implementation of a Visual
River Approach. With the weather improving to accommodate
visual approaches and the surface winds beginning to predom=-
inate cut of the West, dictating runway 28 operations, I have
already begun to receive phone calls from neighbors asking
why aircraft are flying overhead and nct over the river on

approach as was promised in the plan.

Remember Bill, just as you stated, "In June, 1983, the Port
completed a Noise Abatement Plan for PDX". That's approaching
two years ago and we still do not have a Visual River Approach
in place and all of outer East Multnmomah County is suffering
as a result. While I realize that the VOR/DME has only been
operational for two months and it takes an inordinate amount
of red tape to publish any FAA approved approach procedure,

an interim Visual River Approach program can and should be
implemented immediately. A program similiar tec that used when
the north parallel runway was closed last year and aircraft
were routed over the river for for west flow visual arrivals
is appropriate until the Visual River Approach 1s approved and
published.




Page 2

As for the F-4 side-step maneuver being shelved in lieu of
the-Visual River Approach, fine, but we don't have that
approach in place vet. In the interim, at a minimum, the
Port and the OANG should have a letter of agreement in
place whereby F-4 pilots would preference visual or Instru-
ment approaches to the north runway (28R) with a side-step
approximately 3-~4 miles out to runway 28L, in lieu of an
extended, noise sensitive overfly straight in approach to the
South runway. These aircraft are by far the nosiest flying
out of Portland and should be a top priority for interim
noise abatement procedures.

"Let me close by stating that I am most apprehensive about
the FAA's desire to be able to exempt some aircraft from
executing the Visual River Approach when arriving from the
South during high traffic volume pericds. Their claim of
single runway operations 1s a little hit misleading. Re-
member during marginal weather conditions the airport is

in fact limited teo a single runway (ILS) arrival condition
and the FAA is able to handle this. When good weather
permits Visual River Approaches, an yes, more aircraft (spe-
cifically general aviation) would be flying, that increased
volume 1is still able be be effectively sequenced due to

the ability to break off arriving turbojet aircraft to
either runway approximately 3-4 miles out while at the same
time not being restricted to Visual River Approaches for
most general aviation aircraft. By permitting judgemental
exceptions to the Visual River Approach you open the potential
for abuse o0of the noise abatement plan and invalidate so
much of the positive results attained in reducing single
event noise occurences over East County neighborhoods.

I urge you to act on the Visual River Approach procedure,
both interim and permanent plans, or you will risk losing
the credibility in the plan you have built with Outer

East County ueighborhoods over the past two years.

Sincerely,

(s £ f

Roger 5. Parsons
Highwood Homeowners
Member, NAAC

CC: John Newell
John Hector




Port of Portland

Box 3529 Porttand, Oregon 97208
503/231-5000
TWX; 910-464-6151

March 15, 1985

Mr. Roger 5. Parsons

Highwood Homeowners Asscciation
16405 N.EB. Fargo Court

Portland OR 97230

Dear Roger:

We are currently working with the FAA, ATA and the airlines to develop
the "River Visual Approach® procedure. We have made a special point
to include airline pilots in this process because it's not going to be
a popular procedure to fly. We hope that by getting their direct
involvement, we can overcome objections to the added distance and
complexity of this procedure versus what they now fly. Hopefully, we
will get their (pllots) willing support, rather than looking for ways
to beal the system.

To date, I think we have that cooperative support; however, we have
had a great deal of confusion and a good deal of pilot opposition to
flying procedures and using navigational alds that are not charted.
Because of this confusion and opposition, the FAA and the Ailr
Transport Association have reduested that we plan implementation in
conjunction with publication of the procedure. With due consideration
to your concerns, I agree that it's in the best interest of the Plan
to wait for publication.

I can appreciate your frustration with the timing and process required
in this case. While I cannot agree with your recommendation for early
adoption of an interim procedure, I can push to expedite the procedure
development and publication process. Additionally, I will direct
staff to explore the possiblility of building an interim procedure for
the F-4s to mitigate their impact upon East Multnomah County.

Thank you for taking the time to state your concerns regarding the
impact of the Noise Abatement Plan on outer East Multnomah County.

Sincerely,

Bill supak )
Director of Aviation

006 2N

ce:  John Hector

Port of Portland offices located in Portiand, Oregen, US.A., Bolse, Idaho, Chicago, liinois, New York, N.Y.,
Washington, D.C., Hong Kong, Manila, Secul, Singapore, Sycdney, Taipei, Tokyo, Henley-onThames, England




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

DEQ-48

VIGTOR ATIYEN 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. H, April 192, 1985, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Amendments to the Vehicle Inspection
Program Operating Rules {(OAR 340-24-300 through 24-350)

Background and Problem Statement

The Environmental Quality Commission, at its meeting of December 14, 1984,
authorized public hearings on proposed rule amendments for the Vehicle
Inspection Program. Rule amendments, included as Attachment A, are
proposed for the following areas:

1. The modification of a special test procedure, currently limited to
1981 through 1983 model year Ford vehicles (OAR 340-24-310} to include
newer model vear Ford cars and 1984 through 1986 Honda Preludes.

2, The adoption of a provision for providing alternative criteria when
factory pollution control equipment or acceptable alternatives are
unavailable due to discontinuation of parts inventory (OAR 340~24-310)

3. The modification of the analyzer calibration procedure for licensed
gself-inspecting fleets (OAR 340-24-350}.

4. The inclusion of a limitation that vehicle noise inspection be limited
to those vehicles located within Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington
Counties (OAR 340-24-310).

In addition to these modifications, public comment was also requested on
the appropriateness of emission testing heavy duty diesel vehicles and
motorcycles. The public hearing was held February 19, 1985, Two hearings
were held; one in the morning and the other in the evening. The hearing
officer's report is included as Attachment B, Statement of Need for
Rulemaking is included as Attachment C.
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Alternatives and Evaluations

OAR 340-24-310, Vehicle Inspection Tegt Method This section includes the
proposed modifications of the rules governing the inspection test method
and a limitation of geographic scope of the noise inspections. It was
proposed to extend the key-off/restart procedure for Ford Motor Company
cars through the 1985 model vear. No comments were received on this
particular provision, and staff is not proposing any additional
modifications. :

In the request for hearing authorization, staff discussed a request by
Chrysler Corporation for a change in the testing procedure. It was the
staff's recommendation that the Chrysler request not be honored.

Attachment D is the service bulletin from Chrysler announcing the
availability of the exchange module. The new computer module keeps the car
in ¢losed loop when placed in park or neutral. Attachment E is a letter
from the California Bureau of Automotive Repair indicating that California
will not heonor the Chrysler request for a special test procedure.

Attachment F is a letter from American Honda Motor Company, Inc. American
Honda, by this letter and at the public hearing, requested a change in the
test procedure for its 1984 through 1986 Honda Prelude autcmobiles. The
reason cited is that an air pump cutoff switch on this particular car
deactivates, or dumps, the air pump's secondary air for catalyst operation
after three minutes of operation below 15 mph. Without this secondary air
the exhaust emissions, as measured by the state's idle test, may exceed
standards or cutpoints. The air pump does not switch back on until a front
wheel speed of 15 miles per hour is exceeded. The reported purpose of
incorporating this design feature was to prevent catalyst overheating.

During the public hearing, Mr. Brian Gill of American Honda made a formal
request that a key off/restart test procedure, similar in nature to that
already in use for Ford vehicles, be used for Honda Preludes, Mr. Gill
indicated that Honda was not preparing an in-field repair and that Honda
~intended to petition the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for a
special test procedure. During the hearing Mr. Gill indicated that Honda
would not deny their customers warranty claims under Section 207(b), but
normally there are not any specific mechanical repairs that could be made
to correct this condition.

There was a divisgion of opinion among the staff as to the appropriateness
of granting Honda's request. The reasons for not accepting the Honda
request are as follows:

1. It would appear that by design Honda's incorporation of this air
pump bypass was finalized after the federal government had approved
the various short tests. The incorporation of this feature appears to
be a design oversight at best, or an emission control defeat device.
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2. The federal provision for a special test procedure for Ford vehicles
does not apply to all vehicles. This was made very evident during the
adoption of the special procedure by EPA. One reason cited is that
the provision could penalize some vehicle manufacturers.

3. Since this provision would be more selective than the Ford provision,
the inspection gtaff could find it more difficult to differentiate
between vehicles which might need this modified procedure.

4, The integrity of the test is eroded. An additional variance from the
set procedure could tend to encourage more manufacturers to request
variances from the established test.

5. The public could begin to question the fair and equitable treatment if
there were so many different procedures for so many different
vehicles.

6. With the 3 minute idle (i.e., operation below 15 mph) and the 15 mph
reset design feature, it would appear highly probable that during
periods of congested traffic, the vehicles in question could actually

-be emitting far above the design levels of exhaust emissions.

7. Several other states, including California, have rejected Honda's
request. A copy of California'’s letter to that effect ig attached as
Attachment G.

The reason to accept Honda's request for a special test procedure is to
insure that we do not cause unnecessary hardship on those vehicle owners
who own these cars. A wvehicle which fails the test may be taken to a
dealer. The dealer might simply tell the owner to turn the key off and
restart the car prior to the emissions test., This process serves little
purpose. Corrective repair is not made and no air pollution benefit is
achieved., If the vehicle still falls after the restart, however, there is
no doubt, but that the vehicle has high emissions and has been identified
for repalr. PFor thisg reason it is the Department's recommendation that
Honda's request for a key off/restart, as detailed in the proposed rule
chandge of OAR 340-24-310 (12) be approved.

The final inspection test method modification contains a wording change for
paragraph 14 concerning vehicle noise inspection. The wording change is
proposed to clearly identify that only those vehicles licensed within the
testing area incorporated in the tri-county area are subject to the wvehicle
noise inspection requirements. This change ig being proposed to clearly
reflect that vehicular noise inspection is the result of a citizen petition
within the tri-county area. The result of adopting thig proposed amendment
would be to limit noise testing to the greater Portland area in the event
the emission inspection program would be required elsewhere.
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OAR 340~-24-320 and 325, Light and Heavy Duty Motor Vehicle Emission Test
Criteria Staff had proposed modifications to paragraph 3(c) in both
sections, 24-320 and 325. These changes would provide for limited
alternative criteria when factory pollution control eguipment or acceptable
alternatives are unavailable due to discontinuation of parts inventory.
Comment was received on this proposal from a Mr. Jim Houser, representing
the Portland unit of the Automotive Service Council. It was that group's
concensus that the suggested provision not be adopted because it would
appear that the Department would be letting the vehicle manufacturers "off-
the-hook,"

It is the staff's position that this proposed change will not encourage
poor supply of emission control parts. In a survey completed last year,
the auto manufacturers and people in the automotive service industry
indicated that parts supply was not a serious problem. -The staff is
proposing that alternative criteria can be applied in those few instances
where pollution control equipment is no longer available because of being
dropped from the manufacturer's parts inventory and comparable replacements
cannot be provided. 1In such instances, the customer would need to apply to
the Department for such relief, and the Department would be required to
verify the nonavailability of the original part, replacement part, or an
alternative solution.

The Department received a letter from the Specialty Equipment Market
Asgsociation (SEMA) reguesting a rule revision. In this letter, Mr. Burch
of SEMA regquested that the Department modify the rule to make the
interpretation in Section 24-320 more liberal. This section contains the
guidelines for evaluating aftermarket parts. The SEMA proposed wording
would allow the use of any part which the part manufacturer considered
appropriate for "street use." This could include those parts which have an
adverse effect on emission control. Mr. Burch in his letter attached a
copy of correspondence from the California Bureau of Automotive Repair
{BAR)., That letter, dated May 23, 1984, was intended to indicate
California's acceptance of this position on aftermarket parts.

To determine that the referenced letter represented California policy, the
staff contacted both the California Air Resources Board and the Bureau of
Automotive Repair. Included ag Attachment H is an excerpt from the
California Bureau of Auto Repair I/M manual dated October 1984, It
describes the aftermarket parts policy and emphasizes the relationship
between the California Air Resources Board's product evaluation program,
and those parts' proper use and application in automobiles. Attachment I
contains two letters, dated in December 1984, between BAR and SEMA counsel,
which appear to clarify the original BAR positions taken in the letter
submitted to the hearing record.
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Based upon the information submitted at the hearing, documentation in
Attachments H and I, and other staff discussions with Mr. Burch, it is the
staff's opinion that the inclusion of the SEMA proposed wording is neither
necessary nor warranted, In the staff's opinion paragraph (4) (a) contains
sufficient safequards regarding replacement parts to cover SEMA interests.
Changing paragraph (4) (b) would allow adverse emission effects from add-on
equipment. This particular section of the rule was discussed in a
previous report to the Commission. The report of June 20, 1980 is included
as Attachment J. That discussion centered on aftermarket turbochargers.
There is an extensive certification program for turbo chargerz in which
SEMA members are participating. Replacement parts, on the other hand are
generally not prohibited under the Inspection Program's operating rules.
For example, exhaust headers and intake manifolds are generally considered
to be replacement parts, rather than aftermarket parts,

OAR 340-24-350, Analyzer Calibration by Fleets No comments on thig section
of the rule proposal was received. There are no other changes proposed.

Informational subject of the public hearings. Comments on the
appropriateness of including heavy duty diesels and motorcycles into the
emission inspection program were requested. Comments were received on both
subjects.

Heavy duty diesel vehicles. Richard Brandman of METRO discussed the
DEQ/METRO Diesel Particulate Study Group. This group's finding was
previously reported to the Commission at its November 2, 1984 meeting. The
METRO study recommended that the Department initiate a study to determine
if heavy duty diesel vehicle emission testing is cost-effective; and that
if such is the case, the Department should then initiate heavy duty diesel
emission inspection.

Two recent studies by the New York City Department of Environmental
Protection have been reviewed. The August 1983 study was on diesel buses,
and the September 1984 report was a status update on their Diesel Taxi
Study. 1In the 1983 study, they concluded that I/M for diesel buses did not
appear cost effective; but that because of timing, the new generation of
diesel buses were not included. Only buses operated by the City were
evaluated. 7In New York there is also a large group of buses which are
privately operated. The final New York City recommendation was to continue
the evaluation on the new style buses and those operated privately in order
to determine the effectiveness, No update on that study has been received.

In the study of diesel taxis, they concluded that diesel taxis should bhe
included in their triannual emission inspection gystem. They noted
correlation difficulties between simple opacity measurements and
particulate measurements taken during FTP's (Federal Emigsion Test
Procedure). They found that the high rate of errors of omission and
commission make opacity a poor indication of masg particulate emission
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rates. They found, however, that if they could identify vehicles with high
hyvdrocarbons or carbon monoxide emission rates, they would also be
identifying those vehicles which would fail a particulate emission test.

The State of New Jersey has had an ongoing diesel bus ingpection program.
In a recent environmental impact statement, Mew Jersey concluded that it
was not possible to guantitatively estimate the particulate emission
control benefit from the inspection of diesel buses. HNevertheless, it was
their conclusion that the inclusion of diesel buses in the inspection
Process contributes to the environmental good.

Particualte emissions on heavy duty diesel vehicles can also be related to
the level of sulfur in the diesel fuel. It would appear that consideration
to reducing the sulfur content of diesel fuel might be a desirable avenue
aimed at reducing areawide particulate emissions. This type of control
strategy has been recently adopted in the Los Angeles area where fuel
sulfur has been limited to Q.05 percent.

It is the the staff's opinion that heavy duty diesel vehicle inspection/
maintenance may be an appropriate control strategy for particulate control.
It is proposed that the staff study and report on the alternatives of heavy
duty diesel vehicle inspection/maintenance. It is also proposed that the
staff explore what benefits might be accrued if a switch to low sulfur
diesel fuel were possible. The study would coincide with the recently
proposed noise ingpection study for heavy duty vehicles. 8Such a report
would be available for the Commission by Mav 1986.

Motorcycles Comments regarding the emission testing of motorcycles were
received from both American Honda and Harley-Davidson. Both motorcycle
manufacturers indicated that there was no short emission test that
correlates with the original federal certification testing procedure.
Harley-Davidson noted that they have attempted to develop a short cycle
emissions measurement technique to identify vehicles with faulty engines,
but were unsuccessful.

The staff has just received a letter from the Motorcycle Industry Council
(MIC). The letter, Attachment K, responds to several Department gquestions
about motorcycle emission characteristics. Two of the responses bear on
the issue of in-use motorcycle emission testing. MIC states that there is
very little published data on in-use motorcycle emissions to draw upon, and
that idle emission standards to identify "gross emitters" would have to be
established by locally generated test data.

The staff intends to conduct a pilot project on short cycle emission
measurements for motorcycles. These tests will be made in conjunction with
the noise ingpections to gstart July l. This project will provide valuable
data establishing a short cycle emissions baseline for in-use motorcycles.
The Department should be able to report back to the Commission to May 1986.
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Summation

1.

2.

A public hearing on proposed rule modifications was held February 19,
1985.

Public comment was received in the following areas: test procedure,
test criteria, heavy duty diesel vehicles, and motorcycles., Based on
the input from the people responding, there was support for the
Department's proposals.

American Honda Motor Company Inc. requested a change in the test
procedures for their 1984 through 1986 Honda Preludes, It is the
Department's recommendation that Honda's request for a change in
procedures be approved. It is further recommended that the Commission
direct the Department to communicate with EPA in the strongest terms,
urging that EPA not grant further execptions to the approved short
cycle tests, especially to those manufacturers who petition EPA after
their cars are already in the hands of the owners.,

The Department will conduct pilot studies on diesel and motorcycle
emigsion testing,

It is recommended that noise testing be limited to the inspection of
vehicles in the Portland metropolitan area.

SEMA made a request for a wording change regarding the aftermarket
parts policy described in OAR 340-24-320(4)(b). It is the staff's
recommendation that the wording change is unnecessary, based on the
reasons outlined in the report.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the proposed rule
modifications, as shown in Attachment A, be adopted. The effective date of
these rule changes would be April 29, 1985.

- -,UL&QJ

Fred Hansen
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Attachments A.

B.
c.
D.
E.

Jl
K.

No. H

Proposed Rule Modification: OAR 340-24-310, 340-24-320,
340-24-325 and 340-24-350.

Report of February 19, 1985 Public Hearing

Statement of Need for Rulemaking

Chrysler Corp. Technical Service Bulletin Wo. 25-01-85
John Wallauch (California BAR) to Phil Lorang (EPA),
December 31, 1984.

Brian Gill {American Honda) to Ron Householder (DEQ),
December 4, 1984,

John Wallauch (California BAR) to Brian Gill (American
Honda}, January 11, 1985,

California Smog Check Inspection and Repair Manual, October
1984 Excerpts.

John Grow (California BAR) to John Dean (SEMA),

December 27, 1984. John Dean (SEMA) to John Grow
(California BAR), becember 14, 1984.

EQC Agenda Item O, June 20, 1980 EQC Meeting.

Paul Golde (MIC) to William Jasper (DEQ)

William P. Jasper:s

229-5081
March 21, 1985
VS1223

|
|
|
f



ATTACHMENT A
Agenda Item No. B
4719785, EQC Meeting

Light Duty Motor Vehicle Emission Control Test Method

340-24-319 (1) The vehicle emission inspector is to insure
that the gas analytical system is properly calibrated prior to
initiating a vehicle test.

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

(3) Vehicles having coolant, 0il, or fuel leaks or any other
such defect that is unsafe to allow the emission test to be
conducted shall be rejected from the testing area. The emission
test shall not be conducted until the defects are eliminated.

(4) The vehicle transmission is to be placed in neutral
gear or park position with the hand or parking hrake engaged.

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

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

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

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

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

(9} Except for diesel vehicles, the engine is to be
accelerated with no external loading applied, to a 2speed of
between 2,200 RPM and 2,700 RPM, The engine speed is teo be
maintained at a steady speed within this speed range for a
10 to 15 second period and then returned to an idle speed
condition., In the case of a diesel vehicle, the engine is to be
accelerated to an above idle speed. The engine speed is to be
maintained at a steady above idle speed for a 10 to 15 second
period and then returned to an idle speed condition. The values
measured by the gas analytical system at the raised rpm speed
shall be recorded.
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(10) The steady state levels of the gases measured at idle
speed by the gas analytical system shall be recorded. Except
for diesel vehicles, the idle speed at which the gas measurements
were made shall also be recorded.

(11) If the vehicle is equipped with a multiple exhaust
system, then steps (7) through (10) are to be repeated on the
other exhaust outlet(s). The readings from the exhaust outlet,
or the average reading from the exhaust outlets are to be
compared to the standards of rule 340-24-330.

{12) 1If the vehicle does not comply with the standards
specified in rule 340-24-330, and it is a 1981 [through 1983] or
newer Ford Motor Company vehicle, or if its a 1984 through 1986
Honda Prelude; the vehicle shall have the ignition turned off, be
restarted, and have steps (8) through (11) repeated.

(13) If the vehiecle is capable of being operated with both
gasoline and gaseous fuels, then steps (7) through (10) are to
be repeated so that emission test results are obtained for both
fuels.

(L4) If it is judged that the vehicle may be emitting
propulsion exhaust noise in excess of the noise standards of rule
340-24-337, adopted pursuant to ORS 467.030, then a noise
measurement is to be conducted and recorded while the engine is
at the speed specified in Section (9) of this rule. A reading
from each exhaust outlet shall be recorded at the raised engine

speed. This provision for noise inspection shall apply only

an shin n C

(15) If it is determined that the vehicle complies with the
criteria of rule 340-24-320 and the standards of rule 340-24-330
and 340-24-337, then, following receipt of the required fees,t he
vehicle emission inspector shall issue the required certificates
of compliance and inspection.

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

(17) No certificate of compliance or inspection shall be
issued unless the vehicle complies with all regquirements of these
rules and those applicable provisions of ORS 468.360 to 468.405,
481,190 to 481.200, 483.800 to 483.825 and U467.030.

NOTE: Paragraphs 14, 15, and 17 contain wording adopted at the

November 2, 1984 EQC meeting to be effective April 1,
1985,
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Light Duty Motor Vehicle Emission Control Test Criteria

340=-24~320 (1) No vehicle emission control test shall be
considered vaiid if the vehicle exhaust system leaks in such
a manner as to dilute the exhaust gas being sampled by the gas
analytical system, For the purpose of emission control tests
conducted at state facilities, except for diesel vehicles, tests
will not be considered valid if the exhaust gas is diluted to
such an extent that the sum of the carbon monoxide and carbon
dioxide concentrations recorded for the idle speed reading from
an exhaust outlet is 8 percent or less, and on 1975 and newer
vehicles with air injection systems 7 percent or less.

(2) No vehicle emission control test shall be considered
valid if the engine idle speed either exceeds the manufacturer's
idle speed specifications by over 200 RPM on 1968 and newer model
vehicles, or exceeds 1,250 RPM for any pre-1968 model vehicle.

{3) (a) No vehicle emission control test for a 1970 through
1974 model year vehicle shall be considered valid if any of the
following elements of the original factory installed pollution
control systems have been disconnected, plugged, or otherwise
made inoperative in violation of ORS 483.825(1), except as noted
in section (5) or as provided by 40 CFR 85, 1701-1709.

(A) Positive crankcase ventilation (PCV) system.

(B) 4ir injector reactor (AIR) systenm.

(C) Evaporative control system.

(b) No vehicle emission control test for a 1975 or newer
model vehicle shall be considered valid if any element of the
following factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control
systems have been disconnected, plugged, or otherwise made
inoperative in violation of ORS 483.825(1l), except as noted in
section (5) or as provided for by 40 CFR 85.1701-1709. Motor
vehicle pollution control systems include, but are not
necessarily limited to:

(4) Positive crankcase ventilation (PCV) system.

(B) Exhaust modifier system:

(i) Air injection reactor system;

(ii) Thermal reactor system;

(iii) Catalytic converter systenm;
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(c) Exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) systems;
(D) Evaporative control system;

(E) Spark timing system:

(1) Vacuum advance systenm;

{ii} Vacuum retard systen,

(F) Special emission control devices, Examples:
(i) Orifice spark advance control {0SAC);
(ii) Speed control switeh (SCS).

(iii) Thermostatic air cleaner (TAC).

(iv) Transmission controlled spark (TCS).

(v) Throttle solenoid control (TSC),

{vi) Fuel filler inlet restrictors.

{vii) Oxygen Sensor

(ix) Emission Control Computer

n 0 ern i
and (b n n e e
c o t o a able arn S b
_ g ed e 8] e bili f
original part, replacement part, or comparable alternative

solution,

(4) No vehicle emission contrel test for a 1975 or newer
model vehicle shall be considered valid if any element of the
factory-installed motor vehicle pollution contrel system has been
modified or altered in such a manner so as to decrease its
efficiency or effectiveness in the control of air pollution in
violation of ORS 483.825(2), except as noted in section (5). For
the purposes of this section, the following apply:

(a) The use of a non-~original equipment aftermarket part
(including a rebuilt part) as a replacement part is not
considered to be a violation of ORS 483.825(2), if a reasonable
basis exists for knowing that such use will not adversely effect
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emission control efficiency. The Department will maintain a
listing of those parts which have been determined to adversely
affect emission control efficiency.

(b) The use of a non-original equipment aftermarket part
or system as an add-on, auxiliary, augmenting, or secondary part
or system, is not considered to be a violation of ORS 483.825(2),
if such a part or system is listed on the exemption list of
"Modifications to Motor Vehicle Emission Control System Permitted
Under California Vehicle Code Section 27156 granted by the 4ir
Resources Board," or is on the list maintained by the U, S.
Environmental Protection Agency of "Certified to EPA Standards,"
or has been determined after review of testing data by the
Department that there is no decrease in the efficiency or
effectiveness in the control of air pollution.

(¢c) Adjustments or alterations of a particular part or
system parameter, if done for purposes of maintenance or repair
according to the vehicle or engine manufacturer's instructions,
are not considered violations of ORS 483.825(2),.

(5) A 1970 and newer model motor vehicle which has been
converted to operate on gaseous fuels shall not be considered
in violation of ORS 483.825(1) or (2) when elements of the
factory-installed motor vehicle air pollution control system
are disconnected for the purpose of conversion to gaseous fuel
as authorized by ORS 483.825(3).

(6) The following applies:

(a) to 1970 through 1979 model year motor vehicles.
When a motor vehicle i1s equipped with other than the original
engine and its factory installed vehicle pollution control
systems, it shall be classified by the model year and manufacture
make of the non-original engine and its factory-installed motor
vehicle pollution control systems, except that when the
nonoriginal engine is ¢older than the motor vehicle any
requirement for evaporative control system and fuel filler inlet
restrictor and catalytic convertor shall be based on the model
year of the vehicle chassis. Diesel (compression ignition)
engine powered vehicles changed to gasoline (spark ignition)
engine power shall be required to maintain that model years
equivalent or better factory pollution control system, including,
but not limited to, catalytic convertors, unleaded fuel
requirements, and computer controls.

(b) to 1980 and newer motor vehicles, These motor vehicles
shall be classified by the model year and make of the vehicle
as designated by the original chassis, engine, and its factory-
installed motor vehicle pollution control systems, or
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equivalent, This in no way prohibits the vehicle owner from
upgrading the engine and emission control system teo a more recent
model year category including a diesel (compression ignition)
power plant providing that all of the newer factory installed
pollution control system is maintained.

Heavy Duty Gasoline Motor Vehicle Emission Control Test Criteria

340-24~325 (1) No vehicle emission control test shall be
considered valid if the vehicle exhaust system leaks in such
a manner as to dilute the exhaust gas being sampled by the gas
analytical system. For the purpose of emission control tests
conducted at state facilities, tests will not be considered valid
if the exhaust gas is diluted to such an extent that the sunm
of the carbon monoxide and carbon dioxide concentrations recorded
for the idle speed reading from an exhaust outlet is 8 percent
or less,

(2) No vehicle emission control test shall be considered
valid if the engine idle speed either exceeds the manufacturer's
idle speed specifications by over 200 RPM on 1970 and newer model
vehicles, or exceeds 1000 RPM for any age model vehicle.

(3) (a)} No vehicle emission control test for a 1970 through
1974 heavy duty vehicle shall be considered valid if any of the
following elements of the factory installed motor vehicle
pollution control system has been disconnected, plugged, or
otherwise made inoperative in violation of ORS 483,825(1), except
as noted in section (5}):

(L) Positive Crankcase
(B) Evaporative Emission Systen
(C) Air Injection Systenm

{b) No vehicle emission control test for a 1975 or newer
model vehicle shall be considered valid if any element of the
following factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control
systems have been disconnected, plugged, or otherwise made
inoperative in violation of ORS 483.825(1), except as noted in
section (5):

(a) Positive crankcase ventilation;
{B) Exhaust modifier system. Examples:
(i) Air injection system
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(ii) Thermal reactor system

(iii) Catalytic convertor system.

(Cc) Exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) systems;
{D) Evaporative control system;

(E) Spark timing system. Examples:

(i) Vacuum advance syétem;

(ii) Vacuum retard systenm.

(F) Special emission control devices, Examples:
(i) Orifice spark advance control {(QSAC);
(1i) Speed control switeh (S8CS3);

(iii) Thermostatic air cleaner (TAC);

(iv) Transmission controlled spark (TCS);

(v) Throttle solenoid control (TSC);

{vi) Fuel filler inlet restrictor,

The De tme i £
a b his i e
e ne ) n e altern 1S unave b ie
y_he o] S e n b
origina ar re c t e e
soluti

(4) No vehicle emission control test conducted for a 1975
or newer model vehicle shall be considered valid if any element
of the factory-installed motor vehicle pollution control system
has been modified or altered in such a manner so as {0 decrease
its efficiency or effectiveness in the control of air pollution
in viclation of ORS 483.825(2), except as noted in section (3).
For the purposes of this section, the following apply;

(a} The use of a non-original equipment aftermarket part
(including a rebuilt part) as a replacement part is not
considered to be a violation of ORS 483.825(2), if a reasonable
basis exists for knowing that such use will not adversely effect
emission control efficiency, The Department will maintain a
listing of those parts which have been determined to adversely
affect emission control efficiency.
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(b) The use of a non-original equipment aftermarket part
or system as an add-on, auxiliary, augmenting, or secondary part
or system, is not considered to be a violation of ORS 483.825(2),
if such part or system is listed on the exemption list maintained
by the Department,

{c) Adjustments or alterations of a particular part or
system parameter, if done for purposes of maintenance or repair
according to the vehicle or engine manufacturer's instructions,
are not considered violations of ORS #483.825(2).

{5) A 1970 or newer model motor vehicle which has been
converted to operate on gaseous fuels shall not be considered in
violation of ORS 483.825(1l) or (2) when elements of the factory-
installed motor vehicle air pollution control system are
disconnected for the purpose of conversion to gaseous fuel as
authorized by ORS 483.825(3).

(6) For the purposes of these rules, a 1970 or newyer motor
vehicle with an exchange engine shall be c¢lassified by the model
year and manufacturer make of the exchange engine, except that
any requirement for evaporative control systems shall be based
upon the model year of the vehicle chassis,

GAS ANALYTICAL SYSTEM LICENSING CRITERIA
340-24-350 (1) To be licensed, an exhaust gas analyzer must:
(a) Conform substantially with either:

(A) All specifications contained in the document
"Specifications for Exhaust{ Gas Analyzer System Including Engine
Tachometers" dated July 9, 1974, prepared by the Department and
en file in the office of the Vehicle Inspection Program of the
Department,

(B) The technical specifications contained in the document
"Performance Criteria, Design Guidelines, and Accreditation
Procedures for Hydrocarbon (HC) and Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Analyzers Required in California O0fficial Motor Vehicle Pollution
Control Stations," jssued by the Bureau of California, and on
file in the office of the Vehicle Inspection Program of the
Department, Evidence that an instrument model 1is approved by the
California Bureau of Automotive Repair will suffice to show
conformance with this technical specification, or

(C) If a gas analytical system is purchased after January
1, 1982, the technical specifications contained in the document
"The California Exhaust Gas Analyzer Specification - 1979%" on
file in the office of the Vehicle Inspection Program of the
Department,
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(D) PNotwithstanding any of the above certifications, no
license shall be issued or renewed for any hattery powered
exhaust gas analytical system after December 31, 1984,

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

(c) Be span gas calibrated and leak checked withdin
A [minimum of once a month (at least every 30] 14 calendar
day[s] period prior to the test date [)] by Lthe licensed
inspector. The calibration ang ]gg check is to he performed

ing t e e ecifie r
cture o) ion nd b i k
edures are e n r n
ke n er i t f
cal;bra;i n_and leak check and the inspector's initials are to be
recorded on a form provided by the Department [the back of the

exhaust gas analyzer's license] for verlflcatlon [by the
Department] P i e g

Ce =) Com n a
gcha check ng o ec f.

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

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

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

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

(a) The unit has been altered, damaged, or modified so as
to no longer conform with the specifications of subsection (1)(a)
of this rule.

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

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

V8660 -9 - 84319




(6) No license shall be transferable.

{(7) No license shall be issued until all requirements of
section (1} of this section are fulfilled and required fees paid.
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ATTACHMENT B
Agenda Item No. H
4/19/85, EQC Meeting

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

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

SUBJECT: Report on Februwary 19, 1985 Public Hearing

Background
At the December 14, 1984 EQC meeting authorization was given to conduct a

public hearing on proposed rule amendments to the wvehicle inspection
program., Two public hearings were scheduled for February 12, 1985. One
was at 10:00 a.m. and the other at 7:00 p.m. In addition to the oral
testimony presented at the hearings, written testimony was received from
SEMA, Oregon Highway Depariment and Harley-Davidson Motor Company,

Inc. Those letters are attached to this report.

Summary of Testimony - 10:00 a.m, February 19, 1985

The following is the sumary of testimony received: Approximately 15
people were in attendance at this morning session.

John Graf, Oregon Department of Transportation. As a representative of a
licensed, self inspecting fleet, Mr. Graf, requested that, if and when
heavy duty diesel wvehicles are included in the inspection program,
congideration be given to making less stringent the inspection standards
for older wvehicles, Mr, Graf also requested that, if and when rules are
adopted, there be sufficient time to allow for orderly budgeting and
purchasing of the necessary test equipment.

Brian Gill, American Honda Motor Company, Inc. Mr. Gill addressed two
issues - motorcycle inspection and the inspection test procedure as it
applies to 1984-85 Honda Preludes. On the issue of motorcycle emission
inspection, Mr. Gill indicated that while there are federal emission
standards for new motorcycles; there is no EPA approved short test
procedure for motorcycles. Mr. Gill also indicated that the emissions
warranty provisions of 207(b) do not apply to motorcycles., He further
stated that the emission systems and the emission performance of the past
few years productions' of motorcycles have proved very effective and
durable; and that no emission deterioration has been measured in some of
their on-going performance audits. Mr. Gill indicated that American Honda
would be interested in assisting the Department to develop standards and
procedures for motorcycle emission testing.
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Environmental Quality Commission
February 19, 1985 Public Hearing
Page 2

On the subject of the Preludes, Mr. Gill referenced a letter sent to the
Department late last year. BAmerican Honda is reguesting that the same key
off/restart procedure that is being used on Ford cars be applied to the
1984 through 1986 Honda Preludes. He indicated that these subject wvehicles
had an air injection cutoff switch which activates when the car has been
idling for more than three minutes. In Honda's desgign, the switch does not
reset until the wvehicle speed exceeds 15 mph. He indicated that Honda
intends to partition EPA for a special short test procedure. He indicated
that there is no field fix available. Mr. Gill stated that to date no
other inspection program had yet honored Honda's request for a key
off/restart, and that several states with contractor operated programs had
specifically rejected their proposal citing cost impacts.

Mr. Richard Downimd, America Honda Motor Companvy, Inc. Mr. Downing
addressed the issue of emission inspection of motorcycles. Mr. Downing
stated that there was no in-use test emissions test for motorcycles that
had been approved by EPA. He stated that no work had been done
establishing a level of correlation between the federal certification tests
for motorcycles and in-use short tests. Mr. Downing indicated that the
state should do lots of testing of in-use motorcycles prior to establishing
any mandatory emissions test for motorcycles.

Donald M. Bailey, Miltnomgh County DES. Mr. Bailey indicated that if the
Department proposes inspection procedures and standards for heavy duty
diesel wehicles, that the standards not be to stringent on the older
equipment, Mr. Bailey also had concern that there be an adequate amount of
lead time, in order to budget for the necessary testing equipment.

Richard Brandman, Metropolitan Service District. Mr. Brandman discussed
the results of the diesel exhaust task force that had been a joint
DEQ/METRO project., Mr. Brandman cited statistics indicating that diesel
vehicles are and will continue to be a significant source of particulate
pollution in the Portland Metropclitan area. A major recommendation of
the task force was that the Department analyze the air quality benefits of
inspecting trucks and bhuses; and if I/M was cost effective then the
Department should revise the state implementation plan to include heavy
duty diesel inspection and maintenance,

That concluded the morning session. During the evening sesgion only one
person came to the hearing to present testimony.

7:00 p.m. February 19, 1985

Mr. Jim Houser, Hawthorne Auto Clinic, Inc. Mr. Hauser was representing
the Portland unit of the Automotive Service Council. Mr. Houser addressed
the proposed rule change that concerned alternative criteria for emission
equipnent that was no longer available from the original vehicle
manufacturer. Mr, Houser stated that while he personally felt that there
should be same allowance, it was his groups consensus that the proposal was
letting the auto manufacturers off the hook. It was stated that the
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biggest offender for not maintaining good supplies of emission equipment
for their wvehicles was General Motors. He stated that even Fiat, which no
longer markets a car in the United States, has better emission parts
availability. He further stated that when a manufacturer does not supply
parts and there is no other aftermarket source, the repair mechanic is then
put in a position of having to tamper with the vehicles emission system in
order to repair the car. Again it was stated that the auto manufacturer
should not be let off the hook.

That concluded the oral testimony receiwved.
SEMA

In a letter Robert C. Burch of the Specialty Hjuipment Mar ket Association
{SEMA} proposed a wording change to (AR 340-24-320(4) (b). SEMA suggested
the addition of the phrase "makes provisions for all reguired emission
controls and are intended for street use as opposed to racing only." Mr.
Burch enclcsed a copy of a letter from Mr. John M. Grow, of the California
Bureau of Automotive (BAR) repair, dated May 23, 1984 to indicate BAR
policy how this wording could be considered compatible to California's
inspection program.

Mr Joe Speight, of the Oregon Highway Department, briefly recommended
through the State clearing house system, that the inspection program be
kept up to date, A oopy of those comments is attached.,

John Schmidt, P.E. of Harley-Davidson Motor Coc., Inc. commented on
motorcycle testing., He cited the lack of correlation between short tests
and the federal motorcycle certification procedures, He discussed certain
technical anamalies peculiar to motorcycles and other small displacement
engines. He cited an extensive in-house testing program aimed at detecting
engines with flaws that affected emissions; and the finding that that
program did not achieve its desired purpose. Harley-Davidson concluded
that the current inspection test would not be appropriate for the
inspection of motorcycles.

The above summarizes all of the testimony receiwved. Your hearings officer
makes no recommendation in this matter.

Respectfully submi tted,

&é&éwﬂ

William P. Jasper

W.P. Jasper:n

Attachments: 1) SEMA Letter
2) Oregon State Highway Dept. Comments
3} Harley-Davidson Letter

{503) 229-5081

March 18, 1985
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Pegt, of Enviranmonial Luxtiy
Yehiels LisTaniien Bivision

February 12, 1985

Oregon Department of Environment Quality
Vehicle Inspection Program

P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 92707

Dear Sirs:

The Specialty Equipment Market Association (SEMA) is
an Association made up of over 1,600 manufacturers,
distributors, and retailers of specialty aftermarket
automotive parts, of which a considerable number will
be affected by your proposed rule relating to the use
of such parts in the inspection program.

First, SEMA would 1ike to thank the Department of
Environment Quality (D.E.Q.) for the opportunity to
comment on the proposed rule making to be heard at
the February 19, 1985 public hearing, and trust you
will give our comments serious conslderation.

There are 880 businesses selling speclalty add-on and
modified parts in the state of Oregon, of which the
majority are in, or selling into, the Portland area.

Tt is SEMA's belief that it is not the intent of the
D.E.Q. to place undue burdens on the merchants or citizens
of the control area. SEMA, therefore, respectfully
requests the D.E.Q. amend Sections 340-24-320(4)(b) and
340-24-325(4)(b) to reflect the California Bureau of
Automotive Repair (BAR) policy for aftermarket parts,
including add-on and modified parts. BAR's policy (see
eneclosed letter written by John Grow, Chief, Bureau of
Automotive Repair) accepts the use of any aftermarket
part, as long as they make provision for all required
emission controls and that the part(s) installed is
intended for street use as opposed to race only. The
intent of the California law is to ensure that the
original emission controls remain intact and functioning.
SEMA believes that a program more stringent than this is
onerous, with no measurable improvement in ambient air
quality.

SEMA's suggested language for Sections 340-24-320(4) (b)
and 340-24-325(4)(b) is as follows:

The use of a non-original equipment aftermarket part
or system as an add-on, auxillary, augmenting, or
secondary part or system, 1s not consgidered to be a
violation of ORS 483-825(2), if such a part or system
makes provisions for all required emission centrols
and are intended by the manufacturer for street use




Letter to Oregon Department of Environment Quality
Vehicle Inspection Program

February 11, 1985

Page 2

as opposed to racing only, or is listed on the exemption
list of "Modifications to Motor Vehicle Emission Control
Systems Permitted Under California Vehicle Code Section
27156 granted by the Air Resources Board," or is on the
1ist maintained by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency of "Certified to EPA Standards,'" or has been
determined after review of testing data by the depart-
ment that there is no decrease in the efficiency or
effectiveness in the control of air pollution.

SEMA would like a copy of the staff report, and any amendments
to the proposed rule, in sufficient time prior to the adoption
of the final rul

Robert C. Burch
Vice President
Technical/TLegislative Affairs

RCB/aq
Enclosure




STATE OF CALIFORMNIA—STATE AND COMSUMER SERVICES AGENCY GECRGE DEUXMEIIAN, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF BUREAU OF AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR

: (@asu T4 3116 BRADSHAW ROAD, SACRAMENTO, CA §5827
b

PHONE: (16} 364-5050

May 23, 1984

Mr. Bob Burch

Technical Director

Specialty Equipment Harket Association
11540 East Slauson Avenue

Whittier, CA 90606

Dear Mr. Burch:

Thank you for your letter of May 23, 1984. The process is
regrettably slow and we cannot expect the Office of Administrative
Law to pubklish amendments to regulations affecting the Motor

Vehicle Inspection Program before mid-summer. It is clear, however,
that the amended regulations will reflect and be consistent with
existing BAR policy enunciated in the training of qualified
mechanics, in the blue Smog Check Program Inspection & Repair

Manual dated December 1983, and in my March 14 bulletin to

Qualified Mechanics.

Your membership and the mechanics we have trained and licensed
should be familiar with BAR policy regarding the emission control
visual inspection and especially with the language on page 28 of
the manual:

"Replacement of aftermarket components such as carburetors,
intake manifolds, ignition systems, headers, etc., are
acceptable if they are designed and marketed by the component
manufacturer for street use on the vehicle in guestion and
the required emission control components can be installed
-OR-~ they are listed by the Calfiornia Air Resources Board

as an approved modification or replacement comwonent."

That policy is restated in paragraph 7 of my March 14 letter to
Cualified Mechanics:

"An aftermarket component is acceptable as long as it is
marketed by the manufacturer for street use, and 1t does
not preclude the installation and proper operation of the
required emission controls ~OR~ is Alr Resources Board
approved for that application and year model. For example,
a set of headers are acceptable on a late model vehicle, as
long as the required emission controls are connected, such
as AIR, TAC, CAT, EFE, oxygen (02) sensor, etc. Refer to
Section 7.8(b}) for a detailed description.”

(over)




Mr. Bob Burch
May 23, 1984

Page 2

Installation of required emission contreols on an acceptable
replacement component does not render inoperative the $50 cost
limit. For example, if an EGR valve fails a required functional
test, the cost limit is the same whether the valve is beolted to
the original manifold, or to an acceptable replacement manifold.

The $50 cost limit applies to adjustments and/or repairs needed
to reduce tailpipe emissiong, unless tampering {e.g. installation
of an "off-road” carburetor) is found while attempting to reduce
tailpipe emissions from a vehicle that failed the tailpipe .
emission test. Then, if correcting the tampered condition did
not bring emissions within required standards, the $50 cost limit
could be applied to additional adjustments or repairs.

cerely,
N M. GROW
1ef

JMG/GA:ncp
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Intergovernmental Relations Division V £ D
155 Cottage Street N. E.
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CONCLUSTIONS

APPLICANT: DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROJECT TITLE: PROPOSED REVISICN OF MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION IMSPECTION RULES

DATE: February 19, 1985

The State of Qregon (and local clearinghouses if listed) has reviewed
your project and reached the following conpclusions:

No significant conflict with the plans, policies or programs of
state or local government have been identified.

Relevant comments of state agencles and/or local governments are

attached and should be considered in the final design of your
proposal.

Potential conflicts with the plans and programs of state and/or
local government:

may exist,

have been identified and remain unresolved. The final
proposal has been reviewed and the final comments and
recommendations are attached.

have been satisfactorily resolved., No significant issues
remain.

vy o — A bk L A A A A M M A

A copy of this notification and attachments, {f any, must accompany
your application to the federal agency.

FEDERAL CATALOG #

NOTICE TO FEDERAL AGENCY

THE FOLLOWING IS THE OFFICIALLY ASSIGNED STATE IDENTIFIER NUMBER:
R as 0o -008-6
IPR #3 ,(f¥?“f£%hﬂa/§ziééé952?; :

ce:FPA Clearinghouse Coordinator

)
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STATE g OREGON
State Clearinghouse ECE vy £ p
Intergovernmental Relations Divi

1555Ccl>ttage Stree;hlfi‘;. E. FEBQO“}BS
alem, Oregon 10 dept, o Ejﬁmmﬂm\m!{.’

W CQackRarmars . Washoalon)  Wlitls figgee,, biyi

ot Fhone (5031978-3732 or Toll Free in orégon 1- am

#atity
Binm

— " —— —m m —— fr d f a o — B b e = - — —— A AR A it o o e — — — ————

‘Pﬁ&%xyagﬁacagnuougng %_rrkﬁhﬂ>UqunﬁxJEvﬂuuuszégnﬂpmﬁl

5T A AAGENCY RE VI

Project Number OR ESH(0G 0o - Return Date: 2

To Agency Addressed: 1f you intend to comment but cannot respor
the return date, please notify us immediately. [f no response 1is
received by the due date, it will be assumed thai you have no comn
and the file will be closed.

PROGRAM REVIEW AND COMMENT

TO STATE CLEARINGHOQOUSE: We have reviewed the subject Notice and have

reached the following conclusions cn its relationship to our plans and
programs.

( ) It has no adverse effect.

} We have nho comment.

(V/j Effects, although measurable, would be acceptable.

{ ) It has adverse effects. (tExplain in Remarks Section. )

(O We are interested put require more information to evaluate the
proposal. {Explain in Remarks Section, !

( ) Additional comments for project improvement. (Attach if

necessary. )

REMARKS (Please type or print legibly)

DE,,@; \}\P has beew owe oF Pf\,& wass ‘D'LL(_C,QKM Ve

fwe e ow | Tk g \MQH*uwF i*&F W obe VLQF wy HCh}ﬁ

agency_ JYI{ aive= | | By b %ﬂ/

IPR %2 | Phé{e Number J7f cadi




' Harley-Davidson Motor Co., INC., 3700 W, Juneau Ave., PO. Box 653, Milwaukee, Wi 53201 414/342-4680

STATE OF OREGON
RECELIV ED
I 1 n a0
D Lo
February 18, 1985 Begt. of Eaviranmeptal Conbity

Vehisle fnzpention Bivisian

Department of Environmental Quality
Vehicle Inspection Program

P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Gentlemen:

The Harley-Davidson Motor Co., Inc. would like to take this opportunity to
comment on the possibility of inspecting motorcycles for exhaust emissions.

We would agree that detection of "gross emitters" would be desirable from
the standpoint of environmental quality. TUnfortunately, staticnary test
procedures such as those being used on automobiles camnot discriminate among
motorcycles. Only by collecting all the exhaust emissions (such as with an
EPA Federal Test Procedure) can emissions from a motorcycle be measured
accurately,

Harley-Davidson has found that there is no correlation between stationary
test results and the FTP results. While many studies have confirmed the lack
of correlation (in fact, there is a consensus to this effect among motor-
eycle manufacturers), the following description of two Harley-Davidson pro-
grams should serve to illustrate the difficulties with stationary testing.

The first program was conducted in our Environmental Laboratory. Lt was
observed that the sampling probe could not be inserted to a satisfactory
depth due to the short tail pipe and the baffles in the muffler. Further,

it wag found that the characteristic flow of exhaust gas was not steady.
Fresh alr was drawn into the exhaust stream at certain points in the engine's
cycle. Wo way could be found to correlate results of sampling with a probe
with the known emission characteristics of the vehicle. The only solution
was to cut open the exhaust pipe and to insert the sampling probe at a point
close to the exhaust valve.

Cutting into exhaust systems 1s time consuming and expensive. We had economic
incentives to find a way to correlate test results from sampling at the exhaust,
but could not.

The second program was conducted in our manufacturing plants. Both carbon
monoxide and hydrocarbon emissions were measured after engine assembly, after
vehicle assembly and, on audit samples, in the quality assurance and environ-
mental engineering laboratories. More than 100,000 engines were tested. We
could find no correlation.




Department of Environmental Quality
Vehicle Inspection Program

Page 2

February 18, 1985

Testing by sampling of exhaust fumes was intended as a quality assurance check
of production. Considerable time and effort was expended in an attempt to
identify engines with flaws that affected emissions. The program failed to
develop the slightest indication of which (if any) were the "bad" engines.
Again, we had economic incentive to find correlation, but could net.

We would welcome your questions or a request for additional information on our
test programs. Harley-Davidson would respectfully suggest that one conclusion
to be reached is that motorcycles cannot be tested accurately by the procedures
used on automobiles and trucks in the Oregon vehicle emission inspection pro-

gram.

n H. Schmidt, P.E,
Certification Supervisor

Sincerely,

/mk




Cregon Department of Environmental Quality

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON...

Proposed Amendments to Vehicle Emisalon Inapestion Program Hulea
HOTICE OF PUBLIC BEARING

Dake Prepared: Decembep 27, 14984 HOW TO
Hearing Date: February 19, 1985 COMMENT:
Commenta Due: February 20, 1985
f RHO IS Motor vehicle owners, people engaged in the buslness of repairing
- AFFECTED: vehicles and licensed fleets operatlng An the Portland metropollitan
- area will be affected by this proposal.
% WHAT 15 The Department of Environmental Qualily is proposing to amend OAR
E PHOPOSED: 34%0-2%-300 through 24-350, the operating rules of the Motor Vehicle
: Inapection Program, -
: HWHAT ARE THE The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing mcdifications to
HIGHLIGHTS: the current inspection program rulea. Interested parties should
request a copy of the complete proposed rule package. Some highlights
are: .
HHAT I3 THE
o  fule wmodificatjons in the Lest method section detailipg specific NEIT STEF:
changes in bthe inspectlon test procedure for late model
Fords (OAR 340-204-310).
o Changes in the test criteria section, which provides for limited
alternative criteria to the emission equipment inspection (OAR
300-24-320 and 325).
o Changes in the licensed fleet analyzer calibration protocol
reqilring more Frequent gas calibpations (CAR 340-24-350).
o In additlon to the above referenced changes, the Department
soliciks public comments on all of the program rules, The
Department also specifically requests that interested parties V368U

comment on the appropriateness of ineluding of heavy duty diesel
powered vehlcles and motorcycles in the ipspection program -
specifically on the air qualily benefits that might be acecrued
and on poszalble test procedures and standards that might be used,.
No test procedures or inspectiocn standarda are belng proposed ab
thls time.

sj.ﬁ.t%
= .

FEMY FURTHER INFORRIATION
:'?1" ﬁ:; g:[;um Comatacy [he petnon o tiasion hentiled i e pobdie nabes Dy calliogg 228 56096 an the Dol anse T et
orland, fongy chrlinie charrpes T otbs ot ol Hie abiste, Gl fepmsbogipbotgrs ot gk (oo B DepeySinsnn ol
a e Ervenronnuental Chiility Rvo4s401)

Vehisle Gy,

o Certain rultes currently In the federally-enforceable st.ét.e Clean

Air fct Implementation Plan {(SIP) were revised in November 198%
Lo add provisions for ncise testing of motor vehicles., The De-
partment does not intend to incorporate the noise standards into
the SiP. However, the Department is preopoaing to incorporate
changes to the Definitions (OAR 340-24-305(20) and (22)), and th
Light Duty Motor Vehicle Emlssion Control Test Hethod (OAR 340-
24-310) to make the federal rules consistent with state rules,

Coples of the complete proposed rule package may be obtalned from the
Vehlecle Inspection Program In Portland (522 S5.W. Fifth Avenue). For
further information contacy William Jasper at {503) 229-6235,

Public hearings will be held before a bearings officer at:

10:00 a.m. T:00 p.m.

Fepruary 19, 1985 February 19, 19685

BEG Conference Hoom State Offlce Bullding
Yeon Bullding, Room 1400 Room TOT

522 SW FLfth Avenue 1400 SW Fifth Avenue
Portland, Oregon Portland, Oregon

Cral and written comments will be accepted at the public hearings
Written comments may be sent to the DEQ Vehlele Inspection Program,
P.0. Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207, but must be received by no later
than February 20, 1985.

After publie hearing the Environmental Quality Commission may adopt
rule amendments tdentlcal to the proposed amendments, adopt modified
rule amendmenls on the same subject malter, or decline to act. The
adopted rules will be submitted to the U. S. Enpvironmental Protectlor
Agency as part of the State Clean Air Act Implementation Plan. The
Commlssion's dellberation should come in April 1985 as part of the
agenda of a regularly achedeled Commission meeting.

A Statement of Need, Filacal and Economic Impact Statement, and Land
Uae Consistency Statement are attached to Lthis notice.

"ON ws3T epusby
D LNHWHOYILILY

butiesW DOH ‘58/6T/v
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AULEMAKIRG STATEMENTS
for
Proposed Rules fevlisions to
Yebicle Inspection Program Rules

Pursuant to ORS 183.335, these atatements provide information on the
intended action to amend a rule. '

STATEMENT OF NEED:

Legal Authority

This proposal amenda OAR 3U0-24-300 through 20-~350. It 1s propoaesd under
authority of QRS 468.370.

eed f hi

The proposed amendments are needed to modify and update the Inspection
progran to refiect change® in operational criterla, test procedures and
licensed fleet requirements,

Prineipal Documents Relied Upon

The existing rules, a letter from Chrysler Corp. (dated September 14,
1984}, sutomobile and motor vehilcle panufacturer's shop manuals and service
mapuals have been relied upon. Exhawust gaa analyzer procedure manuals have
also been relied upon,

FESCAL AND ECOHOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT:

Eatimated fiscal impacts are that some motorists will experience savinga.
There should be no signifieant adverse ecopomie impact on small businesses,
Some amall businesses will continue to economically benefit from the
Department's operation of the inspectlon program. There shoeuld be only a
minimal fiscal impact on licensed fleets due to increased callbration
requirements.

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

coordination program approved by the Land Conservation and Development
Commission.

VSE8K.A
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Professional Service =
Customer Satisfaction

ATTACHMENT D . o}
Agenda Item No.-H :
4/19/85, EQC Meeting

Of Intgraat [J General Manager (] Sales Manager [ Service Manager [J Parts Manager [J Service Technicians

SYMPTOM/CONDITION

A subject model vehicle fails a state "CO" emission idle inspection
performed with transmission in park/neutral.

DIAGNOSIS/CORRECTION

If vehicle passes "CO" idle emissions test in drive gear, but fails in
park/neutral, the logic module must be replaced with service module
PN 5226870.

If vehicle still fails when tested in drive or after module is replaced,
further diagnosis is required to find cause and correction,

INFORMATION

Service logic module PN 5226870 is calibrated identical to the original
module, except the service module remains in closed loop fuel control
in park/neutral. The original module allowed open loop fuel contro! in
park/neutral, which in some cases causes excessive "CO" in state idle
emission testing.

POLICY: Reimbursable within the provisions of the warranty

TIME ALLOWANCE: Refer to existing Labor Operation Time
Schedule for logic module replacement.

FAILURE CODE: 0X - Wrong Part

R./Stone
Manager, Service Engineering

Models

All 1984 Front
Whee! Drive Cars
With EFI Engine
(Non-Turbo) &
Automatic
Transmission

Subject

Failing State "CO"
Emission Inspection

Index

EMISSIONS

Date

January 29, 1985
No.

25-01-85

‘{THIS BULLETIN IS SUPPLIED AS
TECHKNICAL INFORMATION ONLY

N AND 1S NOT AN AUTHORIZATION il
o FOR REPAIRS) REPRINT OF THIS E
“@?‘f MATERIAL NOT AUTHORIZED m{: H RYSE E R
N UNLESS APPROVED. s A
CHRYBLER el
CORPORATION L
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'BURFAU OF AUTOMOTIVE REpal  Agenda Teem No.

PoN
85, EQC Meeting |3
3116 BRADSHAW ROAD, SACRAMENTQ, CA 95827 a/19/ 2 k)

PHONE: (?16) 3445050

. ' ‘ ' STATE OF OREGON
December 31, 1984 o j ‘ - R E C EITVED

| FEB 201985 -
Phil Lorang ‘ | | . Dept. of Envirenmoatyl M!:ty
Chief, Technical Suppor't Staff‘ . | _ \lehmla m.g:zeammx Divigion

u. 5. &wu@mmManmma%mmlgmmy
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48105

Subject Letter of December 7, 198% Concernlng Chry¢1er 2 2 Liter VEthlea_

Dear Wr. Lorang. 

The Bureau of Automotive Repair, which has the responsibility of'administering
Califormia's Biemial Motor Vehicle Inspection and Maintenance Program would
- Yike to offer the following comments to your 1etter of December 7, T984.

We have received and reviewed the Chrysler Corporatlon lctLer of September: 14,
1984, requegtlng our con51derat10n to modlfy the idle short cycle test
procedurﬂ :

As you,may recall a similer request was made in 1983 by the Ford Motor
Company. At that time we were able to include thelr reque st into the design
of the ana1y?er oontrol software '

However, we are not'ln a position at this time to accept such requests for a
number of reasons some of which are noted below: :

1 o. Our equ1pment uoftware has beea designed and is in place. Thare is no
provision to Key the test procedure to the make or engine family of the
vehicle being tested.

o Our test and repair mechanics have already been trained. As of this.
. date, California has trained and qualified over twenty thousand
mechanics. We know of no easy method of asking the repair industry to
use differing test procedure for selected makes of vehicles to assure
consistency. To grant such request from time to time based upon
manufacturer's des1gn pro‘:ﬂe*nu would be very dlSFUleV@ and subject to
error.

o The public would'begin to question the "fair and equal treatment" of a
program vhich uses different best procedures for different vehicles.

o Testing cars in drive presents a safety problem as pointed out in the
recent Oregon report on Chrysler's request. In addition, testing
vehicles in drive can result in false failures dus to the load placed
on an idling engine, This is particularly true if the engine idle
rpm 1s Incorrectly adjusted to below the manufacturers specified
setting.




( -«

o If a modified test procedure is allowed for one group of venicles the
door is now open to requests for additional procedure changes. The
additional requests would be difficult to deny when a precedent has
already been set. '

Manufacturers of new motor vehicles have been aware of in use vehicle
inspection by states for a sufficient number of years to plan and design their
product to meet the short cycle test procedures. With the advent of the new
tamper resistont exhaust gas analyzer that utilizes a process controller and
suppartlnn software the ability to modify test procedures is limited at best

As you are aware, Callfornla implemented a decentralized 1/M program COﬂSlStlnﬁ .
of over six thousand five hundred licensed garages, over seven thousand tampar_;'
resistant analyzers and twenty thousand trained mechanies, Vhenever changes
are proposed that have an effect on the analyzers or the inspection procedure,
serious consideration must be given to the software update COotS and 1og15tlcs '
necessary to 1mp1ement retraining of qualified mechanics.. '

"This is not to say we would not be willing to make changes to. the program when
 a legitimate request is made. However, in the case of Chrysler's situation, we
- feel that the short cycle test procedure, what tests the vehicle in neutral,
(or park) is not new or unique to California. A majority of other states
involved in I/M use the EPA approved short test. cycle.

It would appear from the Oregon report that the Chrysler Corpormtlon has -
already modified their design to 1imit the potential problem to a limit number
of vehicles. 1t would be reasonable to assume that the design modification
could be installed, under warranty, to those 1984 vehicles failing the T/M
test. :

We appreciate tdis opportunity to respond to Chrysler's request and trust that
both the EPA and Chrysler understand the position of the Bureau in denylng the
request for an alternative short test procedure. o

Slncerely,

Leb L2 Wl Qe
ﬂép Eh\\xbgli(gkﬂ |

HN R. WALLAUCH
Deputy Chief
Field Cperations

JRWrw

co: John Grow
© Tom Cackette
James V. Tracy
‘Bill Highfield
Ron King
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iy AMERICAN HONDA MOTOR CO., INC.
P.O. BOX 50 — 100 W. ALCNDRA BLYD., GARDENA, CALIF, 90247
CABLE ADDRESS — AMEHON, GARDENA, CALIF. {213} 327---8280

S

- A STATE OF OREGON
December &, 1984 RECEIVED

DEC 101984

Ilept of Environmentat Quality
Vehicle tuspestion Divisioy

Mr. Ron Householder

Department of Environmental Quality
Post Office Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Dear Mr. Householder:

Enclosed are two Service Bulletins distributed to Honda automobile dealers which explain
the procedures necessary to ensure that certain models will meet state Inspection and
Maintenance Standards.

Please note that all vehicles comply with Federal Emissions Standards when tested accord-
ing to the Federal Test Procedures.

Service Bulletin 84-051 concerns 1984 and 1985 model year Honda Preludes. These vehi~
cles may not meet the two-speed idle emission standard after idling for an extended
period. This is because the vehicles are equipped with a system designed to protect

the catalyst from overheating. If the engine has been idling for longer than 3 minutes,
it is necessary to stop and restart the engine to re-set the system timer.

Service Bulletin 84-053 concerns certain 1982 Honda Accords and Preludes which may
fail the standard when tested at high engine speed with the drive wheels stationary.
This abnormal operating mode results in activation of the carburetor power valve, a
condition which would normally be prevented by the operation of a speed sensor, as
described in the bulletin.

A modification was made to later production cars on the assembly line which has the
same effect as the procedure described in the bulletin.

We appreciate the importance of state Inspection and Maintenance Programs, and we
would like to ensure that Honda owners do not experience any unnecessary problems.

As mentioned above, the vehicles do comply with U. S. E.P.A. regulations in their original
configurations.

We would greatly appreciate your cooperation in providing this information to the staff
at your testing stations. We shall be pleased to provide additional copies of the service
bulletins, if you wish.

Please contact me if you have any questions about this material, or call our Emission
Tech Line at (213) 604-2679,

Yours truly,

AMERICAN HONDA MOTOR CO., INC.

l\rb_@—'
éﬁm Gill

Manager
Certification Department
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Applicable To File Under BuMetin No.

84-051

‘84/86
PRELUDE ALL ENGINE Issue Date
OCT. 1, '84

State Emission Inspection Tests

PROBLEM

1984 and ‘85 Preludes won't meet state idle or high idle CO standards if tested after the car has been
idling for three minutes or more.

CAUSE

To prevent the catalyst overheating, the secondary air and feedback systems shut off automaticaily
after idling for three minutes.

NOTE: These cars do meet EPA standards under the Federal Test Procedure (under normal driving

conditions, a car will seldom remain stationary for as long as three minutes; thus the secondary air
and feedback systems will shut off only infrequently).

SOLUTION

Turn the engine off before testing, then restart and test within three minutes.

@American Honda Motor Co., In¢, 1884 - All Rights Reserved ATB 8026 8410

IMPORTANT INFORMATION FOR: ] General Manager ] Parts Manager ] Technician
] Service Manager U] Warranty Clerk [ Sates Manager




File Under

ENGINE

3 Y
Bulletm No.

84-053
Issue Date
OCT. 15, '84

State Emission Inspection Tests of ‘82 Accords and Preludes

PROBLEM

Some ‘82 Accords and Preludes may fail the high idle {2500 rpm} mode of the emission test used in
many states, particularly at high altitude.

CAUSE

The test procedure results in abnormal operation of the power valve: When in the high idle mode,
manifold vacuum to the power valve is cut off, allowing the power valve to open, thereby causing an
excessively rich mixture. This condition would normally be prevented by the operatlon of the speed
sensor. In the state inspection, however, the wheels are stationary.

NOTE: All Honda production cars do meet the U.S E.P.A. and California emission standards when
tested under the E.P.A. test procedure.

Cut the yellow wire {for the power valve solenoid) at the
emission control box. Double the end of the wire over and
insulate it with a 1 to 2" length of 1/4" diameter heat
shrink tubing.

-.r/-(C

/\\

™~1/4" SHRINK TUBING

NOTE:

¢ A modification was made on later production cars

which has the same effect as the procedure above. YELLOW WIRE
. . {For Power Valve Solenoid)
e |f the car still fails the test, the cause may be:

— A ruptured power valve diaphragm.

— Fuel boiling in the float bowl {hose it down with cool water).

— A clogged air filter.

— Incorrect timing or failed timing control (advance/retard diaphragm).

— Misfire {spark plugs, wires, etc.).

— Dirt in the carburetor.

— Vacuum leaks.

— Misadjustment of the carburetor idle mixture circuit.

WARRANTY CLAIM INFORMATION

Operation Number: 120025
Flat Rate Time: 0.2

Defect Code; 074
Contention Code; C99

Failed Part H/C: Accord - 112939
Prelude - 119944

IMPORTANT INFORMATION FOR: [ General Manager [] Parts Manager [ Technician

] Service Manager [ Warranty Clerk ' 7] Sates Manager

@American Honda Mator Co., Inc. 1984 - All Rights Reserved ATB 8024 8410
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ATTACHEMENT G

Sk - s ee o Agenda Item No. H
LJ !/\U k)l Li(J,x IEMi: RiEPAIR 4/19/85, EQC Meeting
AVE4 BRALSBHAN PUAD, S2T00 i, CA o Saudy '

PHORL: (%18, 2040 8050

Mo Brian Gill, Manager

o
Certification Department atd y'é&“
; TL ARSI
American tlonda Motor Co., Inc, W o ® E‘wﬁ\ﬁ“
c o, e
P. 0. Box 50 A ) %a‘i\‘%\e\

Gardena, Ch Q0247
Dear Mr. Gill:

Thank you for the technical Service Bulletins regarding {icld repairs for 1984
and 1985 Preludes,

Ve support your efforts to minimize inconvenience that would result from Honds
owners failing the Smog Check Prozram.

However, the Bureau cannot dircet cur licensees to undertake modification

to your products as a part of the Smog Check inspection procedures. Such
repairs must be accomplished at repair dealers auvthorized to conduet factory
directed field modifications.

In additlon, it appears that the desige problan that allows these vehicles to

fall the EPA approved short cycle emissions test should be covered under the
Hoyear and 50,000 mile enission warrenty. .

T aim sure you would sgree that such warranty repairs can only be accumplished

at authorized Honda dealerships.

Furtheriore, we balieve thal Honda should consider a recell of effected wmodels
to correct the deficiencices, This would assure the bast level of sorvice to
your customers and would eliminate unnezcessary problems during Smop Check
inspections. Copies of the Bulletins wiil be forwerded o our refercr sbabions
and field offices to assist in resolving repair problens on the subject yoar
models.,

Ve are concerned with the conterticn thzh the subliech vehicles wmeolt the federal
standards even though they have f *ﬂm the EPA approved short cyele test., The
California pass/Tail enission stondards were selecbted fo minimize the errors of
comnission (i.e., the Failing vchicle: a” ich meot the FTPY. Ye have asked the
Air Resources Board to comment on this zpparenl znomaly in light of the fact
that all new motor vehleles certified Tor Californiz must pass a 100 porcent
end of the assembly line test.

Sy | RECEIVED

JOi! R, WALLAUCH, Deputy Chinf
Field Opﬂle-]Oﬂq JAN & 1 1985

BUREAL OF AUTOMOTIVE REPAR
MER ACE}H RBE h\l SACRAMENTO
PW oprem Monngoer 1 -

JR
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1.9

Identifying the Emission Control System Applications

Inspection and certification of a vehicle requires the
qualified mechanic to enter into the test analyzer the
year model of the vehicle, whether it was manufactured
for sale in California or is a federal vehicle, the
engine size, number of cylinders, etec. '

Once this information has been determined, the mechanic
can reference a published emission control system
application manual or use the following procedure to
identify the required emission control systems.

For 1972 and newer vehicles, lock at the underhood

. label. DBoth California and federagl laws require that

every new vehicle have a permanent label in the engine
compartment, containing the following information:

a. Name of manufacturer;

b. Statement as to whether the vehicle conforms to
California or federal (U.3. EPA) emission control
requirements;

c. Engine size in cubic inches, liters or cc's;

d. Exhaust emission control type initials like EM
{engine modification), AIR (air injection reactor),
and FI (fuel injection) may be used; and

e, Engine tune-up specifications and adjustments
recommended by the manufacturer, may include the
idle speed, ignition timing, air/fuel mixture and
idle CO setting.

Many manufacturers provide labels that do not list
systems which are common to all vehicles in that year,
such as PCy, fuel evap., fuel restrictor, ete.

If no underhood label exists, refer to one of the
commerically available emission control system
application manuals,

Appendix B lists and defines abbreviations used on
automotive tune-up labels as well as some other
abbreviations.

Definition of Tampering for the Emission Control System
Inspection (Missing, Medified or Disconnected)

26




A visual inspection is made to determine if any required
devices are missing, modified or disconnected. The
following definitions define tampering for the visual
inspection portion of the biennial inspection. These
definitions define the scope of the visual emission
control system inspection. They are not intended to
replace or 1limit any other requirements of law or
regulation. The terms, missing, modified and
disconnected, are defined in the inspection procedures as
follows:

a. Missing

All or part of an emissions control system has been
removed from the vehicle.

Example 1: Your manual shows that a catalytic
converter is required. During your inspection you
see that a test pipe has been installed in place of
the converter. You would then identify the
catalytic converter as "Missing" to the TAS.

Example 2: The underhood label shows that an Air
Injection System was originally installed on the
engine. You notice that the air pump has been
removed. You would identify the Air Injection
System as "Missing" to the TAS.

b. Modified

Any vehicle reguired Lo have emission control
devices (as defined in Appendix B, Exhaust Emission
Controlled Motor Vehicles) which are found to be
modified, as defined below, will fail the smog check
inspection. The mechanic must refer the customer to
the BAR for a referee inspection,

An emission control system or component has been
modified if:

(1) it has been physically or functionally altered;
or

(2) it has been replaced with a non-0EM part which
has been identified by the manufacturer as ncl
legal for use in California on pollution
controlled vehicles; or

(3) a replacement part designed for one applicaticn
is used on a different application for which it
was not designhed; or

(4) an add-on part, which has not been approved by

the 3tate Air Resources Board, has been
installed.
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The following examples should help you interpret
this definition,

Example 1: (altered device) An EGR system is
present and all hoses are connected. You notice,
however, that the diaphragm cover has been crushed
to prevent the valve from opening. On the TAS you
would identify the EGR system as "Modified".

Example 2: (altered device) The fill plug is
missing or damaged and the pellets have been removed
from a catalytic converter. The catalytic converter
would then be shown as "Modified".

Example 3: (use of non-0EM replacement parts) You
determine that the engine is equipped with a non~QEM
part and that all controls and connections are
hooked up. You must now determine if the non-0EM is
intended by its manufacturer not to be used in
California on pollution controlled vehicles. To do
50, you will have to consult a parts application
catalog published by the manufacturer of the non-0EM
part. You may call a paris house and ask them for
the information, or you may call the local BAR
office, which has some of the application catalogs
on hand. If the application catalog indicates the
part is not for use in California on pollution
controlled vehicles, identify "Other Emissions
Related Parts" as "Modified" on the TAS.

Example 4: (misuse of replacement parts) A Cadillac
carburetor is used on a Volkswagen.

Example 5: (add-on part) Examples of emission
related add-on parts include non-QEM turbochargers,
air bleeds and vapor injectors. If you determine
that one of these add-on devices is present, call
your local BAR office. They will consult the list
of approved add-on parts to determine if use of the
add-on part is acceptable. (Do not call a parts
supplier when checking on add-on parts). If the add-
on part is not on the ARB approved parts list,
identify "Other Emissions Related Parts" as
"Modified" on the TAS.

Disconnected

An emission control system has been disconnected if
a hose, wire, belt or component required for the
operation of the system is present,; but has been
disconnected.

Example 1: The vacuum hose to the EGR valve has
been disconnected or blocked.
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Example 2: The drive belt to the air pump has been
removed.

In either of the above examples you would identify
the systems involved as "Disconnected"™ to the TAS.

Example 3: The engine is equipped with a thermal
vacuum switch normally placed between a ported
vacuum source and Lhe vacuum advance mechanism,
However, you hotice that a hose has been routed
directly from the vacuum advance to manifold vacuum
thereby bypassing the TVS valve,

You would identify the Spark Advance (Controls as
"Disconnected" to the TAS.

Performing the Emission Control Visual Inspection

The emission control systems inspection is a visual
inspection of the following emission control systems:

a. Positive Crankcase Ventilation (PCV)

Check to see if the PCV sysftem is installed as
required, Verify that the valve, required hoses,
connectiecns, flame arresters, etc., are present,
routed properly and in serviceable condition,

If the PCV Crankcase Ventilation system is missing,
modified or disconnected, it must be reported as
such on the Inspection Report. The cost limit does
not apply to missing, modified or disconnected PCV
systems. Missing, modified or disconnected PCY
systems must be made fully operational before a
certificate may be issued.

Note: When a crankcase retrofit device is required on a
change of ownership or initial registration, enter
"missing" on Lhe TAS for this item and make a note
on the Vehicle Inspection Report "Crankcase
Retrofit Required".

b. Thermostatic Air Cleaner (TAC)

(1) Check to see that required heat stoves,
delivery pipes, etc, are present and installed
properly. '

(2) Check to see that any required thermostatic

vacuum switches are in place and the hoses are
installed and in serviceable condition,
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(3) Check to see that the air cleaner lid is
installed right side up. Also, check for
oversized filter elements, additional holes in
the housing, etec., (Modified air cleaner
systems may aiso affect the PCY and Fuel
Evaporation systems.)

If the TAC system is missing, modified or
disconnected, it must be reported as such on the
Inspection Repori. The cost limit does not apply to
missing, modified or disconnected TAC systems.
Missing, modified or disconnected TAC systems must
be made fully operational before a certificate may
be issued.

Air Injection (AI)

(1) Air Pump Systems

(a) Examine the air pump for a missing or
disconnected belt, check valve(s),
diverter valve, distributor hoses or
vacuum signal line.

(2) Air Pump and Pulse Air Systems

{a) Inspect for the presence of required
check valves, diverter valve(s), air
distribution manifolds, etc. Damaged
components should be reported to the
vehicle owner.

(b) Check for the Air Injection system proper
hose routing. If the hoses are improperly
routed show the system as modified.
Charred delivery hoses indicate
malfunctioning check valves. Charred
hoses are not cause for failure but the
vehicle owner should be made aware of the
problem.

If the AI system or any component is missing,
modified or disconnected it must be reported as such
on the Inspection Report. The cost limit does not
apply to missing, modified or disconnected AI
systems. Missing, modified or disconnected AI
systems must be made fully operational before a
certificate may be issued.

30




Note: Rusted or corroded air distribution manifolds
that leak cause dilution of the exhaust and
poisonous fumes in the engine compartment.
Alr distribution manifold leaks should be
repaired even if the leaks are not a result
of tampering. If the leaks are great enough
to cause the Test Analyzer System to be
unable to test the vehicle due to dilution
the leaks will have to be repaired before the
emissions test may be performed.

Fuel Evaporation System (FE)

(1) Check for the presence of the vapor storage
canister or crankcase storage connections when
required.

(2) Verify that required hoses, solenoids, etc.
are present and connected properly,

(3) Check for the proper type of fuel tank cap.

(4) Check any non-QEM or auxilliary fuel tanks for
compliance (ARB approved, etc.)} and the
required number of evaporation canisters.
Nonapproved fuel tanks must be brought into
compliance with fuel filler and/or evaporation
controls before a certificate can be issued.

Contact your local BAR office for a listing of
approved fuel tanks,

If the Fuel Evaporation system is missing, modified
or disconnected, it must be reported as such on the
Inspection Report. The cost limit does not apply to
missing, modified or disconnected FE systems.,
Missing, modified or disconnected FE systems must be
made fully operational before a certificate can be
issued,

Fillpipe Restrictor - Applicable to all vehicles
required to be equlipped with a catalytic converter
and vehicles required to use unleaded fuels,

(1) <Check the fillpipe restrictor for any obvious
modification performed to aliow leaded fuel
nozzles to be inserted., (Note: worn
restrictors shall not fail the inspection).

(2) Check auxiliary fuel tanks for fillpipe

restrictors,
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If the fillpipe restrictor has been modified to
allow the introduction of a leaded fuel nozzle, the
fillpipe restrictor must be shown as "Modified."

The cost limit does not apply to missing or modified
fillpipe restrictoras. The fillpipe restrictor must
be replaced or repaired before a certificate may be
issued. “

Oxidizing Catalyst (0C)

(1) Visually check for the presence of the
catalytic converter(s) (thermal reactors shall
be entered under Item 1 "QOther Emissions
Related Components").

(2) Check for external damage such as severe
dents, removed or damaged heat shields, etc.
Als0 check for pellets or pieces o0f the
converter in the tailpipe. If damage is found
report it to the vehicle owner.

If the catalytic converter is missing, modified or
disconnected, it must be reported as such on the
Inspection Report. The cost limit does not apply to
missing or disconnected catalytic converters. The
converter must be replaced or otherwise made
functional before a certificate may be issued.

Note: A few vehicles require a catalytic converter
on only one side of their dual exhaust
systems. If you find a vehicle with a dual
exhaust system which has only one catalytic
converter, do not fail it until you check an
emissions control application manual.

Three~Way Catalyst (TWC)

(1) Visually check for the presence of the
catalytic converter(s) (thermal reactors shall
be entered under Item 1 "Other Emissions
Related Componentsh),

(2) Check for external damage such as severe
dents, removed or damaged heat shields, etc.
Also check for pellets or pieces of the
converter in the tailpipe. If damage is found
report it to the vehicle cwner,

(3) Check for the presence of any required air

supply systems for the oxidizing section of the
converter,
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Note:

If the catalytic converter is missing, modified or
disconnected, it must be reported as such on the
Inspection Report. The cost limit does not apply to
missing, modified or disconnected three-way
catalyst. The converter must be replaced or
otherwise made functional before a certificate may
be issued.

Exhaust Gas Recirculation (EGR) - Includes both

factory and retrofitted EGR systems.

(1) <Check visually to verify that the EGR valve is
present and not visually modified or purposely
damaged.

(2) Check to see that any thermal vacuum switches,
pressure transducers, speed switches, etc., are
present and not obviously bypassed or
modified.

(3) Check to see that the vacuum hoses and wiring
are installed and the hoses are not plugged.

If the EGR system is missing, modified or
disconnected, it must be reported as such on the
Inspection Report. The cost limit does not apply to
missing, modified or disconnected EGR systems.
Missing, modified or disconnected EGR systems must
be made fully operational before a certificate may
be issued,.

Telltale signs of disconnected EGR retrofit devices
include plugged manifold taps, empty mounting
brackets, windshield stickers, etc.

Some engines built in the early 1970's (mainly
Chrysler products) had floor jet type EGR
systems., These are not visible from the outside
of the intake manifold, Refer to an emission
control reference manual for specific
information,

To inspect the floor jet system, remove the air
cleaner from the carburetor. With the engine off,
open the throttle and shine a flashlight down into
the intake manifold. The jets should be present
and not plugged.

Spark Advance Controls ~ Includes both factory and
retrofitted spark advance control systems.

Check to see that vacuum hoses which connect to the
distributor, carburetor, retrofit devices, spark
delay valves, thermal vacuum switches, etc. are in
place and routed properly.
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If the Spark Advance Control system is missing,
modified or disconnected, it must be reported as
such on the Inspection Report. The cost limit does
not apply to missing, modified or disconnected spark
advance conktrols. Missing, modified or disconnected
spark controls must be made fully operational before
a certificate may be issued.

Telltale signs of disconnected retrofit spark
advance controls include spliced hoses, decals,
windshield stickers, etec,

Computer Controlled System (CCS)

{1} Check for the presence, lack of apparent
modifications, or disconnected hoses or wires
to the required sensors {(oxygen sensor,
manifold absolute pressure sensor, temperature
sensor, throttle position sensor, etec.).

{(2) Check for visual modificaticn or replacement
of the closed loop carburetor, fuel injection
unit or injector(s) with a non-closed loop
carburetor or fuel injection system,

If the Computer Controlled system is missing,
modified or disconnected, it must be reported as
such on the Inspection Report. The cost limit does
not apply to missing, modified or disconnected
computer controlled systems. Missing, modified or
disconnected Computer Controlled systems must be
made fully operational before a certificate may be
issued.

Carburetion - Fuel Injection Controls

(1) Check for the presence, lack of apparent
modifications, or disconnected hoses or wires
to the required carburetor or fuel injection
controls. These controls include throttle
positioners, anti-dieseling solenoids, early
fuel evap., choke controls, etc.

Missing, modified or disconnected Carburetion-Fuel
Injection Controls must be reported as such on the
Inspection Report. The cost limit does not apply to
missing, modified or disconnected careburetor-fuel
injection controls., Missing, modified or
disconnected Carburetion-Fuel Injection Controls
must be made fully operational before a certificate
may be issued.
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Note: See Inspection Item 1 OTHER EMISSIONS RELATED
COMPONENTS for "off-road" carburetors or fuel
injection systems and approved aftermarket
component installation.

1. Other Fmissions Related Components -~ Includes
unapproved carburetors, fuel injection, exhaust
manifolds, thermal reactors, intake manifolds,
distributors, etc. This section only applies to
"Exhaust Emission Controlled"” vehicles as defined in
Appendin B,

Note: When a NOx retrofit device is required to be
newly installed because of change of
ownership or initial registration in
California, enter "Missing" in this category
and make a note, "NOXx Retrofit Required" on
the inspection report.

(1) Check for modified emission related components
which are not acceptable for use in California
on pollution controlled vehicles.

Replacement OEM parts are always acceptable.
Non-QEM replacement parts may also be
acceptable, Call a parts house or your local
BAR office to determine if a non-QEM part is
not acceptable for use in California on
pollution controlled vehicles. ¥You can save
time by remembering that any non-0EM exhaust
header is acceptable on a non-catalyst car as
long as all other smog equipment, such as the
heated air shroud, and air injection manifold,
are hooked up. Add-on parts, such as a
turbocharger, are acceptable only if they are
on the Air Resources Board approved list. Call
BAR to check,

Emissions related components founhd to be missing,
modified, or disconnected must be shown as such on
the Inspection Report. No cost limit applies to
modified emissions related components. Modified
emission related components must be returned to an
approved condition before a certificate may be
issued.

Retrofit Criteria
There have been three programs requiring the retrofit of

emission control devices on vehicles. These programs may
be summarized as follows:
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Deane, Snowdon, Shutler & Cherardi
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Dear Mr. Deane:

We have reviewed our replacement parts Regulations/Policy with our
field managers. Our policy is,still that which is reflected in our
regulations, Title 16, Califoinia Administrative Code, Section

3340.41.5, I cannot find a simpler way to say it than in 3340.41.5(b)
"Modified." :

When we distributed the new Inspection and Repair Manual last month
we included a copy of our July 7, 1984 regulations which repeat

Section 3340.41.5. Hopefully thls insertion reminds everyone what'°
regquired.

If one of your members supplies a part functionally eguivalent to

the original part installed by the car or truck manufacturer and _
that part 1sn't prohibited for California use by that same v
manufacturer, we are now accepting it. If the part's OK but the
catalogue carries a "not for use in.Calfiornia™ warning we would
reject it. At this time in our program we cannot and do not rely
solely on an ARB list.

The qualification statement proposed in your December 14 letter
will be helpful. However, it's possibly simpler than that. If
we or a licensed shop or our referee believe that the replacement
performs the same funetlon as the original, that's what we're
looking for. When you're done, send us an example of your listing
SO we can see if it can help us and justitfy your expense.

/
Our objective is and will be to accept replacement parts which are
functionally equivalent to the OE part arld to weed out those which
degrade the emission control system. Thé availability of an ARB
approved list will certainly be welcome and helwpful when a simpler
acceptance procedure can satisfy ARB and the industry.

Very truly yours,

JOHN M. GROW
Chief

JMG: ncp

cc: Bob Burch
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December 14, 1984 ) CONSULTANY

Mr. John R. Grow

Chief

The Bureau of Automotive Repair
3116 Bradshaw Road

Sacramento, CA 55827

Dear Mr. Grow:

I appreciate your taking the time to speak with me concerning
the type of information we might provide to the inspection
stations, the referee stations, and the Bureau of Automotive Repair
offices throughout the state. As we discussed, it is our intention
to develop a program which is as easy to administer and comply with
as possible, We are attempting to avoid actions which will confuse
the inspection stations or the consuming public: We want to find
an easy means of informing the inspection stations which parts are
suitable for use in the inspection and maintenance program, Those
are the parts which make provision for required emission controls

and are intended by the manufacturer for use on street vehicles as
opposed to racing vehicles,

Initially we determined that the most appropriate means of
conveying this information was to prOV1de the inspection station
with a 1list of such parts by manufacturer and part number. The
difficulty is that such a list would be very lengthy and perhaps of
limited value to the inspection stations, The reason the list is
of marginal value is that the part number is located on the part
only in a limited number of cases and rarely can be seen without
difficulty even when the number is on the part, Such a list could
cause some confusion as a result, Further, we determined from our
survey of manufacturers that in no case where the parts make

provision for required emission controls are the parts intended for
other than street use,

Since the manufacturers never makefprovision for emission
controls on racing vehicle parts, we feel that an easy means of
communicating a simple message to the inspection station is to
provide them with a list of manufacturers who represent that parts
produced by them which make provision for required emission
controls are intended for street use, What we would propose is
that we provide you with a document which would state that:

——
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Mr. John R, Grow
December 14, 1984
Page Two

"The following manufacturers represent that the parts
described below which make provision for required ‘emission
controls are ‘intended for street use, Parts which do not make
provision for required emission controls are not intended for
street use. Such manufacturer representations are not
intended and do not constitute an offer to sell or an
advertisement of such parts.”

We would then categorize the automotive parts on the basis of part
type, i.e., headers, intake manifolds, etc. Under each product
heading we would list the manufacturers who are prepared to make
the representation with regard to their parts. Any specific
instructions relevant to a manufacturer’s products would be
included with his company name.

. 8uch a program is likely to provide information which is
easily used by the inspection station and will eliminate much of
the confusion which exists in the field today. After you have had
an opportunity to review my thoughts please give me a call so that

we might discuss the best means of preparing ang distributing such
a document,

Thank you for all your help in this matter,
Sincerely,

izvhﬁkﬁ.-; -

JOUN 'RUSSELL DEANE III

cc: Bob Burch

~—
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DEQ-48

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

Froms Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. Q, June 20, 1980, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Rules--Motor Vehicle Emission Testing
Amendments That Incorporate Standards for 1980 Model Year
Motor Vehicles-—QAR 340-24-300 through 24-25Q.

Background

At the Environmental Quality Commission meeting of April 18, 1980,
authorization was granted to conduct public hearings to gather testimony
on amendments to the inspection program rules. These proposed amendments
provided {1) a change in the definition of non-complying import vehicle;
.{2) a change in the light duty vehicle test criteria section of the rules
to more clearly specify the allowable criteria for modifications to
vehicle engines and emission control systems, and (3) the incorporation
of standards for 1980 model vear motor vehicles. The statement of need
for rulemaking is included in Appendix A. A hearing officer's report on
the public hearings of May 19, 20, and 21 is attached as Appendix B. Four
hearings were held during the three day periocd, and two people testified
on the 19th and one person testified on the 20th. HNobody attended the
other two hearings. The proposed rule revision is attached as aAppendix C.

Alternatives and Evaluation

Rule medifications have been proposed in the following areas:

OAR 340-24=305(7)~-the definition of non-complying import vehicles-—-
no comients on this propesal were received at the hearing.

ORR 340-24~320--the emission test criteria section--comments on these
proposed changes were reviewed.

and OAR 340~24-330 & 335--the emission standards--comments on these
proposaed changes were reviewed.
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The comments reviewed on the test criteria portion of the rule concerned
section 340-24-320(4)(b). Staff had proposed that the criteria for
aftermarket product evaluations be incorporated intc the rule. What was
proposed was to cite both the California Alr Resources Board after market
product exemption procedure and the proposed EPA self-certification
procedures. These procedures allow for a technical determination of the
effect on emissions of aftermarket parts. Currently, staff is utilizing
these lists to assist in determining that auxiliary aftermarket egquipment
does not adversely affect pollution conktrol.

Mr. Fender, an attorney representing Multnomah Hot Rod Council, the Motor
Sports Conference, and the Automobile Safety and Equipment Asscciation,
in his testimony, attached in Appendix C, suggested that OAR 340-24-320
be amended to allow the installation of aftermarket turbochargers, subject
to the provision that all egquipment pertinent to the certified system be
unmodified and retained., Mr., Fender further suggested that staff review
the hearing record of the Senate Transportation Committee on HB 2157.

In reviewing that hearing record, it is the opinion of staff that the
legislative intent as expressed at the May 25, 1979 hearing was to
expressly not prohibit the use of turbochargers as long as they did not
significantly affect the efficiency or effectiveness of the system in the
control of air peollution.

Several new motor vehicles are now equipped with original equipment
manufactured (OEM) turbochargers. These installations utilize
sophisticated electronics to maintain emission control, performance, fuel
economy, and durability. The whole engine system is redesigned with the
turbocharger in mind. These engine systems must meet the same pollution
requirements as their unturbocharged cousins. The test used for this
determination is the federal test procedure, a 22-minute driving cycle.
All of the emigsions from the vehicle are collected and the mass of
emissions expressed in grams per vehicle mile driven is determined. These
values are compared to the federal emission standards to determine
compliance with the federal standards and to determine a baseline emission
characteristic for the individual vehicle class.

Aftermarket turbochargers kits, however, bolt into existing engine
systems, FEngine systems, not designed to effectively mate with
turbochargers, generally need additional modifications to overcome the
need for higher octane fuels, higher thermal loadings and the like,
Aftermarket turbocharger kits, on the market today are often advertized

as not being legal for "street" use. The cost of these kits, $1500-52000,
puts them into a specialty class, though marketing pressures remain
strong. Fuel economy and emission claims generally have not been verified
during certification type testing.
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The California Air Resources Board has an extensive aftermarket product
evaluation group. The CARBR has tested several kits and exempted two -
different aftermarket turbocharger kits. Several other systems are under
study. The aftermarket turbocharger manufacturers are beginning to work
more closely with the CARB, and more exempted kits should soon appear.
The federal government is proposing the self-certification program which
provides another avenue for this sagment of the market. Both the

California and federal procedures are included in the proposed addition
to the rule.

It should be noted that under the 1977 Clean Alr Act Amendments
professional installers of non—exempted turbocharger kits can be prosecuted
under the federal anti-tampering law.

Department policy does not hinder the use of aftermarket performance
ecuipment that is pollution control compatible. Many specialty
aftermarket equipment manufacturers have engaged in testing programs that
show the non-degradation effects on emissions as well as the perfermance
benefits of their products. Aftermarket turbocharger manufacturers have
been trying to do the same and there are many indications that there will
be more exempted kits available in the future that do not degradate

-emission control. It would appear that this situation should resolve

itzelf. Por these reasons, it iz recommended that no change in the
proposed rule revision be made.

Comments were received on the test standards section QAR 340-24-330. The
comments by Mr. McCann, owner of Gene's Carburetor and RElectric in

Beaverton, and Mr. Fender bhoth called for an easing of the standards for
catalyst equipped cars, Mr. McCann's request was based 'in part on a lack

of parts availability and performance objectives of his customers.

Mr. Fender requested easing the siandards for catalyst vehicles with an
alternative "no go" criteria. The current standard with enforcement
tolerance is 1.0% carbon monoxide and 225 ppm hydrocarbons. While Mr. McCann
did not propose alternative values, Mr. Fender proposed values of 1.5%

carbon monoxide and 300 ppm hydrocarbons.

The criteria reviewed in the EQC report of April 18, 1980, listed three
major items that are considered in formulating the standards for the
state's inepection test. These three items are:

1. The design used by the individual manufacturer in building the motor
vehicle to comply with the federal criteria lncluding the
manufacturer's tuning procedures. These procedures are specified in
the maintenance manuals and summarized on emission labels located
+in the engine compartments.

2. The emission results obtained from prototype vehicle testing in the
federal certification process and short cycle test results obtained
at the state inspections centers.
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3. An engineering evaluation and judgment based upon reasonable
repeatability of emission readings from a given vehicle design. -

In reviewing these items it is worthwhile to again note the differences
between short test cycles and the federal test procedure. The federal

test procedure, as stated above, is the industry standard test method for
determining compliance with the federal emission standards and for
determining baseline emission characteristics. The purpose of the state's
idle test is to detect vehicles with gross emissions. It does this by
predicting passage or failure of the federal test procedure, This ability
or correlation only applies if all elements of the pollution control
systems are installed and operating and if the vehicle is operating within
the manufacturer's specifications,

The standards chosen for catalyst equipped vehicles are based upon the
criteria stated above. These values were documented in the recent EPA
study of the pPortland program as effective in detecting high polluting
vehicles. The EPA has recently issued the 207(b) rules, and these rules
use values of 1.0% carbon monoxide and 200 ppm H.C. 207(b) refers to
gsection 207(b) of the Clean Air Act. 207(b) provides emission warranty
protection feor car owners that fail a state's short test. Changing those
values, without technical justification, would deviate from the criteria
used in establishing the standards, lessen potential warranty protection
for area residents, and allow increased air pollution from area motor
vehicles.

Parts availability to assist in proper repair, is an issue that has
concerned staff for some time. Inquiries with the manufacturers have
indicated that OEM parts are available through the independent dealer
network. Checking with individual parts houses and dealerships confirmed
the availability of emission related parts. In some instances there was
time delays for parts, but on other items where a demand had been
established there was better parts supply. As the demand for various parts
increases, due in part to more thorough maintenance of motor vehicles, the
parts supply problems should ease. It is the opinion of staff that no
change in the idle emission standards from the values proposed is
warranted,

The third item raised at the public hearing concerned mechanic licensing.
Mr. Barber, a local mechanic, raised that issue, because he felt that a
licensed mechanic would be better trained and maintain a higher quality
of workmanship. Legal authority for mechanics licensing does not exist
and while the gquestion has been debated in the legislature, no licensing
requirement has been enacted.

.
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summation

The Commission is being asked to approve changes in the inspection program
rules. The proposed rule revisions were reviewed based upon the testimony
reviewed at the public hearing. The proposed rule modifications update
the standards for the inspection program to include 1980 model year motor
vehicles, change the definition of non-complying import vehicle, and
clearly define the Department's policy on aftermarket parts and wehicle
modifications.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the proposed rule

modifications be adopted.

William H. Young

Attachments: Appendix A - Statement of Need
Appendix B -~ Bearing Officer's Report
Appendix C -~ Proposed Rule Revisions

W.P. Jasper:pe
229-5081
June 6, 1980

APDE2




MOTORCYCLE INDUSTRY COUNCIL,ING.

Executive Office
March 21, 1985
STATE OF OREGON

RECEI
Mr. William Jasper

Oregon Department of ?ﬁg\ﬁ 3 qugg

Environmental Quality a
522 S. W. Fifth Avenue, Box 1760 Bept. of Emironﬂ_mntal' t}qainw
Portland, Oregon 97207 yiehisle Inspection Division

Dear Mr. Jasper:

In response to your letter of October 16, 1984 the Motorcycle
Industry Council trusts you received Mr, Stahl's letter also
dated October 16, 1984 which addresses the many aspects of
including motorcycles in an Inspection and Maintenance program
for exhaust emissions.

To answer the guestions in your letter to the MIC Technical
Committee has been difficult at best since motorcycles are not
normally included in Motor Vehicle Inspection Programs (MVIP),
thus the information you seek has not generally been available.
However, we offer the following:

1l. 1Idle emission value data is not gathered by all motorcycle
manufacturers. One manufacturer does provide specifi-
cations for idle HC and CO testing for maintenance pur-
poses, This testing includes control of the oil temper-
ature and utilizes inspection plugs near the engine in the
head pipes for each cylinder. 1Idle exhaust gas measure-
ments or specifications at the tail pipe or pipes of
motorcycles are not available from motorcycle manufac-
turers.

In general, idle CO emissions are affected by engine
displacement whereas idle HC is dependent upon engine
configuration., Since there is no published data, it is

difficult to compare this generalization between manufac-
turers.

2. There is no relationship between idle and mass emission
exhaust data. There is no established test method
applicable to motorcycles. An idle emission value for pre-
controlled and controlled motorcycles to identify "gross
emitters" would have to be established by locally
generated emissison data from a locally developed test

3151 Airway Avenue, Building P-1 @ Costa Mesa, California 92626 e (714) 241-9251
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procedure. Two-stroke cycle engines would have to be
considered separately for hydrocarbon levels,

3. It is difficult to identify an emission value separating
pre and post-emission controlled motorcycles when some pre-
controlled vehicles might have low enough values to meet an
emission controlled level.

No federal short test has been established for motorcycles
and none is contemplated. Arizona does have a locally
established standard, however, they could not provide a
failure analysis for motorcycles in their I/M program
separate from all vehicles tested.

4. In Japan there are no exhaust emission standards or test
procedures for motorcycles. Every three years the motor-
cycles are subject to a vehicle safety inspection, but this
does not include any emission tests.

5. In-use emission characteristics of motorcycles are always
based on a mass emission test by either Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) or California Air Resources Board
(ARB) as well as any manufacturer follow-up programs. ARB
has tested in-use vehicles one time since the controls
became effective, and the results were very near to the
manufactures certified levels. Several manufacturers have
also confirmed, from mass emission testing, that the
emission levels of in-use vehicles were very close to the
certification levels.

A major point of interest is that the deterioration factors
(DF) from in-use motorcycles are in many cases lower than the
manufacturers certification DF. During the vehicles useful
life the rate of deterioration approached zero grams. The DF
rates for motorcycle manufacturers from EPA certification data
also shows the same characteristics.

We would add that emission controls for regulated motorcycles
mainly consist of engine modifications consisting of lean
carburetor settings, fixed ignition timing and passive pulse
air injection systems which are further regulated by EPA to be
non-adjustable with common hand tocls. Emission controls for
motorcycles are less likely than automobiles to deteriorate or
be maladjusted by their owners. Should a controlled motorcycle
become a "gross emitter" there would likely be a degradation of
performance wherein the owner would have incentive to return to
his dealership for repairs.
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There are no relationships between the values of a simple idle
emission test and a full federal test procedure (FTP)} mass
emission test for investigating a motorcycle's true emission
characteristics. We consider the EPA and ARB mass emission
test requirements as the most appropriate methods of testing
emission controls for motorcycles given the lack of information
from Arizona's localized testing.

Sincerely vours,

A Polde

Paul Golde
Technical Analyst

PG/bjr

cc: Technical Committee
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GOVEANOR

Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. H , April 19, 1985, EQC Meeting, Addendum

Pr s Adoption of endmen e Vehic I cti

Program Operating Rulegs (QAR 3YQ-24~300 through 24-350)

The noise test standards, OAR 340-24-337 were adopted November 2, 1984,

The standards are intended to identify excessively noisy cars, light trucks
and motorcycles. Compliance with the noise testing requirements has been
required for cars and light ftrucks since April 1.

An aim of the vehicle inspection program is to insure that vehicle exhaust
systems are maintained in proper operating condition relative to their
design, or what is reasonably achieveable. This compl iments the
Department's program whereby noise standards have been met by all new
vehicles sold in Oregon since 1975. In that program, the manufacturer
certifies that its vehicles meet the state's noise criteria as measured by
& specified procedure. This procedure is referred to as a "drive-by" test,
where all vehicle noises are measured as a vehicle drives by in a specified
manner. Vehicles manufactured prior to 1975 were not required to meet
either state or federal noise emission standards, In fact some high
performance designed vehicles were manufactured with an emphasis on a
"gutsy performance" exhaust sound.

The noise test administered at the inspection stations is done at a raised

' engine speed idle. Preliminary data from noise testing indicates that some

DEG-46

vehicle classes which are certified as complying with standards measured
with the "drive~by" test do not meet the standards measured with the
raised idle test. Other data indicates that certain special interest older
performance vehicles, reportedly in OEM (original manufactured)
configuration exceed the standards.

The proposed amendment to OAR 340-24-337 Attachment 1, gives the Director
the flexibility, on a very limited basis, to provide alternative standards
for those vehicle classes that meet the drive-by test or were manufactured
noisy. This is similar to a provision in the air pollution emission
tegting procedures.
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This wording was not originally included at the time of the noise rule
adoption because of staff oversight. It is the Departments belief that few
vehicle classes will need to utilize this provision.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the addendum to the report be accepted and that this
suggested rule revision also be adopted.

““fféd Hansen

Bill Jasper:n

5081

April 8, 1985

Attachment 1, QAR 340-24-337
ANOY




Attachment 1

Agenda Ttem No. H,
Addendum

April 19, 1985 EQC Meeting

Motor Vehicle Propulsion Exhaust Noise Standards

340-24-337 (1) Light duty motor vehicle propulsion exhaust noise
levels not to be exceeded as measured at no less than 20 inches from any
opening to the atmosphere downstream from the exhaust ports of the motor
vehicle engine:

Vehicle Type Maximum Allowable Noise Level
Front Engine 93 dBA
Rear and Mid Engine 85 dBA

{2) Motorecycle propulsion exhaust noise levels not to be exceeded as
measured at no less than 20 inches from any opening to the atmosphere
downstream from the exhaust ports of the motorcycle engine:

Model Year Maximum Allowable Noise Level
Pre-1976 102 dBA
1976 and later 99 dBA
The Director may establish specific separate st ds ifferin
those listed in subsections an for vehicle ses i r
etermined t esent hibitive inspectio roblems using the ste

standard,




VICTOR ATIYER
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Comrmiission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
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MEMORAND UM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: -Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. I, April 19, 1985, EQC Meeting
Approval of Amendments to Lane Regional Air Pollution
Authority Rules for Air Conveying Systems as s Revision of
the State Implementation Plan.

Background

The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority (LRAPA)} has revised their
particulate emission limit for air ceonveying systems (cyclones)., At its
January 1985 meeting, the LRAPA Board of Directors adopted a revision to
rule 32-800B (Attachment 1), which changed the existing hourly particulate
emission limit to an equivalent 2i4-hour (daily) average. The reason for
the change was cited as the unreasonable cost to meet the hourly

emission rate in relation to the benefit gained.

Problem Statement

State statute requires LRAPA to submit air quality rules to the EQC for
their approval. Statute requires that LRAPA rules must not be less strict
than any state rules.

Evaluation

The Department has reviewed the revised LRAPA particulate emission rules
for air conveying systems. The Department finds them to be more stringent
than statewide rules. The LRAPA air conveying systems rules are a key part
of the State Implementation Plan control strategy for particulate matter in
the Eugene-Springfield Air Quality Maintenance Area. The change from an
hourly particulate emission limit to the equivalent 24=hour average
particulate emission limit will not affect the integrity of the control
strategy. The LRAPA control strategy 1s based on meeting state and federal
daily and annual particulate air quality standards. The rule revision will
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not allow an increase in daily or annual particulate emissions from air
conveying systems. LRAPA has satisfied public notice requirements to make
the subject rule change a SIP revision.

Summation

1. LRAPA has revised its air conveying systems rule by changing the
hourly particulate emission limit to an equivalent daily limit.

2. State statute requires LRAPA to submit rules to the EQC, and the EQC
to approve such rules if they are found to be no less stringent than
state rules.

'3. The Department has reviewed LRAPA's rule revision dealing with
particulate emissions for air conveying systems and finds that they
are more stringent than state rules.

Director's Recommendation
It is recommended that the EQC approve LRAPA's rule revision for air
conveying systems (Attachment 1) based on a finding that they are equal to

or more stringent than state rules, and further, that the EQC direct the
Department to submit the revised rule to EPA as a SIP revision.

A Panee,

Fred Hansen
Attachments 1. LRAPA's revised rule 32-800B,
J. F. Koyaleczyk:s

(503) 229-6459
March 26, 1985

AS1297




LANE REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY Attachment 1
PROPOSED RULE REVISION '

Section 32-800 Air Conveying Systems

Affected Sources

A.

Dry material air conveying systems located within the Eugene/Springfield
Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) which use a cyclene or other mechan-
ical separating device and which have a baseline year emission rate of
three (3) Metric Tons or more of particulate matter are affected
sources.

Emission Limits for Affected Sources

B.

Notwithstanding the general and specific emission standards and regu]é-

tions contained in these rules, affected sources shall not emit par-

ticulate matter to the atmosphere in excess_of"the‘following amounts:
One (1) Metric Ton/year (1.10 Tons/year)
[0-32-Kgfhour-(0:26-tbs=fhour}]

2.88 kq/day (6.24 1bs/day)

Compliance Schedules

C.

D.

Dry material air conveying systems -having baseline year emission rates
of three (3) Tons/yzar, as determined by the Director, shall comply with
this rules as soon as practicable, but no later than January 1, 1985.

Applicability of Part C to affected sources shall be based on calculated
actual emissions. : -

Upon the effective date of this rule, the Director shall compile a list
of permitted air conveying systems and their respective emission rates,

~and shall {ssue a notice of determination of appliicability; the Director

may require source tests prior to final determination.

Affected sources shall submit compliance schedules to the Director for
approval within ninety (90) days after a notice of determination of
applicability is issued by the Director. Compliance schedules shall
contain reasonable periodic increments of progress dates for:

1. Submittal of source's final control plan;

2. Award of emission control system or process modification contract;
or issuance of orders for purchase of component parts to accomplish
emission control or process modification;

3. Initiation of on-site construction or instaliation of emissipn
control equipment or process change;

4. Completion of on-site construction or installation of emission
control equipment or process change;

5. Final compliance demonstration.

Consistent with Section 21-010 and 22-010, sources with a baseline year
emission rate of less than three (3) Metric Ton/year shall notify the
Authority when emission rates change such that this rule applies.




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

DEQ-46

VIGTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. J, April 19, 1985, EQC Meeting

Proposed Facjlities and Time Schedule to Remove or Alleviate
Condition Alleged Dangerous to Public Healt =
Connecticut Court S.E. Near Salem, Marjon County, Qregon;
Certification of Approval to Health Division in Accordance
with ORS 431.720

Bac ound

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 431.705 to 4371.760 provide a mechanism for a
county court or 2 local or district board of health to force a territory
within their jurisdiction to form a district or be annexed to a district
for the purpose of solving a health hazard problem., This includes, but is’
not limited to, health hazards from inadequate sewage disposal. These
procedures are necessary when the affected people within a health hazard
area will not voluntarily annex to a district or form their own district in
order to correct the problem.

The statute requires the following steps:

(1) The county adopts a resolution requesting the Oregon State Health
Division to initiate proceedings for formation of a district without
vote or consent in the affected territory.

(2) The county forwards the resolution, together with the time schedule
and preliminary plans and specifications to the Health Division.

(3) Where sewage facilities are proposed, the Health Division forwards
the preliminary plans to the Department for Commission approval. The
plans are reviewed to determine if the alleged health hazard within
the affected territory could be removed or alleviated by the provision
of service facilities proposed.
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(4) After review of the plans and specifications, the Commission considers
the proposed facilities and time schedule for alleviating the health
hazard and certifies approval or disapproval to the Health Division.

{5) Upon receipt of the plans certification from the Commission, the
Health Division investigates the health hazard alleged by the county
and issues an order for a hearing to determine whether, in fact, a
health hazard exists.

{(6) If a health hazard is proven to exist and the proposed facilities
will correct it, the Health Division enters the findings in an
order, directed to the county court of the county having juris-
diction.

{(7) The Health Division and the Commission use their applicable powers
of enforcement to insure the service facilities are constructed in
conformance with the plans and schedules.

The Marion County Board of Commissioners adopted a Resolution on February
13, 1985, in accordance with ORS 431.715. This resclution (Attachment 1)
was presented to the Health Division along with a time schedule and
preliminary plans and specifications (Attachment 2) for service facilities.
These documents were forwarded to the Department on March 6, 1985.

The area of alleged health hazard consists of eight residential properties
along Connecticut Court in S, E. Salem. The properties are served with a
private sewer line which was never constructed o municipal standards. As
such, ownership was never assumed by the Marion County, East Salem Service
District. The collecting sewer is not performing adequately. It connects
to an existing 10-inch publiec sewer in Connecticut Ave. S.E. Sewage is
conveyed to the City of Salem's Willow Lake treatment plant for treatment
and disposal.

Evaluation

The proposal is to generally repair the existing collecting sewer by
replacing broken sectjions, adding manholes and c¢leanouts, etc. to make the
sewer conform to City of Salem standards as near as possible, These
repairs should allow the system to operate free of stoppages which have
occurred in the past.

411 of the facilities necessary to convey, treat and dispose of the sewage
from this area are adequate.

Removal of the health hazard would be accomplished within six months, which
1s reasonable.

Thus, the staff concludes that installation of the proposed facilities will
remove conditions alleged dangerous to public health.
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Summation

1. On February 13, 1985, Marion County adopted a Resolution requesting
the State Health Division to ascertain whether a condition dangerous
to public health exists in the affected territory and whether the
condition can be permanently removed and alleviated by directing the
East Salem Service District to provide appropriate sewer services.

2. Preliminary plans and specifications and a time schedule have been
prepared by Marion County to remove the alleged hagzard.

3. County resolution and preliminary plans and specifications and time
schedule have been submitted to the Commission through the Health
Division.

4, ORS #431.720 requires the Commission to certify to the Health Division
its approval if it considers the proposed facilities and time schedule
adequate to remove or alleviate the health hazard, Also, the
Commission must inferm the County of its approval.

5. The Department staff has reviewed the preliminary plans and
specifications and time schedule and consider it approvable. The
sanitary sewer repairs proposed will remove the alleged health hazard
within the area to be annexed.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon our findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission approve the proposal of Marion County, certify said approval to
the Health Division, and inform Marion County of said approval.

RESTN

Fred Hansen

Attachments: 2

Attachment 1 Resolution from Marion County
Attachment 2 Preliminary plans, specifications and time schedule

James L. Van Domelen:nm
WI88s5

229-5310

April 2, 1985




RUBERT C. CANNGN
Salem, Qregon 97301

Marion County Legal Counsel
Marion County Courthouse

wo ATTACHMENT 1
1 : BEFORE ‘THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
2 FOR MARION COUNTY, OREGON
30 In the matter of requesting the .)
Health Division of the State )
4| pepartment of Human Resources to )
initiate proceedings to order )
5| the East Salem Service District )
to deliver sewer services to a )
6| certain area to alleviate a )
. danger to puplic health.. )
8 | RESOLUTION
q WHEREAS, 842-852 Connecticut Court SE, Salem, Oregon, is a
0 private stfeet and residential_érea within an unincorporated area
i of Marion County:; and
12 WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners has the obligatioﬁ to
3 seck a determination of the State Health Division that a danger
iy to ﬁublic health exists and to recommend & means to alléviate the
5 danger pursﬁant to ORS 431.715; and
i VWHEREAS, thé Board of Commisgsioners has determined that a
7 private sewer line serves the affected.territory and residences
18 at 842-852 Connecticut Court SE, more partiéﬁlarly described in
9 Exhibit A, attached: that this sewer line has failed and that -raw,
20 untreated human wgste and sewage has periodically escaped from
21 this sewer onto the streets and storm water systémsP as described
§ o in Exhibit B, attached; that this condition, which ié dangeroué
g 03 to public health, will continue unless action is taken to remove
§'24 and alleviate it; that these residences and this sewerlline are
- within the territory of and are connecped with the sewer system.
0 of the East Salem Service District, a county service district
Page




RUBERT C. CANNON
Salem, Oregon 97301
Telephone 588-5220

Marion County Legal Counsel
Marion County Courthouse

1
!

1} created under ORS Chapter 451 with authority to provide and main-
2 i tain sewage works; that the East Salem Service District, in

3 | cooperation with the City of Salem, has made certain emergency

4 | repairs to témporarily alleviate thé dangerous condition, as

5| described in Exhibit C,,attached; that‘the.East Salem Service

6 | District can serve the affected territory‘ahd permanently remove
7 and alleviate the dangerous condition'by providing appropriéte

8 || sewer services according to the time schedule and preliminary

9 | plans and specifications set forth in Exhibit D, attached; now,
10 || therefore,

11 BE IT RESOLVED that the Marion County Board of Commissioners
12 ! requests the State Health Division to ascertain whether a condi-
13 § tion dangerocus to public health exists inrthe affected territory
14 | and whether the condition can be permanently removed and alleviated
15 | by directing the East Salem Service District to provide appropriate

16 | sewer services.

17 DATED at Salem, Oregon, this 13th day of February , 1985,
18 : .

MARIOW CGUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
19 ;

20

21

22 ‘ _ Comnissjoner A

Commissioner

24
25
26
Page

RESOLUTION - Page 2
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ROBIRT J HANSEN, DIRECTOR

ENGINEERING $80-503¢
INSPECTION & SURVEYING
583-5523

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

800 Senator Butlding. 220 High St. N.E. Salem.Orcgon 97301

MEMORANDUHM

January 18, 1985

TO: Mike Hansen, Mariop{County Legal Counsel

FROM « Robert J. Hansen irector of Public Works

RE: Scheduling of Connecticut Court Sewer Improvement

This is in reply to your request for a schedule for the
improvement of the Connecticut Court private sewer to the City of

Salem standards construction specifications. The following are
the key items and finish dates for each:

1) City gave problem to Marion County Dec. 7, 1984
2) Preliminary declaration of Health Hazard Jan. 2, 1985
3) Resolution requesting declaration by
State Health Division Feb. 4, 1985
4) Health Division order to improve sewer system May 4, 1985
5) Public Hearing on formation of special district June 1, 1985
6) Plans and Specs. prepared by County July 1, 1985
7) Plans and Specs reviewed by City Aug. 1, 1985
8) Contractor selected by low bid Sept. 1, 1985
9) Completion of contract Nov. 1, 1985
10) Acceptance by County and City of Salem Dec. 1, 1985
11) Assessment to Property OQOwners Jan. 1, 1986

It is expected that the repair work that the City has
accomplished is to be assessed to the eight properties served by
this sewer improvement., It will probably have to be paid for out
of the East Salem Service District's funds and reimbursed to the
district by assessment. We look to you for developing the
necessary legal mechanisms to resolve this health hazard.

1f you have any questions regarding the above, please call Dick
Walton on extension 5927.

RLW:dc

Oll6émhmlc.rlw




Estimate of Cost for Connecticut Court Sewer

The improvement will consist of, but not be limited to: the
installation of one standard service chimney and one deep
standard sewer manhole, reconnections of existing services or
cleanouts to these appurtenances, and a general repair of the
existing sewer system.

The costs are estimated to be as follows:

Standard service riser (chimney) = $1,000
Deep standard manhole 2,500
Reconnect 4 services ($200 each) 800
Excavate, repair main line (3 loc.) 3,000
$7,300

Contingencies 10% 730
8,030

Engrg, survey & inspection 15% 1,205
$9,235

0206est.riw




STATE OF OREGON

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

In the Matter of Delivery of
Appropriate Sewer Services to
Certain Territory by the East
Salem Service District of

Marion County, Oregon, Pursuant

to the Provisions of ORS 431.705
to 431.760 Due to Conditions
Alleged Dangerous to Public Health

CERTIFICATE

The Envirommental Quality Commission of the State of Oregon on April 19,
1985, reviewed preliminary plans and specifications together with a time
schedule for the implementation of a plan to repair sanitary sewers in
certain territory commonly known and referred to as 842-852 Connecticut
Court S.E. near Salem, within the East Salem Service District of Marion
County, Oregon.

Pursuant to the provisicns of ORS 431.720, the Environmental Quality
Commission reviewed and hereby approves said plans and specificationz and
the time schedule, copies of which are contained in Exhibit "A" attached
hereto and made a part hereof and does hereby certify its approval to the
Oregon Health Division that i1t considers the sanitary sewer repair
adequate to remove or alleviate the conditions alleged dangerous to public
health existing within the area within East Salem Service District a=s
aforesaid; to-wit: 1inadequate collection of sewage.

Dated this 19th day of April, 1985.

Chairman
Envirommental Quality Commission

WT884
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Portland, Oregon 97207 i: r :

’*HJ

ﬁf’ !‘ j ilwﬁ

Dear Sirs: : WEICE OF Thp ﬁﬁi’a!"&""‘@ﬁ

I am in recent receipt of a copy of your Director's Memorandum to you concerning the
Status Report and Proposed Rmendments to the Portland International Airpert Noise
Abatement Program. By way of introducticn, I am currently a member of the Port's
Noise Advisory Committee representing cuter East Multnomah County, and have been in-
volved with the Planning Advisory Committee and the noise abatement plan since its
inception.

Let me apologize in advance for not personally attending your meeting in Salem on
April 19th, but my current plans call for me to be out of town on that date. 1In lieu
of my attendance, please use this letter as my input concerning the Port's request
for revision of implementation dates for the Visuwal River Bpproach.

As was pointed ocut in your Director's Memo, i1t was in August 1983 that your Commission
approved a noise abatement program at PDX. That's right, over 1% years ago and one of
the key elements to the approved plan has not been implemented, the Visual River Ap-
proach to runways 28! Please refer to the enclosed recent correspondence between my-
self and the Port's Director of Aviation, Bill Supak, concerning my frustrations that
no interim or permanent implementation of this procedure has taken place. I pointed
cut to Mr. Supak the growing disenchantment that residents in outer East Multnomah -
County are experiencing with the plan that informed them via the media 1% years ago
that aircraft would be flying over the river on departure and arrival and thus re-
ducing noise levels in the densely populated corridor east of the airport stretching
out to Gresham.

The Port's request for implementation of the River Visual Approach delayed to the end
of October 1985 has some real problems attached to it. Let me elaborate: 1) Loss of
credibility by East Multnomah County residents in the plan that was approved over 1%
years ago, 2) No interim River Visual Apprcach this summer when PDX has the weather
reguired for Visual Approaches and has a predominant West wind, dictating landings to
the West causing increased noise levels for residents east of the airport and 3) An
implementation date, basically in Winter 1985, when predominant East winds and cloudy
weather prevent visual approaches to the west anyway.

As I stated to Mr. Supak in my letter to him, I agree wholeheartedly that a published
River Visual Approach using the Hood VOR/DME at PDX for pilect guidance and assistance
is the desirable permanent implementation aid for this procedure. However, to com-
pletely disregard an interim implementation is absurd. The claim that there must be

a published procedure to implement this appreoach is fallacicus. In fact, the current
procedure your Director alludes to in his Memo whereby aircraft departing to the East
intercept the 085° radial and fly over the Columbia River to 1lnm hefore proceeding to
their destinations is, in fact, not published at this time, but given to the pilots

as a verbal instruction when they receive their air traffic control clearances. Also,
let me reiterate that when the North runway was closed for several months last year

o S e =




for repair work, west arrivals were in fact instructed to fly a modified River Visual
approach when weather permitted by "Crossing over the Troutdale Airport at a speci-
fied altitude and followinhg the River as long as practical when landing on runway 28
at Portland." Not a difficult nor cumberscme interim procedure with a significant
noise abatement benefit.

Finally, Mr. Supak's letter to me suggests that the FAA, Air Transport Association and
Airlineg are the ones working with the Port on this and reguesting relief on this pro-
cedure until published. Please remember that the yearlong study process was made up
of a Planning Advisory Committee that included representatives from all the above
named organizationg and Coffman and Asgociates (the consultants) inciuded a River
Visual Approach in the approved plan. This approach procedure was not dependent on

a VOR/DME being installed, only improved as & result of having said navigation aid.

Yes, the Cctober 1985 River Visual Approach permanent published procedure implementa-
tion is reasonable, but only if an interim procedure is implemented immediately. Resi-
dents of East Multnomah County have waited long enough for their promised noise relief.

Sincerely,

Jorer & fme

Roger S. Parsons
Member, Noise Abatement Advisory Committee
Cuter East Multnomah County

Enc: 2
CC: John Hector
Bill Supak’




February 28, 1985

Mr. William Supak
Director of Aviation
Port of Portliand

Box 3529

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Bill:

I am in recent receipt of correspondence from you concerning
ATA's attempt to severly restrict the ability of local Port
authorities to regulate their own airports through FAA channels.
I agree that this would all but negate the work the Port of
Portland has done toward reducing aircraft noise impact at PDX
through the 1983 Noise Abatement Plan and make enforcement of
gsaid plan impossible.. You and the Oregon DEQ should be applaud-
ed for your strong resistance to ATA's petition.

I must take exception to paragraph three of your January 22,
1985 letter to the FAA. Concerning your comment that "The
plan was a major success in several respects:...'", was some-
what misleading =since the plan could be 2 major success, but
at this point a glaring omission to the plans noise abatement
procedures exists, namely the implementation of a Visual
River Approach. With the weather improving to accommodate
visual approaches and the surface winds beginning to predom-
inate out of the West, dictating runway 28 operations, I have
already begun to receive phone calls from nedighbors asking
why aircraft are flying overhead and not over the river on
approach as was promised in the plan.

Remember Bill, just as you stated, "In June, 1983, the Port
completed a Noise Abatement Plan for PDXY. That's apprcaching
two years ago and we still do not have a Visual River Apprcach
in place and all of outer East Multnomah County is suffering
as a result. While I reailize that the VOR/DME has cnly been
operaticnal for two mounths and it takes an inordinate amount
of red tape to publish any FAA approved approach procedure,

an interim Visual River Approach program can and should be
implemented immediately. A program similiar to that used when
the north parallel runway was closed last year and aircraft
were routed over the viver for for west flow visual arrivals
is appropriate until the Visual River Approach is approved and
published.
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As for the F-4 side-step maneuver being shelved in lieu of
the'Visual River Approach, fine, but we don't have that
approach in place yet. In the interim, at a minimum, the
Port and the OANG should have a letter of agreement in
place whereby F-4 pilots would preference visual or instru-
ment approaches to the north runway (28R) with a side-step
approximately 3-4 miles out to ruunway 28L, in lieu of an
extended, noise sengitive overfly straight in approach to the
South runway. These aircraft are by far the nosiest flyving
out of Poertland and should be a top priority for interdim
noise abatement procedures.

Let me close by stating that I am most apprehensive about
the FAA's desire to be able to exempt some aircraft from
executing the Visual River Approach when arriving from the
South during high traffic volume pericds. Their claim of
single runway operations 1s a little bit misleading. BRe-
member during marginal weather conditions the airport is

in fact limited to a single runway (ILS) arrival condition
and the FAA is able to handle this. When good weather
permits Visual River Approaches, an yes, more alrcraft (spe-
cifically general aviation) would be flying, that increased
volume is still able be be effectively sequenced due to

the ability to break off arriving turbojet aircraft to
either runway approximately 3-4 miles out while at the same
time not being restricted to Visual River Approaches for
most general aviation airecraft. By permitting judgemental
exceptions to the Visual River Approach you open the potential
for abuse of the noise abatement plan and invalidate so

much of the positive results attained in reducing single
event noise occcurences over East County neighborhoods.

I urge you to act on the Visual River Approach procedure,
both interim and permanent plams, or you will risk losing
the credibility in the plan you have built with OQuter
East County neighborhoods over the past two years.

Sincerely,

[y £f

Roger S. Parsons
Highwood Homeowners
Member, NAAC

CC: John Newell
John Hector




Port of Portlang

Hox 3529 Portland, Oregon 97208
503/231-5000
TWX: 210-464-6151

March 15, 1985

Mr. Roger S. Parsons

Highwood Homeowners Association
16405 N.E. Fargo Court

Portland OR 97230

Dear Rogar:

We are currently working with the FAA, ATA and the airlines to develop
the "River Visual Approach" procedure, We have made a special point
to include airiine pilots in this process because it's not going to be
a popular procedure to f£ly. We hope that by getting their direct
involvement, we can overcome objections to the added distance and
complexity of this procedure versus what they now f£ly. Hopefully, we
will get their {pilots) willing support, rather than looking for ways
to beat the system.

To date, I think we have that cooperakive support; howaver, we have
had a great deal of confusion and a good deal of pilot opposition to
flying procedures and using navigational aids that are not charted.
Because of this confusion and opposition, the FPAA and the Air
Transport Association have requested that we plan implementation in
conjunction with publication of the procedure. With due consideration
to your concerns, I agree that it's in the best interest of the Plan
to wait for publication.

I can appreciate your frustration with the timing and process required
in this case. While I cannot agree with your recommendation for early
adoption of an interim procedure, I can push to expedite the procedure
development and publication process. Additionally, I will direct
staff to explore the possibility of building an interim procedure for
the P-4s to mitigate their impact upon East Multnomah County.

Thank you for taking the time to state your concerns regarding the
impact of the Noige Abatement Plan on outer Bast Multnomah County,

Sincerely,

Bill Supak )
Director of Aviation

0062N

cc: John Hector

COLLIMBIA  Port of Portland offices located in Portland, Oregon, US.A., Boise, ldahe, Chicago, iilinois, New York, NY.,
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LEGAL COUNSEL MARION COUNTY BOARD OF

Robert C, Cannon COMMISSIONERS
s OFFICE OF LEGAL COUNSEL g™

Janet McCoy ' Gary Heer
TELEPHONE (503) 588-5220 COURTHOUSE, SALEM, OREGON 97301 TELEPHONE (503) 588-5212

April 9, 1985 \
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DEPARTNIFNT oF ENVIR{}NMENTM QUALLTY

CREGEED

;PR FR NI

SFRICE OF ThE DIRECTOR

William Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
P, 0. Box 1760

Portland QR 97207

RE: Connecticut Court SE, Salem, Marion County, Oregon
Private sewer failure

Dear Mr. Young:

Enclosed please find a certified true copy of the Resolution
adopted by the Marion County Board of Commissioners, requesting
the State Health Division to declare a danger to public health
and to direct appropriate actions on the part of the East Salem
Service District, pursuant to ORS 431.715.

At the request of Mr. Ron Hall of the State Health Division,
I have enclosed the certified true copy of the Resolution. If
yvou have need of further information, please contact me.

Very truly yours,

s )
.-"ﬂ\\( P '
Ao

:ichaéA J. Hansen
Assistant Legal Counsel

MJH:cg

Enc.

cc: Public Works
Board of Commissioners
Environmental Health
State Health Division




ROBERT C. CANNON

Marion County Legai Counsel
-Salem, Oregon 97301
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
FOR MARION COUNTY, OREGON

In the matter of requesting the -
Health Division of the State
Department of Human Resources to
initiate proceedings to order
the East Salem Service District
to deliver sewer services to a
certain area to alleviate a
danger to public health.

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the Board of Commissibners has the obligation to
seek a determination of the State Health bivision ﬁhat a danger
to public health exists and to recommend a meané to alleviate the
danger pursuant to ORS 431.715; and | ‘

WHEREAS, the‘Béard of Commissioners has determined thaﬂ a
private‘séwer line seﬁveé tﬁe resideﬁées at 842-852 Conﬁecticut
Court SE, an unincorporateq area of Marion County, more pafticu"
larly described in Exhibit A, attached: that ﬁhe Marion County
Environmental Healtﬁ Officer has found that this sewer line has
failed and that raw, untreated human waste and sewage has periodi-
cally escaped from this Séwer onto the streets and storm water
systems, creating a condition, which is dangerous to public health
unless action is taken to permangntly alleviate it; that these
residences and thisrsewer'line are within the territory of and
are conﬁected with the sewer sfstem of the Fast Salem Service
District,.a county sefvice district created under ORS Chapter 451
with authority to provide and maintain sewage works; that the

East Salem Service District can serve the affected territory and

se T'\i\_}
VRPN
o coms OF [ ny I
(" At (oW
S??E:Ea,upxlbaﬂ'*'“a~ y el
P2y ﬁ‘ n'ﬂﬁ’f""ﬁp
ey P AR

DY et

N




ROBERT . CANNON
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permanently alleviate the dangérous condition by providing

appropriate sewer services according to the time schedule and

preliminary plans and specifications set forth in Exhibit B,

attached; now, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED that the Marion County Board of Commissioners
hereby withdraws its prior Resolution in this matter, dated

February 13; 1985, and hereby requests the State Health Division

to ascertain whether a condition-dangerous to public health-

exists in the affected terrltory and whether the conditlon can be
permanently removed and allev1ated by dlrectlng the East Salem

Service District to prov1de appropriate sewer services.

DATED at Salem, Oregon, this‘54%/ day of é?#%%;f ¢ 1985,
MARION ng%i? BOARD OF COMMISSIOMERS

Cw
,,;-—

Comm1551on

Commissioner

RESOLUTION - Page 2
East Salem Sewer District




EXHIBIT A

Lots 39 through 50 inclusive,

Block 7

SANTANA VILLAGE

Situated in

Section 31, Township 7 South, Range 2 West

MARICN COUNTY, OREGON




EXHIBIT B

Timetable:

June 1, 1985 Health Division order to improve sewer

system
June i, 1985 _ Public Hearlng.on formatlon of special
district
September 1, 1985 Plans and specifications prepared and
: approved
October 1, 1§85 . Contractor'selécted
December 1, 1985 ' Contract completed
January 1, 1986 Accapﬁance by East Salem Sewer District
Jaﬁuary 1, 1986 Assessment‘to property owners

Preliminary Plans:
Minimum improvements to existing sewer'include:

Replacement of all crushed or damaged portions of 6—-inch
concrete sewer line;

Installation of one standard service chimney and one deep
standard sewer manhole;

Relaylng and reconnection of four ex1st1ng residential
service connections; and

General repair of the existing sewer system.’




STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Memorandum
To: Environmental Quality Commission Date: 17 April 1985
From: Fred Hansen

Subject:  City of Warrenton

At the Commission's breakfast meeting in March, staff briefed the
Commission on the solid waste prcoblems along the North Oregon Coast,
and indicated that closure of the Warrenton Landfill would be before
the Commissicn at its April meeting.

Since then, the City and the Department have tentatively reached
agreement to close the landfill by this fall, and to begin final
cover this July.

The Department and the City will prepare and agree to a stipulated
consent order which will resolve the two permits (10/83 and 2/85)
which the City has appealed, and outline the conditions of the
landfill's closure. The Department feels this is a fair and

gsound resolution to this long-standing problem.

Because of the agreement to prepare a stipulated consent oxrder which

will dismiss the two appeals and will outline the steps for closure
of the landfill, no Commission action is needed at this time.
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