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9:00 a.m. 

9:10 a.m. 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING 

CONSENT ITEMS 

January 23, 1987 

Fourth Floor Conference Room· 
Executive Building 

811 S. W. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

TENTATIVE AGENDA 

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

A. Minutes of December 12, 1986 regular meeting and December 19, 1986 
special conference call meeting. 

B. Monthly Activity Report for November 1986. 

C. Tax Credits. 

PUBLIC FORUM 

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

ACTION AND INFORMATION ITEMS 

Public hearings have previously been conducted on items marked by an 
asterisk (*). The Commission may, however, wish additional information 
on these items and accept comments from interested persons or call on 
interested persons to answer questions. This opportunity shall not 
replace comments at public hearings. Public testimony will be accepted 
on all other items. 

*D. Proposed adoption of Oregon's Oil and Hazardous Materials Response 
Plan •. 

E. Informational Report: Oregon's Recycling Opportunity Act; Report 
on implementation to the 1987 Oregon Legislative Assembly. 

F. Informational Report: The status of implementation of the Metro 
Waste Reduction program. 



EQC Agenda 

10 a.m. 

11 a.m. 
to 1 p.m. 

9:15 a.m. 

G. 

-2- January 23, 1987 

Proposed adoption of temporary rule that would revise 
"Definitions," OAR 340-108-002 (9) (b); "Subdivision B: 
Quantities," OAR 340-108-010(1) (d) and (2); and repeal 
Division 108, Appendix I. 

Reportable 
OAR 340, 

H. Informational Report: Eagle-Picher Minerals, Inc. 

·I. Informational Report: Vehicle Inspection Program. 

·J. Issue Paper: Determination of percent allocable for pollution 
control tax credits. 

K. Request for an exception to OAR 340-41-026(2) (an EQC policy 
requiring growth and development to be accommodated within existing 
permitted loads) by Wacker Siltronic Corporation. 

L. 

M. 

Public hearing and proposed adoption of modifications to Section 
401 Certification rules, OAR Chapter 340, Division 48. 

Request for extension of the July 1, 1986 deadline for providing 
the opportunity to recycle in the Portland wasteshed. 

WORK SESSION 

Following this meeting the staff of the Department of Environmental 
Quality will conduct a work session for the Commission on the landfill 
siting process. 

As space permits, the public is invited to monitor the work session. 

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

The Commission will have breakfast (7:30 a.m.) at the 
Avenue. Agenda items may be discussed at breakfast. 
DEQ offices, 811 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Portland. 

Portland Inn, 1414 s.w. Sixth 
The Commission will lunch at the 

The next Commission meeting will be March 13, 1987, in Portland. 

Copies of the staff reports on the agenda items are available by contacting the 
Director's Office of the Department of Environmental Quality, 811 s.w. Sixth Avenue, 
Portland, Oregon 97204, phone 229-5395, or toll-free 1-800-452-4011. Please specify 
the agenda item letter when requesting. 

DOElll 
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'l'HE.SE MINUTES ARE Nar FINAL. UNI'IL APPROVED BY THE EX;lC 

MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED SEVENTY-SIXTH MEETING 

OF THE 

OREX>ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CXM>IISSION 

Deeember 12, 1986 

On Friday, December 12, 1986, the one hundred seventy-sixth meeting of the 
Oregon Environmental Quality COmmission convened in the fourth floor 
conference roan of the Executive Building, 811 SW Sixth Avenue, in 
Portland, Oregon. Present were Commission Chairman James Petersen, Vice
Chairman Arno DenecKe, and commission members Mary Bishop, Wallace Brill 
and Sonia Buist. Present on behalf of the Department were its Director, 
Fred Hansen, and several members of tne Department staff. 

The staff reports presentea at this meeting, which contain the Director's 
recamnendations mentioned in these minutes, are on file in the Office of 
tne Director of the Department of Environmental Quality, 811 SW Sixth 
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 ME:ETING 

Review of 1987 Legislative Concepts 

Stan Biles, Assistant to the Director, Director Hansen, and various 
Division Administrators reviewed for the commission the status of 
legislative concepts proposed to be submitted by the Department for 
the 1987 Legislative Session. 

AG!!:NDA ITEM A: Minutes of tile October 24, 1986 EQC Meeting 

It was MOVED by Camnissioner Bishop, seconded oy Commissioner Brill, and 
passea unanimously that the minutes be approved. 

AGENIJll. I'l'EM B: Monthly Activity Report for September and October, 1986 

It was ~KJVED by commissioner Bishop, seconded by COmmissioner Buist and 
passea unanimously that the.monthly activity report be approved. 

AGENDA ITEM C: Tax Credit Applications 

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

It is recommended that the Camnission take the following action: 

1. Issue tax credit certificates for pollution control facilities: 

Appl. 
No. 

T-1839 

T-1842 

T-1843 

T-1844 

T-1845 

T-1847 

Applicant 

Wilbur-Ellis Co., Inc. 

Portland General Electric 

Portland General Electric 

~vanite Battery Separator 

Conrad Wood Preserving Co. 

Newberg Garbage Service 

Facility 

Loading Dock Enclosure 

Oil Spill Containment 

Oil Spill Containment 

Groundwater Monitoring 
Wells 

Lift Truck to move 
Hazardous Material 

Recycling Center and 
Storage 

2. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 1123 issued to 
Reichhold Chemical and reissue the certificate to CPEX Pacific, 
Inc. 

3. Revoke Pollution control Facility Certificates No. 363, 489 and 
494 issued to Boise cascade, Salem Paper Mill. 

4. Revoke Pollution control Facility Certificates No. 921, 1001, and 
1200, issued to Glacier Ranch and reissue to Glacier Ranch, Inc. 

PUBLIC FORUM 

Bill Johnson, ENUF, Foster, Oregon, appeared regarding alternate uses for 
straw instead of burning. Mr. Johnson said that in Europe straw 
pellets are used for fuel or cattle feed. In the United States, he 
continued, straw pellets cannot be used for cattle feed because of 
pesticides, but could be used for fuel. He said that this use of straw 
could stop field burning, but that manufacturers of other sources of fuel 
would not like to see straw used for fuel. Mr. Johnson said that Oregon 
should develop an industry based on straw utilization for fuel and asked 
the Camnission to give consideration to alternatives to field burning and 
to push for developnent of alternatives. 

Chairman Petersen assured Mr. Johnson that the Camnission was keenly 
interested in trying to find a way to eliminate the necessity to burn 
fields. Chairman Petersen said it occurred to him that with as much money 
as has oeen spent on research into field burning alternatives, he was 
surpised that if there was a demand for straw pellets for fuel, it had 
not been developed. He said the Commission would support alternatives 
that make sense economically and requested Mr. Johnson to give any 
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· information he haa on the subject to the Department. Mr. Johnson said 
that half of the money collected from f anners each year in field burning 
fees goes to Oregon State University for research into alternatives, but 
so far there have been no results. 

Bill Schneider, Vale, appeared regarding the Eagle Picher plant in Malheur 
County which was built directly in front of his home. Since the plant was 

· built, Mr. Schneider said, they have been plagued with noise and air 
emission problems for whicn the plant has been cited on several occasions. 
Mr. Scnneider said the company was flaunting the law, and he was concerned 
about public health. Originally, he opposed the construction of the plant 
and the issuance of permits, but upon assurance by DEQ that the public 
would be protected, and also assurances from Eagle Picher, he withdrew his 
objections to the plant. Eagle Picher said no part of the plant would be 
Visible from his property, but it is. In addition, he continued, Eagle 
Picher said its emissions were only steam, but they have an immense 
particulate problem emitting a hazardous substance as defined by EPA •. Mr. 
Schneider said some emissions can be seen from as far away as three miles 
fran the plant. He showed the Commission pictures of emissions from the 
plant and said that the plant's own engineers state the emissions contain 
up to 40% cristobalite. He said the emissions were irritating, and some 
people were more susceptible than others to the fallout wnich is mixing 
with their soil so they will oe oreathing it for years. Mr. Schneider 
cited instances where bee colonies had been lost because the particulate is 
so sharp it killed the bees along with other flying insects needed to 
pollinate fields. 

Mr. Schneider expressed concern that DEQ is bc:Ming to political pressure. 
He said his questions regarding the makeup of the Vale airshed had not 
been answered. He said that DEQ could apparently vary, the definition of 
the airshed to suit a Fortune 500 company. 

Mr. Schneider said that in 1984 he was assured protection from noise 
impact. Mr. Schneider said it was the state's responsibility to protect 
citizens. He said that since the plant has been running, he was only 
getting two hours of sleep a night. He said doctors had detennined there 
was notning organically wrong with him, only that he was sensitive to the 
noise. 

Mr. Schneider also expressed concern that alll'Ost all of the data for 
issuing the pennits came from the industry, not from an independent 
analysis by DEQ. 

Jack Torrey, Vale, owns 267 acres adjacent to the Eagle Picher plant. 
He said he signed the petition in favor of the plant on assurances that 
it would have to comply with standards and regulations, and considering 
the need for jobs in Malheur County. Mr. Torrey was concerned about the 
health and welfare of his family. He bas a daughter at risk from an 
inherited fonn of emphysema. Mr. Torrey said he did not want to see the 
plant close, but it was the state's responsibility to protect the people 
of the state. He contended his complaints to the DEQ Noise Section were 
met with rudeness. Mr. Torrey said they had to keep their windows closed 
all summer because of the noise from the plant. He too said the plant 
had ignored their emission limits. Mr. Torrey said the citizens could 
not wait another six months to a year for the plant to comply. 
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Mr. Torrey said DEQ had never done independent noise tests on the plant, 
but that.the tests were run by a private firm hired by Eagle Picher. He 
said an acceptable noise level should have been established before the 
plant was built. He also questioned how the tests were run as he had 
information the plant deliberately operated quieter during testing by 
cutting fans and dropping RPI.Vis. · 

Mr. Torrey thanked the EQC for tneir time. He said he has gone without 
sleep for six months and his lack of sleep was affecting his work day. He 
complimented tne DEQ staff, but asked tne EQC for help in moving the 
process along. He said if they did not receive results, they would be 
seeing the Ccmmission again. 

Ccmmissioner Buist asked wnat was known about the emissions from the plant. 
Tom Bispham, Administrator of the Department's Air Quality Division, said 
that the information on cristobalite comes from Eagle Picher. He said the 
amount was much lower in the raw material. Camnissioner Buist said there 
needed to be adequate information about emissions and because the current 
information is inadequate, people are more alarmed than they need to be. 
Camnissioner Buist said that if cristooalite was being formed, then Mr. 
Schneider had a right to be concerned. She said the hazard needed to be 
identified, the concentration, and particulate size. She said that for 
reassurance to the people concerned, generally if you can see the 
particulate there is less need to be concerned than if it cannot be seen. 
She said it was the very small particle sizes tllat cause problems. 
Ccmmissioner Buist said that one large exposure cannot cause silicosis. 
She said it would need to be extreme heavy exposures for six to nine months 
to develop acute silicosis. It was Ccmmissioner Buist's educated guess 
that the size range of the particles was large and probably not a real 
health hazard, but very irritating·. She requested Director Hansen to get 
more information about the content of t;he plant's emissions. 

Mr. Bispham said the Department was trying to get more information to pass 
on to resiaents in the area. He said there were problems at the plant and 
the Department was taking enforcement actions. Mr. Bispham said that 
fugitive emissions were very difficult to quantify, but the Department's 
Laboratory and Regional Operations Divisions would be doing ambient 
monitoring to get more information. Ccmmissioner Buist emphasized that the 
size of the particles was linportant. She said it was easy to be alarmed, 
but not enougll information was known at this time. 

Mr. Torrey expressed concern that ccmmissioner Buist' s educated guess may 
be wrong and that her information was limited. He said there should have 
been concern shown about asbestos sooner, also, which was now shown to be 
such a problem. 

Chairman Petersen said he thought Mr. Torrey and Mr. Schneider were saying 
that the conditions of the permit were being violated, but then asked if 
they were saying the permit was not strict enough. Mr. Torrey said he 
could live with the noise standards if the plant was in compliance. 
However, he had noticed respiratory problems in his cattle which prompted 
him to check with a veterinarian. He said he could live with a.permit that 
called for 57 tons per year of stack emissions, but fugitive emissions 
were anotner matter. He said that the canpany had been served with a five 
day notice and that the Department's Eastern Region Office was writing up 
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six additional ~iolations. 
concerned about violations. 
emissions from the finished 

But, he continued, the company was 
Mr. Torrey said he understood the 

product were the most dangerous. 

not 
fugitive 

Chairman Petersen said the Department needed to be given a chance to 
respond ana suggested this matter be put on the Camnission's agenda .for its 
next meeting. He said it was too bad Mr: Torrey and Mr. Schneider had to 
come to the EQC. Chairman Petersen said Mr. •rorrey and Mr. Schneider would 
be Kept informed and the Department would be getting back to them. 

Director Hansen said it was important to point out that on both noise and 
air the Department agrees there is a problem and will continue with 
enforcement. He said the background testing on noise is parallel to wnat 
had been found in other quiet areas of the state and is consistent with 
those other areas. Director Hansen assured the Camnission that at such 
time the Department determines whether or not the ccmpany is in ccmpliance, 
the Department will do the testing and not rely on the company. 

Howard Bai<er, Sweet Home, appeared concerned about snoke from field 
burning. He said he haa not received answers to questions about wnat he is 
oreathing in the snoke. Mr. Baker was concerned about the high rate of 
cancer in the valley. Mr. BaKer said that burning under favorable winds 
meant sending the snoke towaras Sweet Home and Lebanon instead of Eugene 
which is more populated. He thought the law could be changed to give equal 
treatment to residents of Eugene and Salem. 

Chairman Petersen said he was sympathetic to Mr. Baker's concerns, but that 
the smoKe has to go somewhere and the Legislature has made a policy 
decision to send the smoke to the least populated areas. Chairman Petersen 
suggested the best place for Mr. Baker to go would be to the Legislature. 

Director Hansen assured the Camnission the Department does respond to 
questions. Chairman Petersen told Mr. Baker the Department would tell him 
everything it knew. 

Jack Smith, Northwest Environmental Defense Center, appeared to inform the 
Camnission it was filing suit in Federal District Court against EPA 
regarding the pollution of the Tualatin River. He said they were moved to 
legal action after petitioning Dl!Q and the EQC for eight years requesting 
water quality standards for nutrients and excessive algae growths. 

JacK Churchill, appeared to also express his disappointment with the 
Camnission and the Department for not moving on nutrient standards. 
Mr. Churchill also expressed concern about the public involvement process 
as he was not informed abQut the issuance of new permits for the sewage 
treatment plants along the Tualatin River, as he had been promised. He 
asKed wnen the Department was going to take a stand in terms of the sewage 
treatment problems in the Tualatin Basin. He also said it was time the 
Commission looked at the administration of the Department. 
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AGENDA ITEM D: I3eguest for authorization to conduct public hearings on 
proposed amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 60 and. 61 
to require annual submittal of recycling reports, amend the 
list of principal recyclable material, and change the 
telephone number on used oil recycling signs 

This item requests authorization to conduct a public hearing on a proposed 
rule amendment to require wastesheas to submit annual recycling reports and 
persons conducting recycling programs required under the Oregon Recycling 
Opportunity Act to submit data on the anount of material they recycle and 
the numoer of users of ·on-route collection programs. Also proposed are 
rule changes to mal<e corrections to the list of principal recyclable 
materials in certain wastesheds, and amend the oil recycling sign rule in 
order to eliminate the requirement that a particular DEQ telephone number 
(now nonfunctional) be listed. Authorization is als6 requested to conduct 
an additional public hearing on an earlier proposed rule to add yard debris 
to the list of principal recyclable material· in the Portland metropolitan 
wastesheds. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the sumnations in Sections I, II and III of the staff 
report, it is recanmended that the Commission authorize public 
hearings to taKe testimony on proposed amendments: (a) to 
OAR 340-60-010 and OAR 340-60-045 to require annual submittal of 
recycling reports and to define "recycling setouts"; (b) to 
OAR 340-60-030 to amend the list of principal recyclable 
materials; and (c) to OAR 340-61-062 to change the telephone 
number required on oil recycling signs. 

Commissioner Bishop asked how much burden was tne paperwork going to be to 
haulers. Director Hansen said the Department did not like to add extra 
paper burdens if it was not necessary. He said the Department has been 
worKing closely with an advisory canmittee which includes haulers and local 
government representatives, and the committee is satisfied with this 
proposal. He said the Department believed it was doable and had been 
accepted by the advisory committee. 

It was MO\IED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Buist and 
passed unanimously that the Director's Recanmendation be approved. 

Commissioner Buist asked where things stood regaraing plastics recycling. 
Director Hansen replied that the Department had a plastics recycling task 
force evaluating what could be done and the conclusions from that task 
force are mixed. He said there was no consensus that the process for 
recycling plastics was very far along or that independent actions of this 
state would be able to accomplish much. Director Hansen said the 
Department was trying to find ways to encourage greater markets without 
which opportunities to recyle plastics are limited. 

AGEND/\ ITEM E: Proposed adoption of the Slash Burning Smoke Management 
Plan revisions as an amendment to the State Implementation 
Plan (OAR 340-20-047) 
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This Plan addresses the concerns expressea by the CO!llnissi0n at its 
Octooer 24, 1986 meeting. Specifically the "objective" statement. in the 
ruie has been revised to incluae protection of public health and reductions 
in emissions. 'l'he "assumption" section in the Directive has been deleted 
entirely. 

Director's RecOlllllU1endation 

Based on the SUlllllation in the staff report, it is recommended that 
the Commission adopt the revised Smoke Management Plan and 
Directive as an amendment to the State Implementation Plan 
(OAR 340-20-047) 

William L. 'l.'offler, M.D., Portland, testified he was a family physician at 
OSHU and was previously in private practice in Sweet Hane which gave him 
experience with people affected by SnPke. He said that tne Smoke 
Management Plan needs specifics and the health impact was beyond question. 
Dr. Toffler said the question was how much smoke causes the problem, not 
if there was a health problem at all. He said the difficulty was in 
quantifying the problem. Dr. Toffler said tnat often the experts in the 
field do not have a medical practice to actually see the effects. He has 
personal knowledge of people who had had to move from the area because of 
health problems due to SnPke. He said there was clear evidence to show 
there was a particulate health impact at far less a level than was 
previously thought. During field burning, he said, there are tlines it is 
hard to see 100 meters. He said there was not much of a problem in 
Portland, but in Sweet Hane he saw someone every week who was·affected by 
the smoke. Dr. Toffler said there were people everywhere so sending .the 
SnPke to less populated areas was not a solution. 

Commissioner Buist asked what proportion.of the population experiences an 
adverse health impact from S11Pke. Dr. Toffler said he did not have an 
answer, but that it was an excellent question that needed and answer •. 
Canmissioner Buist said there was an enormous body of literature relating 
to the effects of various types of air pollution. In setting public 
policy, she continued, the problem is deciding where the cut point should 
oe. All air pollution cannot be done away with. She would, however, liKe 
to see field burning done away with. In the absence of alternatives, 
Commissioner Buist said, it has to be determined what to do with the smoke, 
and to decide what is an acceptable level of adverse health effects. 
Canmissioner Buist said that no doubt there was an economic burden to the 
affected people which has to be offset by the economic benefit to the 
ourners. Canmissioner Buist said that as far as it is known the levels of 
pollution do not create disease where there was no disease before, but may 
aggravate disease where it already exists. In order to answer her 
question to Dr. Toffler, a population based study needed to be done 
using instruments that are probably not available, Canmissioner Buist said. 

Dr. Totfler agreed with Canmissioner Buist on the economic argument, and 
agreed that it was not Known how many people are affected, and that there 
is no Knowledge of long-term impact. Dr. Toffler believed it was a 
priority to determine the impact and the problem with existing standards is 
that answers are not given for Oregon. 
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Chuck Stringham, Lincoln City physician, expressed concern about th~ health 
effects of slash and field burning. He agreed with Dr. Toffler and said 
there was no question that during the time of slash and field burning there 
is a marked increase in his patients for respiratory problems. He said 
this was a short-term and economic af'fect. Dr. Stringham said he did not 
have studies for long-term etfects, but knc:Ms it is a problem for the 
people affected. He urged investigation of health impact and enforcement 
of already existing air quality standards. He encouraged the developinent of 
forest practices that would decrease pollution. Dr. Stringham thought 
there were alternatives that could meet the forestry needs and not impact 
the health of people in the vicinity of the burning. He asked the 
Ccmmission to address these concerns to assure health is protected. 

Kathy Williams, Seal Rock, realized that the Smoke Management Plan is being 
reviewed as the support document to the visibility State Implementation 
Plan. She reminded the Commission the basic purpose of the Clean Air Act 
was to protect public health. Ms. Williams was concerned about the health 
effects of slash burns and disagreed with the staff report that the smoke 
was not affecting people. She said with the particulate levels DEQ 
already has, it could be determined where the particulate standards are 
being exceeded. Ms. Williams asked why regulations were not applied the 
same to the forest industry as to other industry. She said the staff 
report was only the opinion of sane DEQ staff and that others on the DEQ 
staff were not agreeable. She wanted DEQ to return to the Department of 
Forestry to develop new and more enforceable rules to protect public 
health. 

Director Hansen believed that the issues coming forth at this meeting have 
been motivated by pesticide and herbicide concerns. He said new 
information was coming out, but was still preliminary. He said DEQ was 
very interested in that data, h<Mever did not believe it needed to be 
aadressed in the Smoke Management Plan. If the data leads the Department 
to believe different regulations are required, then the Department would 
proceed accordingly. 

Chairman Petersen asked for comment on the issue raised that there was not 
adequate data to assess health impact of short duration exposure to S11Pke. 
Director Hansen said the federal standard was based on 24 hours. If an 
exceedance lasts for only one to two hours it must be at such a level that 
if averaged over 24 nours it would exceea the 24 hour standard. 
Commissioner Buist saia that this ,was part of the missing information. If 
there is a one hour exceedance, she continued, as opposed to constant 
exposure, then there is inadequate data as to the health impact. Chairman 
Petersen asked what it would take to develop the data. Ccmmissioner Buist 
said it was more effective to look tc:Mard prevention which is the long-term 
solution, not to pour money into more research. Commissioner Buist said 
she had tried to think of ways to study the problem and estimated it could 
not be done for less than several million dollars. 

Chairman Petersen asked what was· the extent of research into alternatives. 
Director Hansen replied that in field burning a specific portion of the 
fees go into research. He said there had been a lot of work in this area, 
some of it productive such as alternative crops and better ways to burn. 
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However, no suitable alternatives have been developed. Regarding slash 
burning, Director Hansen said, there are some forest managers who do not 
utilize Durning or herbicides. He said this was probably tied to 
utilization of the slash as well as management of the forests. 

Neil Skill, Department of Forestry, said research was being done on a 
number of topics, but so far no econanically feasible way had been found to 
get rid of the slash. Forestry has advocated a m.i100er of strategies, he· 
continued, such as different timing and burning under favorable weather 
conditions, and re11Pving slash for other purposes. However, so far that 
has not been a workable solution. 

Commissioner Buist said that one of the advantages of slash burning is that 
it is cheap and quick. As long as it is allowed, there is no incentive to 
develop alternative technology. Mr. Skill said there were two reasons for 
slash burning, econanics as well as re11Pving the fire hazard and for the 
reforestation effort. He said the practice was to use burning as a tool. 
cornmissioner Buist said it was controversial as to whether burning slash is 
the best or only way to prepare the forest for reforestation. 

Chairman Petersen said that the people canplaining were in rural areas 
where they do not have political clout and feel their complaints are not 
heard. He was sympathetic to that, but not sure solving their canplaints 
was within the scope of this agenda item. Mr. Skill said the Department of 
Forestry felt the same way and that is why they have made a substantial 
effort to control the s11Pke the nest way they can. Chairman Petersen 
emphasized he was not being critical of the Department of Forestry because 
they are charged by law to regulate the forests.' Therefore, he continued, 
the Department of Forestry is not in in the position to take the lead in 
finding 11Pre expensive alternative ways to take care of the slash. Mr. 
SKill said Forestry believes that working for the public interest is their 
Job. Chairman Petersen apologized if his comments were taKen otherwise. 

Cornmissioner Denecke canplimented Forestry and DEQ for their concerted 
efforts in this matter. 

Director Hansen said he believed the Plan will reduce smoke impacts and 
within the next eight years the Department is expecting an overall 22% 
reduction in S11Pke impacts. Although, he said, tnat does not satisfy the 
people who have to face the rema1n1ng percent. He said this Plan was an 
attempt to reduce total emissions. 

Cornmissioner Denecke said he was not unsympathetic to the people who 
testified, but would support the Plan because of assurances that om and 
Forestry will continue to make strides in this area. Chairman Petersen 
agreed. 

Commissioner Buist said she would support the Director's Recommendation, 
but asKed how to send a stronger message that the commission does not think 
this is an adequate way to solve the problern~that prevention is the 
answer. She aid not think there was any teeth in the Plan to provide an 
incentive to get to the root of tne problem. Director Hansen said there 
were a m.nnoer of ways that could oe relayed. For field burning 11Pre · 
alternative research could be done. For slash burning the most productive 
area is to have better utilization of the existing slash. 
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In response to Canmissioner Bishop, Director Hansen said the Plan would be 
reviewed in three years. 

Director Hansen said he thought the forest industry was seen as a key 
aspect of the state's eronany and has had a very hard time. It will be 
difficult, he said, out that does not mean that some additional steps in 
forestry regarding slash utilization rould be taken, which may mean the 
Legislature authorizing additional Ill)ney or people to do the job. 

It was MJITED by Caarnissioner Brill, seronded by Canmissioner Denecke and 
passed unanilll)usly that the Director's Recornrnendation be approved. 

Canmissioner Brill canrnented that the Plan was a place to start in solving 
the problem. Canmissioner Bishop said she hoped the public knew their 
canments were very helpful to the Canmission and oould rnaKe a difference in 
decisions. Chairman Petersen agreed, and thanked the testifiers for their 
canments. 

ArnNm ITEM F: Proposed adoption of amendments to the Hazardous Waste 
Permit Fee Schedule, OAR 340-105-110 

This item requests adoption of proposed amendments to the hazardous waste 
permit fee schedule. The proposed amendments would increase the annual 
compliance determination fees for hazardous waste disposal sites and would 
temporarily rescind the permit application filing and processing fees for 
hazardous waste storage facilities. 

Director's Reconmendation 

Based upon the summation in the staff report, it is recommended 
that the Canmission adopt the proposed amendments to the hazardous 
waste permit fee schedule in OAR 340-105-110. 

There was no public testimony dur.ing the hearing. 

It was Ma/ED by Canmissioner Denecke, seoonded by Canmissioner Bishop and 
passed unanilll)usly that the Director's Recanmendation be approved. 

AIBNDI\ ITEM G: Proposed adoption of Pollution Control Tax Credit Rule 
amendments, OAR Chapter 340, Division 16 · 

The proposed amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Division 16 are intended to 
detail legal requirements related to revocation and reissuance of tax 
credits and to provide further guidance regarding eligible and ineligible 
facility costs. 

OOY390.8 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the summation in the staff report, it is recomrnended that 
the Canmission adopt the proposed amendments to the Pollution 
Control Tax Creait Rule, OAR Chapter 340, Division 16. 
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Rich Miller, Willamette Industries, was concerned about the rule 
requiring application within 10 years of facility construction. He was 
also concerned al:lOUt retroactively dated certificates. Mr. Miller said 
an original certificate is good for 10 years fran the date of original 
issuance. He understood tne intent of tne statute was.to give incentive 
to industry to solve pollution problems. He asked what difference it 
would make if the transfer is made after 10 years as long as the 
facility is. still used to control pollution. Mr. Miller requested that 
OAR 340-16-040(2) not be adopted. 

Michael Huston, Assistant Attorney General, commented it had been the 
Attorney General's Office consistent·advice to the Department that the 
statute precludes the retroactive granting of a certificate. 

Maggie Conley, the Department's Tax Credit Program Coordinator, felt it was 
only equitable to give to tne transferee the same rights of the original 
certificate holder which is that the certficate would be valid for 10 
years. Otherwise, she continued, the certificate could potentially be 
extended each time it is transferred. The Department felt such action 
would be difficult to administer, she said, so proposed the 10 year limit. 

Mr. Miller said his clients simply forgot to file in a timely manner for 
the transfer of a certificate, and were therefore being penalized. 
Chairman Petersen asked how the statute was being frustrated when a 
facility was built, was eligible and would have gotten credit had they 
applied ir. a timely fashion. Mr. Miller said the intent of the statute was 
frustrated if application is made after tne 10 year period. He said the 
Department of Revenue only considers credit lost during.the intervening 
years, but the credit can oe used after the certificate is transferred. 

Callmissioner Denecke asked about the Attorney General's advice on tnis 
matter. Maggie Conley said that both Elizabeth Stockdale and Arnold Silver 
fran the Attorney General's office worked on developing .the proposed rule 
and agreed it is one way of addressing the problem~not the only way--but 
an equitable way of dealing with the matter which does not take any rights 
away from the transferee that were granted to the original certificate 
holder. Mr. Huston said it was the Attorney General's Office advice that 
the Canmission could go to rulemaKing. He said the language calling for 10 
consecutive years was in the statute and based on that, as a matter of 
policy, the Canmission could adopt a rule calling for an absolute 10 year 
limit. 

Director Hansen said tt1e original certificate holder has the ability to 
take credit for a total of 10 years, but can put it off for 3 years and if 
they do not have any tax liability in that time, they lose the credit. He 
asked why should a transferee, who may not have had a tax liability, be 
able to drag that time out. The Department decided, he said, it made best 
sense to be able to put a 10 year limit on the time by policy choice. Mr. 
Miller said he did not think there was any intent to drag out the credit. 
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R. A. Cantlin, representing Ogden-Martin Systems, Inc., did not object to 
the regulations as written, but strongly objected to the staff 
interpretation. He said it was important to realize that these regulations 
are proposed to ce interpreted contrary to statutory intent. He thought it 
was within the Camnission's policy making purview to deal with 
interpretation.· 

The Camnission deferred action on this item. 

AGENDI\ ITEM H: Tax Credit Application, Ogden-Martin of Marion, Inc. 

Because of the size and complexity of the Ogden-Martin of Marion, Inc.'s 
resource recovery tax credit, it has been separated fran other tax credits 
as an agenda item. Staff have analyzed eligible costs and have calculated 
a percentage allocable based on all available information. 

Director's Recamnendation 

Based on the summation in the review report, it is the Director's 
recanmendation that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate 
bearing the cost of ~51,046,228 with 54% allocable to pollution 
control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit 
Application No. T-1841 after receipt of documentation regarding 
the sale and amendments to the tax creait rules are filed with the 
Secretary of State. 

Director Hansen explained that this was a very complex financial 
arrangement. He said that if certain pieces of the financial arrangement 
were taken out and analyzed against other types of tax credits a different 
conclusion could be made than the one the Department came to. He urged the 
Camnission to lcok at the whole of the financial transaction and evaluate 
it accordingly. Director Hansen also urged the Camnission to keep in mind 
that the decisions on tax credits, although not like the Camnission was 
signing a check, the effect on the drain in the general fund is the same. 

Dick Cantlin, Attorney for Ogden-Martin Systems of Marion, Inc., countered 
that while one could characterize tax credits as a drain on the revenue of 
the state, that drain was mandated by the Legislature and he did not think 
that the purpose at this meeting was to determine whether or not the 
Legislature was corr~ct in the legislation it passed. He said the purpose 
at this meeting was to make a determination under the legislation as it 
exists. 

Mr. Cantlin referred the Camnission to his overview memorandum dated 
December l~, 1986. This memorandum is made a part of the Camnission's 
record in this matter. Most of the Camnission indicated they had just 
received the memorandum and had not yet had a chance to read it. 

Mr. Cantlin said they disagreea with the conclusions reached in the DEQ 
staff report regarding the amount of allowed credits based on the law as 
enacted by the Legislature, its application to the facts, what they 
perceive to be the proper econcmic and financial treatment of the data 
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which has been submitted, and generally accepted accounting and financial 
standards. He believed the staff report seriously understated the proper 
amount of credit. 

Mr. Cantlin said the staff report relied heavily on staff interpretation of 
regulations sone of which have not been a9opted, and all of which were 
proposed long after the facility was financed and constructed. In certain 
instances, he said, they do not believe the interpretation given by the 
staff to those regulations is supportable by law. He said those 
interpretations were not known until the staff report was made public just 
a week prior to this Camnission meeting. 

Mr. Cantlin said the Caiunission' s decision in this matter would have a 
tremendous effect not only on i>larion County but also on any other mass burn 
facilities in the state. He said they felt the Legislature intended to 
give the Camnission the discretion to fit the type of facility into the 
most appropriate determining factor in the statute. 

Randy Franke, Marion County Camnissioner, gave the Camnission some 
background history on the waste-to-energy facility. He said that the 
Marion County facility was being viewed as a model throughout the Country. 

Camnissioner Franke said that state pollution tax credits were never 
intended to be revenue to Ogden-Martin. The money was always intended to 
go to reduce the cost of disposal to the residents of Marion County. He 
said the total facility was for the sole purpose of reducing pollution 
caused by garbage. Without the possibility of state pollution tax credits 
this facility would not have been built, he continued. Likewise, the 
facility would not have been built without innovative financing. 
Canmissioner Franke said they believed the Camnission's decision on this 
matter was not only important to the residents of Marion County, but also 
as a policy statement for the rest of the state. 

Caamissioner FranKe caamented that the State of Oregon should be doing more 
to encourage resource recovery throughout the state as opposed to 
landfilling, where it is financially feasible and appropriate. 

Camnissioner Franke said he was not criticizing DEQ staff for coming to 
the Camnission with what Marion County felt was an extremely conservative 
position. He said DEQ staff recommended a 54% allocation. He said the 
purpose of appearing at this meeting was to provide the Camnission with 
information needed make a higher than a 54% allocation. He asked the 
Camnission to look at all the factors; they felt the staff only looked 
at two factors. 

Canmissioner Petersen asked why it was important for the Camnission to make 
a decision at this meeting. Mr. Cantlin responded that a decision on the 
certification must occur in 1986. The credits will be sold to Collll!lbia
Willamette leasing. The difference in the price which accrues to Marion 
County between being able to affect the sale in December 1986 or 
January 1987 would be in the neighborhood of $900,000 to $1.l million. 
Camnissioner Petersen clarified that the decision literally did not have 
to be made at this meeting, but did have to be made prior to December 30, 
1980. 
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CClllllissioner Petersen asKed why the County reasonably expected a 90 to 
100% credit, but not less than 80%. Camnissioner Franke said legislative 
committee discussions indicated to the County that taking everything into 
consideration the chances were very good that they would have 90-100%. 
Granted, he continued, it was not guaranteed. 

Canmissioner Petersen asked what the County would have done differently if 
they had known before construction that the percent allocable would be 54%? 
Canmisssioner Franke said when the County was making the decision in late 
1981 they were maKing many comparisons and part of that comparison was the 
availability of pollution control tax credits, which at that time was 100% 
for solid waste. Had they Known at the time the allocation would be only 
54%, the county would have perhaps just gone for more landfilling. 

Conmissioner Denecke asked· if Camnissioner FranKe recollected anything 
presented to the legislative aanmittees in the way of exhibits which may be 
recorded in the legislative history which would put any light on 
supporting the County's anticipation that a higher percentage would be 
allocable. Canmissioner Franke said he could not recall. 

Canmissioner Buist said it seemed to her it boiled down to what it costs to 
dispose of garbage. She asked wnat it costs at this time for a homeowner 
in Marion County to dispose of a can of garbage a week, and if the 
Camnission were to recommend tne 54%, what would that really do to the cost 
of garbage disposal? Camnissioner Franke said it was approximately $6.25 
for one can per weeK in Marion County right now. Mr. Cantlin said the 
difference would be abOut $5.00 per ton. Director Hansen said about 10% of 
the per ton cost was translated on to the can for residential, and about 
50% per ton on to the aanmercial aisposal. Mr. Cantlin said that under the 
law as written, Camnissioner Buist's question was irrelevant. He said the 
credits are mandated by the Legislature. 

Director Hansen said that in the questions on the tax credit, the 
Department was in no way raising a concern about the burner. He said there 
had clearly been a committment on behalf of Marion County with which the 
Department was very pleased. 

Mr. Cantlin presented to the Canmission the ruling from the Department of 
Revenue approving this project; a request from Ogden-Martin and a response 
from Brown and Caldwell. These items are made a part of the Canmission's 
record on this matter. 

Mr. Cantlin explained that "loo floater" is variable rate municipal debt 
which can be put to the issuing entity every seven days. This was the 
first project of its type ever to use l<M floaters. "Fixed rate debt," 
Mr. Cantlin explained is liKe a mortgage, outstanding for a period of 
years, has set interest rates and stated terms. 

Mr. Cantlin said they agreed with staff that the plant is a qualified 
pollution control facility which meets the test in the law. And as 
importantly, he continued, it is a single-purpose pollution control 
facility. ORS 468.190 tells the Camnission what they have to do next, he 
said. This statute says the Camnission has to allocate eligible costs and 
in doing so "the Canmission shall consider the foll<Ming factors." Mr. 
Cantlin said they read that portion· of the statute as "must consider." 
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ORS 468.190 reads as follows: 

Allocation of costs to pollution control. 

(1) In establishing the portion of costs properly allocable to the 
prevention, control or reduction of air, water or noise pollution 
or solid or hazardous waste or to recycling or properly disposing 
of used oil for facilities qualifying for certification under ORS 
468.170, the commission shall consider the following factors: 

(a) If applicable, the extent to which the facility is used to 
recover and convert waste products into a salable or usable 
carmodity. 

(b) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the 
facility. 

(c) If applicable, the alternative methods, equipment and costs 
for achieving the same pollution control objective. 

(d) Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may 
occur as a result of the installation of the facility. 

(e) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the 
portion of the actual cost of the facility properly 
allocable to the prevention,control or reduction of air, 
water or noise pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to 
recycling properly disposing of used oil. 

(2) The portion of actual costs properly allocable shall be from zero 
to 100 percent in increments of one percent.· If zero percent 
the ccmnission shall issue an order denying certification. 

(3) The commission may aaopt rules establishing methods to be used to 
determine the portion of costs properly allocable to the 
prevention, control or reduciton of air, water or noise pollution 
or solid or hazardous waste or to recycling or properly disposing 
of used oil. 

Regarding factor (a), Mr. Cantlin said the only use of the facility is to 
convert municipal waste into electricity, therefore they conclude that the 
only possible result from applying this factor is that 100% of the cost of 
the facility qualifies for tax credit. He said the Department maintains 
that because the boiler is only 71% efficient, only 71% of the cost is 
properly allocable under this factor. He said they had been trying to 
understand what boiler efficiency had to do with this test and had been 
unable to do so. Mr. Cantlin said if the Legislature intended efficiency 
to be a factor, they would have written the statute that way. 

Factor (b), Mr. Cantlin said was not the most appropriate. It must be 
noted, he continued, they did not include the computation required by this 
factor in the original application because they do not thinK factor (b) was 
relevant and prepared the computation only after DEQ insisted. In response 
to Chairman Petersen, Mr. Cantlin said they did not think this factor was 
relevant because the statute tells the Camnission to examine the most 
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relevant criteria and make a determination.predicated on its judgment as to 
the most relevant factor. He said they were not saying the Camnission 
should not consider this factor, just that they do not think it is the most 
relevant. Mr. Cantlin said they beleived the staff report misapplies the 

. formula to the Marion County facility and thus reaches an incorrect 
conclusion as to the proper percentage of allocable costs. 

In regard to factor (c), Mr. Cantlin said the only alternative to the 
Marion County mass burn facility is siting a landfill with all the 
attendant environmental, timing, financial and long-term problems. In 
their view, he said, that alternative is more costly and would not or could 
not achieve the same pollution control objective. In ai;plying this factor, 
Mr. Cantlin said, they felt the qualifying certification had to be 100%. 

Regarding factor (e), Mr. Cantlin said they believed this was an important 
factor. If it is believed as a matter of public policy, he continued, that 
mass burning of solid waste is environmentally superior to any other 
practical method presently available (as believed in Marion County), then 
the Camnission should recognize that it must be encouraged. Tax credits 
are an appropriate and necessary means of that encouragement, therefore the 
appropriate public policy response because the sole purpose of the facility 
is the reduction of solid waste by a process that produces energy, is to 
recognize this factor at 100%, Mr. Cantlin said. A second way of looking 
at this factor, Mr. Cantlin said, would be to measure the efficiency with 
which the facility reauces the volume of solid waste. He said the purpose 
of the letter from Ogden-Martin to Brown and Caldwell and the response was 
to tell the Camnission how that measurement could be done. As Brown and 
Caldwell states, the volume reduction is 87%. Therefore, the factor for 
allocating the cost of the tax credit if this criteria is used would 
be 87%. 

Camnissioner Brill asked if consideration had been given to the fact that 
the people in Marion County would benefit more fran the tax credit than 
others in the state. Mr. Cantlin replied that as a matter of legislative 
policy the Legislature has said that is the way it is going to be. Mr. 
Cantlin said that in his view that would not be a relevant factor. 

David Brown, tax lawyer and Alan Schnider, a national tax partner, outlined 
for the Camnission with the use of charts various ways the tax credit could 
be calculated. 

Bob Cannon, Marion County legal counsel, follaved SB 112 through the 1983 
legislative session because Marion County had the greatest vested interest. 
Mr. Cannon said there were two disputes during the Legislative Session. 
one was to have 100% financing of the certified costs eligible for tax 
credit as a continuation of the then-existing statute. He said they knew, 
nowever, that that was not likely to continue. Marion County felt that 
the legislation that they helped amend correctly and adequately provided 
tnat if a pollution control facility was dedicated soley to pollution 
control it would be 100% eligible. Responding to Camnissioner Brill's 
earlier question, Mr. Cannon said this was a state law which allows for 
tax credits for all communities in the state, not just Marion county. 
Mr. Cannon said the county had urged other local governments to look at 
state pollution tax credits for the means by which they are able to control 
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some of the pollution that arises out of garbage. He said this is a means 
of helping local government and residents dispose of a very severe 
pollution problem. 

Chairman Petersen said the one issue the applicant had been driving home 
was the question of the inconsistent result when applying the sale of the 
credit and the timing of the decision to change the financing mechanism, 
and why the Department believes that those should be considered part of the 
actual costs. Lydia Taylor, Administrator of the Department's Management 
Services Division, said staff had examined the bulk of the issues brought 
before the Camnission. Because this was complex issue the Department had 
not dealt with in the past, Ms. Taylor said the Department asked the advice 
of Jim Joseph of E.F. Hutton to observe whether there were thoughts about 
the deal that the Department could not observe because it was unfamiliar 
with this sort of financial arrangement, and to point them out. Also, 
the Department asked specifically if revenue fran the proceeds of selling 
tax credits should be considered an income item in the return on investment 
calculation. TO which Mr. Josei;ti responded, yes. Ms. Taylor said Ogden
Martin had a contract with Marion County about the sale of the tax credits 
and what what they are supposed to do with any benefit derived fran the 
use of the tax credits. When the Department looked at the arrangements 
and the original proposal on return investment sent by Ogden-Martin, it 
inclu:led the deduction of $600,000 per year reduction in service fee 
because of the contract with Marion County to pass through use of the tax 
credits, but they did not report any potential income fran sale of the 
tax credits. It was the Department's feeling that either the tax credit 
sale deal is part of the entire pacKage, or it is not a part of the entire 
financial transaction. 

Chairman Petersen asked for a resp:>nse to the inconsistent result ·argument. 
Ms. Taylor said there was sane flaw in the inconsistent result information 
provided to the Camnission by Ogden-Martin. The flaw is, she said, the 
contract with Marion County says Ogden-Martin shall pass through to Marion 
County 9/lOths of any benefit derived fran use of the tax credits. 
If ~600,0GO a year is taken off the calculation it must be assumed that 
there is taxable income against which to apply that tax credit. Ms. Taylor 
said that is not the case. Ogden-Martin has said the reason that tax 
credits mignt be sold is because they do not make enough income to w,rite 
them off. The Department has, Ms. Taylor saio, taken the specific written 
agreements between Ogden-Martin and Marion County and applied them to the 
return on investment. 

Chairman Petersen asked if this was a "tail wagging the dog" problem when 
those types of impacts were considered and having then that tail wag the 
dog of maKing the best financial decisions. Ms. Taylor said she could see 
the difficulty in any rule that is written that relates to tax laws or to 
corporate structure. Ms. Taylor said that when saneone is in business they 
use to the best of their ability the laws they have to work with, one of 
which is the Department of Revenue rules. In this case these are tax laws 
and applications. 

Chairman Petersen asked that when the Marion County Camnission was making 
its decision on this proJect, was it unreasonable for them to assume that 
they would get 80-100% tax credit? Ms. Taylor said the tax credit law 
changed in 1983 and it was her understanding the preliminary decision to 
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build the plant was made in 1981 when 100% of the facility would have been 
eligible for tax credit. She said the question was at what point is a 
decision changed based upon a change in law. 

Camnissioner Denecke asked Mr. Huston for his observations on the language 
in the statute which says, "the commission shall oonsider the following 
factors." In addition, Camnissioner Denecke said the legislation also says 
"the commission may adopt rules establishing methods. to be used to 
determine the portion of costs ••• " Subsequent to this legislation, 
Camnissioner Denec1<e said, the Canmission adopted a regulation which 
requires the Camnission to use the factors which result in the smallest 
portion of oosts allocable. Mr. Huston replied that unfortunately this was 
not an issue he was aware of at the time he reviewed the staff report so he 
had not had an opportunity to look at this p:i.rticular issue. Mr. Huston 
said it seemed to him that the 1983 legislation did two significant things. 

One is that it added solid and hazardous waste facilities to an existing 
statute for allocation of tax credits and determination of oosts allocable 
to pollution oontrol. Secondly, Mr. Huston thought it was rather 
significant that there was a major new subsection added which delegated to 
the Camnission rulemaking authority for the methods of determining percent 
allocable. Mr. Huston thought when that was canbined with the fact that 
the preexisting statute also allowed the Camnission to determine other 
relevant factors and apply those, that the total result is a fair amount of 
legislative discretion delegated to the Camnission, particularly for rule 
adoption. Arguaoly, Mr. Huston said, for the Camnission to adopt a rule 
under its authority in the statute that precluded consideration of one of 
the five factors, might well oe beyond its authority. 

Camnissioner Brill asked at what point in time was the Cailinission delegated 
to mal<e rules. Mr. Huston said the authority was in the 1983 legislation. · 

Camnissioner Denecl<e said it would be his reaction, that even without 
subsection (3) of the statute, given the five factors, the Camnission would 
be required to make rules. 

Chairman Petersen said it did not appear to him to be inconsistent to say 
that if all the factors are oonsidered, they may a:me up with different 
numbers. He said they do not necessarily lead to one, inescapable 
oonclusion. Mr. Huston said it would seem to require an inherent balance 
in the consideration of the factors. 

Ms. Taylor said advice from E.F. Hutton indicated the Department should 
oonsider not allowing conversion costs under certain circumstances. And, 
the Camnission might oonsider adopting a rule that says whether or not it. 
will allow conversion costs in a financial transaction. In response to 
Chairman Petersen, Ms. Taylor said she was speaking about oonversion from 
one type of financing to another. Ms. Taylor said the company had included 
conversion costs in capitalized costs for the actual cost of the facility. 
The Department wrote a rule wnich said costs for long-term deot should be 
pro rated because the benefit of long-term debt is received over time not 
JUSt during the period of oonstruction. 
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Ms. Taylor said Ogd~n-Martin provided the Department with a breakdown of 
costs and one of those costs was the cost of converting fran floating term 
to fixed term, (which the company did opt to do) and to pay back in advance 
sane of the debt they had outstanding. Ms. Taylor thought that conversion 
costs could be looked at many different ways. After reading the 
consultant's suggestion that conversion costs were not appropriate to 
charge to a facility unless there was a date specific upon which the 
conversion would be made, the Department did not include the conversion 
costs as allocable costs under the actual costs of the facility. Ms. 
Taylor said the Department tried hard to abide by the written contracts 
and agreements and did not speculate in trying to.apply given revenue 
dollars and· given operating expense dollars to the return on investment 
formula. 

Chairman Petersen asked what the result would be if the cost of conversion 
was included. Ms. Taylor said if the cost of conversion were included and 
amortized the result would be 54.023% cost allocable. If the total 
conversion cost were added to the DE1;l original recamnended cost of the 
facility the portion allocable would be 55.4&%, she said. 

JOhn Charles, Oregon Environmental Council (OEC), said they had been 
interested in pollution control tax credits for a long time. He had been 
on the Department's task force to look at the Department's program. Mr. 
Charles said he had toured the Marion County facility and found it very 
impressive and thought there was a lot of potential for energy recovery 
facilities. 

Mr. Charles said the company was in error, and the Department was 
suggesting far too much in tax credit for the facility. First, Mr. Charles 
said DEQ erroneously concllrled that the sole purpose of the facility is 
pollution.control. He said that is not true as the facility is an electric 
power generating plant that happens to use municipal solid waste as a fuel. 
In the process, he said, the facility creates new forms of pollution 
incllrling highly toxic air pollutants, constant noise pollution, and sludge 
that is considered by DB;) to be hazardous waste (which is now being stored 
in a Woodburn solid waste facility but is being segregated in the event it 
has to go to a hazardous waste disposal site). Mr. Charles said the 
facility was a processor of solid waste and generates a usable product, but 
is not a pollution control facility. 

Secondly, Mr.Charles continuea, DB;) has erroneously calculated the 
allowable percentage of costs. In the terms of pollution control, Mr. 
Charles said it was arguable which was the better facility--tne garbage 
burner or a landfill. As a general matter, Mr. Charles said other 
alternatives cannot be written off, 

Mr. Charles said it was relevant to look at the control or reduction of 
air, water or noise pollution. This facility does not reduce air or noise 
pollution, he said, it creates that pollution where there was none. 

Thirdly, Mr. Charles said, the facility does not canply with its DEQ 
permits and it is unclear whether they will. By statute and rule, the 
Canmission must find that the facility will canply with its permits. Mr. 
Charles said in reference to the air quality permit, the Canpany is 
apparently not even going to try to canply with the nitrogen oxide 
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standard, but will asK the Department to raise the permit levels to match 
what they are emitting. Mr. Charles said it would be imprudent for the 
Ccmmission to determine at this meeting that the facility will comply with 
the air quality pennit. 

Mr. Charles suggested the Ccmmission only give credit for expenditures 
that are solely related to pollution control which are i:he baghouse, 
scrubber, etc., cooling tower, acid storage and.caustic storage tank, etc. 

Mr. Charles also suggested the Ccmmission defer action on this irnrnensely 
complicated matter and decide wnat should be done with the violation of the 
nitrogen oxide standard, and further simply having the canpany 
representatives say they are going to comply is not enough. 

Mr. Charles requested that even though there is a lot of pressure for the 
Ccmmission to decide this matter by the end of December, it is the 
Ccmmission's role to issue the final detennination and he would be 
disappointed if the Ccmmission would somehow feel they had to make the 
decision by the end of December. Mr. Charles said this was part of the 
risk of cbing business. 

Director Hansen explained he thought the Ccmmission's decision options were 
to take Mr. Charles' reccmmendation that the facility's sole purpose was 
not for pollution control, then the cost allocable was O except for the 
items such as air pollution control equiflllent and so on. If the Ccmmission 
does not C:O that, Director Hansen said, then the Canrnission faces the issue 
of the result of the lowest fonnula and if it wants to change that it needs . 
to adopt some sort of an emergency rule. Regarding the issue of the sale 
of tax credits, it seeined to Director Hansen that if the Ccmmission 
determines it is a cOJllllPdity and a salable item, then it should be treated 
as the Deparbnent has •. 

Chairman Petersen noted the requirement that the facility will achieve 
canpliance. He said there was a revocation provision that if the canpany 
did not comply the credit could be revoked. The Director made a specific 
finding in his rea:mnendation that the facility will comply. Director 
Hansen said the Department has lcoked at the facility and determined it 
will comply as required by statute. 

Ccmmissioner Denecke said that was not true on nitrogen oxide. Director 
Hansen said the Deparbnent's detennination on nitrogen oxide was that the 
change in the permit condition would be reasonable and therefore still in 
canpliance. If that change were not made in the pennit, the Deparbnent 
would expect the facility to come into compliance on nitrogen oxide. 

Chainnan Petersen suggested that the issues be laid out by both the 
Department and the applicant in a rnenPrandurn to the Canrnission, not be 
more than three pages in length, summarizing the issue and the arguments 
and the conclusion on each issue, and sutmit it to the Canrnission within 
a week. Chainnan Petersen said the Ccmmission needed to maKe a good faith 
effort to get this matter resolved prior to the end of the year. 

The Canrnission set 10:00 am on Friday, December 19 to further consider this 
item by special conference call meeting. 
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AGENffi ITEM I: Request for extension of the July 1, 1986 deadline for 
providing the cpportunity to recycle in the Milton
Freewater wasteshed (ORS 459.185(9)) 

.The Recycling Opportunity Act, adopted by the 1983 Legislature, requires 
that the opportupity to recycle be provided to all persons in Oregon by 
1986. Milton-Freewater has requested an extension of the deadline to 
April, 1987 because it will be changing its collection system for solid 
waste and would like to institute the recycling collection as an integral 
part of the new solid waste collection system. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the findings in the Sll!mlation of the staff report, it is 
recamnended that the Canrnission grant an extension to April 30, 
1987 of tne July 1, 1986 deadline for providing the opportunity to 
recycle, with two conditions, as follows: 

1. The recycling depot at the Milton-Freewater disposal site 
be canpleted and ready to accept recyclable materials by 
January 1, 1987. 

2. The initial publicity be provided at least four weeKs prior 
to the beginning of the recycling collection service, and 
notification to residents also precede the initiation of 
service, to allow people time to start saving their 
recyclable materials. 

It was !VOl1ED, seconded, and passed unanimously that the Director's 
Reconunendation be ai;proved. 

AGENm I'l'EM J: Information Report: City of Sheridan rs;iuest for grant 
from Pollution Control Bond FUnd 

The City of Sheridan has requested that the Department provide them a grant 
fran the Pollution Control Bond Fund in the Amount of $252,000. The grant 
would be used to pay 30% of the cost of a sewage treatment lagoon to 
accamnodate a new federal minimum/medium security prison in Sheridan. 

Director's Recommendation 

The Director reconunends that the Department introduce a 
Legislative Emergency Board request on behalf of the City of 
Sheridan, but tnat the Department remain neutral as to whether 
such a grant should be issued. . 

The request should stipulate that any grant ai;proved be subject to 
the project qualifying for funding and the facility plan receiving 
approval from DEQ Water Quality Division. 

Bruce Peet, Sheridan City Admininstrator, presented a letter from Sheridan 
Mayor J .A. "Art" Hebert in support of the proposal. This letter is made a 
part of the Camnission's record on this matter. 
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PatricK C.'urran, Sheridan City Engineer, also testified in support of a 
grant fran the Pollution Control Bond Fund for the construction of sewage 
treatment facilities to serve the federal correctional institution. He 
said the prison is to be in service by January 1989 and the treatment. 
facility and lagoons are essential to maintain the quality of the South 
Yamhill river. He said the City intends full canpliance with state water 
quality standards and has instituted a vigorous program to control 
discharges fran the lagoons. Mr. Curran requested the Canmission's support 
for a grant and asked the Canmission to direct the staff to advocate on 
behalf of the City of Sheridan before the Emergency Board. 

Director Hansen explained that in order for an item to go before the 
Emergency Board it must be presented by a state agency. Director Hansen 
saw the Department as a facilitator to get this matter before the 
Emergency Board. He recamnended a neutral stand as the most appropriate, 
as normally the Department would recommend against any grants from the 
Pollution Control Bond Fund. 

camnissioner Denecke MCNED the Director' Reoommendation be approved, noting 
he did not thinK the endorsement of the Canmission would mean that much in 
this matter. The motion was seconded by Canmissioner Buist and passed 
unanimously. 

AGENDI\ ITEM K: Court of Appeals remand of "Arnold Irrigation District v. 
DEQ" for reconsideration 

On April 23, 1986, the Oregon Court of Appeals reversed an EQ:: order that 
had affii:n-.ed the Department's decision to deny a 401 certification for a 
hydroelectric project proposea by the Arnold Irrigation,District. The 
proJect is proposed at Benham Falls on the Deschutes River soutb of Bend. 
This item directs the Department to proceed in reconsidering the District's 
application for a 401 Certificate. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the summation in the staff report, it is recommended that 
the Canmission return the application of Arnold Irrigation 
District to the Department with instructions to: (1) assist the 
applicant to secure the necessary additional information, but 
inclu:le the Deschutes county land use review process as a part of 
the information-gathering effort unless the county fails to make a 
good faith effort, (2) complete a reevaluation of the application 
with due regard to the requirement of state and federal law and 
the opinion of the Court of Appeals, and (3) advise the applicant 
of the Department's new decision in the matter. It is also 
recommended that the Canmission direct the Department to follow 
public involvement procedures as outlined in OAR 340-48-020(4). 
If the applicant notifies the Department within 20 days of notice 
of a decision that it is dissatisfied with that decision, the 
contested case hearing before the Canmission will be reopened at 
the earliest possible date. 

Chairman Petersen read into the record a letter from Neil R. Bryant, 
attorney representing Arnold Irrigation District. 
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Bruce Wl)ite, Oregon Chapter of the Sierra Club, said that the Northwest 
Environmental Defense Center haa appealed the EQC'.s decision to the Court 
of Appeals on the question of the impact on designated uses. NEoc·, he 
said, wanted a clarification as to what the Department's position was in 
terms of whether there was any role for designated uses after the Arnold 
decision. 

Michael Huston, Assistant Attorney General, connnented he did not think the 
court decision.would preclude DEQ fran considering beneficial uses. 
Canmissioner Denecke said the question presented to the Canmission under 
the decision now is, should it be returned to the county asking if· there is 

· anything in the land use plan and goals that has any connection with water 
quality. He said it was Mr. Bryant's contention there was nothing that 
affected water quality. Canmissioner Denecke said he was not saying there 
was not an answer to Mr. White's question, only that the Canmission did not 
have it at this particular time. 

Mr. White said NEOC wanted to preserve its options to have this issue 
addressed by the staff in the next round of the licensing procedure. 
He noted the aenial of November 27, 1974 made by the Director on lana use 
grounds and eight deficiencies in water quality. He also noted that 
nothing in the contested case proceeding addressed those water quality 
deficiencies. It appeared to him that those deficiencies were addressed 
informally and nothing in the record addresses the reasons for the denial. 
Mr. White asKed what constituted the record in this case. Mr. Huston said 
the Department initially cited eight minor water quality problems to which 
the applicant replied. It was presented on the record as a satisfactory 
response. Whether it was ever in the proper written form, Mr. Huston did 
not know. Mr. White said that an exchange of correspondence in the record 
is enough to meet requirements. 

Mr. White asKed what kind of a proceeding comes after denial and what would 
constitute the record of that proceeding. Mr. Huston said that on the 
first round the Department denied the application. It was appealed and a 
contested case hearing was held in which Arnold was the only one who 
testified. Deschutes County requested intervention and the Canmission 
declined to grant them intervention. It seemed to Mr. Huston there would 
be a decision by the Department that would be subject to a contested case 
procedure before the Canmission and other interested parties would then 
have an opportunity to request intervention in that proceeding. 

Director Hansen said the Department would make a decision that could be 
appealed through the contested case process to the Canmission. 

Chainnan Petersen asKed about putting a 60 day time limit on the 
processing. Richard Nichols, Administrator of the Department's Water 
Quality Division, explained that whether or not that was sufficient time 
would depend on the time it would take to put together the public notice, 
publish it and have the notice out for the required 30 days as Director 
Hansen said the Department's goal was to proceed expeditiously. 
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Canmissioner Denecke MOTED.adoption of the Director's Recommendation with 
a 60 day llinit on the process, and if toward the end of the 60 days the 
Department found it unrealistic to meet tne deadline, the Canmission 

.should be informed and the tline would be extended. The motion was seoonded 
by Canmissioner Bishop and passed with Chairman Petersen abstaining. 

AGENDA ITEM L: City of Klamath Fa1ls petition rquesting an order waiving 
OAR 340-48--020 (2) ( i) and directing DEQ to deem conplete the 
City's 401 certification application 

Several months ago, the City of Klamath Falls subnitted an application for 
a 401 certification of its Salt Caves hydroelectric project on the Klamath 
River. Based upon the Department's rules for 401 certification and the 
Department's interpretation of the Arnold decision rendered by the Oregon 
Court of Appeals, the Department has requested sutmittal of land use 
information before the application can be oonsidered canplete for 
processing. The City believes the Department's position is inappropriate 
and has petitioned the Canmission to waive the rule requiring land use 
information. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the summation in the staff report, it is recommended that 
the petition of the City of Klamath Falls be denied. 

George Flitcraft, Mayor of Klamath Falls, testified the City has a sincere 
desire to llinit delays and is ooncerned that DEQ is mistaken in the way it 
is handling the 401 certification which creates unnecessary delay. He said 
they were determined to carry the project through, but it must be on an 
expeditious basis. He said it was not fair for the project to be held up 
in DEQ on oounty land use issues. DEQ's expertise is in water quality 
he continued. Mayor Flitcraft said that the City filed its application in 
August and it was now December and DEQ refuses to begin review of the 
al?Plication and has stated that the City must undergo a six month land use 
process before the Department will oonsider the application canplete. 

Mayor Flitcraft proposed tnat the 401 process proceed concurrently witn the 
land use process and requested that the City's application be accepted and 
deemed complete. 

Peter Glaser, Attorney representing the City of Klamath Falls, testified 
the dispute was that DEQ will not oonsider a Section 401 application 
complete until a land use compatibility statement is subnitted fran a local 
governing body. He argued that such action will lead DEQ to deny their 
application for failure to subnit land use information and that the 
Arnold decision says an application cannot be denied for that reason. 
He also said the DEQ awarently believes the Canmission does not have the 
authority to waive the regulation and believes that rule making is 
necessary. The City disagrees. Mr. Glaser argued that the Canmission 
has authority to waive any procedural filing requirement in its. rules and 

. cited a U.S. Supreme Court case to support his argument. Mr. Glaser urged 
the Canmission to grant the City's petition, i.e., waive the procedural 

OOY390.8 -24-



filing requirement, declare the City's application complete, and proceed 
with processing simultaneously with processing of the City's application 
to the County for land use approval which tne City commits to filing soon. 

Bob Beach, Klamatn Falls businessman, appeared as Chairman and founder 
of "Save our Klamath Jobs," an organization with 2, 490 members organized 
to support the Salt Caves project. He testified that the project would 
mean a great deal to the economy of the City of Klamath Falls. He 
requested the Camnission be sensitive to the reasons behind the project 
when determining how to schedule oonsideration of tne water quality aspects 
of the project. He said there was no reason DEQ and the county could not 
act concurrently in this administrative process. He said the City had 
bent over backwards to make this a good hydro project and appealed to the 
Canrnission to grant the petition. 

Bruce White, Sierra Club, testified that the EQ: is being urged to act 
because delay will hurt. What has not been addressed, he said, is why the 
City has not yet applied to the county for the land use process to start if 
delay is of such concern. Mr. White said the City has just applied to EERC 
in the last two weeks and the FERC process takes a very long time. He said 
it would not be holding up the process if the Camnission does not act 
immediately. He believed the local land use process should be observed and 
aid not believe those programs should be run roughshod over by not giving 
the county an opportunity to go through its process. He urged the 
petition be rejected and the land use process proceed. 

Canrnissioner Denecke said it seemed to him no question that the present 
regulation is contrary to the court of Appeals decision and would have 
to be modified. Director Hansen agreed. Hooever, Camnissioner Denecke 
was not sure where to go fran there. Chairman Petersen asked exactly what 
was involved in looking at the plan. Director Hansen said a full analysis 
of the oounty land use plan would have to be done to determine what are 
the water quality provisions of the plan and then determine how to handle 
it in the 401 Certification process. 

Camnissioner Denecke asked why it would take six months for the county 
to review land use issues. Director Hansen referred the Canrnission to 
the letter from Klamath County regarding its process (the letter was 
attached to the Staff report). 

Canrnissioner Buist asked why the county would take 75 days before the first 
public hearing. Director Hansen said that at the county level an aITiendrnent 
to the land use plan was going to be required and 75 days is a fast track 
for a change in a land use plan. 

Director Hansen said that what is at issue is that there is a process that 
will nave to be gone through. The Department has not said it will deny. 
He said the county would already be four months into the process if Klamath 
Falls had filed an application with the county at the same time it filed 
witn DEQ. 

Chairman Petersen qsked Mr. Huston to comment on the waiver issue and 
Mr. Glaser's argument that a waiver is appropriate. Mr. Huston stated that 
state law is less clear than federal law on tne authority of an 
administrative agency to waive procedural requirements. He stated that 
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it is not legally advisable to waive a rule requirement; the better oourse 
of action is to change the rule requirement. He further noted that the 
state Administrative Procedures Act does not recognize a petition for a 
waiver as a remedy to a problem--it does recognize a petition for · 
rulemaKing. He recommended the Canmission pursue rulemaking with 
appropriate notice if the Canmission wished to pursue the merits of the 
City's proposal. 

Chairman Petersen expressed frustration at what he perceived to be a 
oontinuing effort to have the Canmission ana Department expand its 
authority under the Clean Water Act beyond what it has. He said the 
Department either grants or denies a certification under the water quality 
criteria and then if it does grant the certificate it can be oonditioned 
with water quality related issues as decided by Arnold. He thought it 
would be a mistaKe to do otherwise. 

He indicated he ai;preciated the Department's effort to give difference to 
other state laws and interagency agreements, but felt it was a mistake 
to take other than a narrCM view of the authority given tne Department 
under the federal Clean Water Act. 

Director Hansen stated that was the crux of this issue--do we comply with 
land use and other requirements of state law to the maximum extent possible 
under Arnold, or do we go for the miniml.lll extent l:X)SSible. 

Chairman Petersen inaicated his desire to grant sane relief as requested 
by the City, but was unsure of the process to follCM to do so. Director 
Hansen advised that the COlllilission could act today bY adopting a temporary 
rule, or oould authorize the Department to give notice of a hearing, draft 
rule amendments, and proceed rapidly through a normal rulemaking process. 
He further indicated the Department would need guidance fran the Canmission 
on the extent of amendments desired and the role of land use authorities 
in order to draft rule amendments. 

Canmissioner DenecKe asked if tne Department would visualize seeking input 
fran the County. Director Hansen indicated one option would be to send 
materials sutmitted bY the applicant to the County, ask for its review 
and advice, ana if no canments are received within 60 days, proceed with 
processing the ai;plication. Chairman Petersen and Canmissioner Denecke 
both felt that such an option made sense in that it defers to the County, 
but establ.ishes a time limit. 

It was MOJED bY Canmissioner Denecke to deny the petition and direct the 
Department to issue public notice of proposed rulemaking, draft rule 
amendments to oonform the 401 rules to the Arnold decision, and establish 
an alternative with a time certain for planning jurisdictions to provide 
advice to the Department on land use requirements that may be water quality 
related, and hold the rulemaking hearing before the Canmission at its 
January 23, 1987 meeting. The motion was seoonded bY Canmissioner Buist 
and passed unanimously. 
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There being no further b.lsiness, the meeting was adjourned. 
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THJ::SE MINUTES ARE NOr FINAL UNTIL APPIOVED BY THE EQC 

MINUTES OF A SPECIAL MEETING 

OF THE 

OREGCi\I ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY mlMISSION 

December 19, 1986 

On Friday, December 19, 1986, a special conference call meeting of the 
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was held. Connected by conference 
call telephone were Commission Chairman James Petersen in Bend, Vice
Chairman Arno Denecke in Salem, Commissioners Mary Bishop and Sonia Buist 
in Portland, and Commissioner Wallace Brill in Medford. Department 
Director Fred Hansen was present by phone in Salem and several members of 
the Department staff and public were present by phone in Portland. 

The purpose of this meeting was to continue the discussions from the 
Commission's December 12, 1986 meeting regarding the Ogden-Martin 
application for pollution control tax credit. 

Director Hansen said that two sets of issues needed to be addressed at this 
meeting: the Ogden-Martin tax credit question, and a clarification on 
two items raised during the consideration of the tax credit on December 12. 
That is, is the facility even eligible for tax credit, and the issue of 
compliance. 

On the eligibility and compliance issues, Director Hansen said the concerns 
that had been raised about eligibility are issues that are more properly 
raised before the Legislature, not before the Commission. He said the 
statute was clear that energy recovery facilities are intended to be 
eligible tor tax credit, not just that portion which are more normally 
termed pollution control devices, such as the baghouse. Director Hansen 
said the Department felt this was a very straight forward issue. 
Chairman Petersen indicated he was comfortable with the issue as outlined 
oy Director Hansen. Cail!Ilissioner Denecke asked if this was in response to 
Jonn Charles' (Oregon Environmental Council) argument. Director Hansen 
replied it was. Chairman Petersen commented that in the Oregon 
Environmental Council's latest mailing to the Commission they take the 
position they believe the entire facility is eligible under ORS 468.155. 
The remainder of the Commission indicated they did not have any problem 
with the eligioility issue. 

Chairman Petersen asked Director Hansen to brief the Commission on the 
current status of the air, noise and hazardous waste permits for the 
facility and to comment on where the facility is out of compliance, how 
the Department anticipates the canpany achieving compliance. Chairman 
Petersen said it was his understanaing that in order to be eligible for 
a certificate to begin with the facility must be in canpliance. Director 
Hansen replied that the actual language in the rule is " ••• wil.l achieve 
compliance with Department statutes and rules or Commission orders or 
permit conditions where applicable." 
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Basically, Director Hansen said, in terms of the water, noise and air 
issues (except for nitrogen oxide) the facility is in compliance. Relative 
to nitrogen oxide, preliminary data shows the facility at a level above 
what is allowed in the permit. The Department is contemplating a change in 
·the permit which would go through the normal public review process. The 
company expects that either it will meet the modified permit, or if the 
Department chooses to not modify the permit, the company will meet the 
existing nitrogen oxide limitation. In regard to the hazardous waste 
permit, Director Hansen continued, at the present time there are 
discussions between the Department and the canpany about the nature of the 
asn resulting from the burning process. The Department is doing additional 
testing and establishing protocols for the analyses of the ash. In any 
event, he said, the analyses is moving forward and whatever the outcome 
of those analyses are, the canpany will comply with the applicable rules 
and regulations. Director Hansen said from the Department's perspective, 
there was no doubt the facility would achieve canpliance. 

Commissioner Buist said it seemed to her the matter of compliance was a 
secondary issue. She asked if tax credits were ever revoked if a facility 
fails to meet compliance standards. Director Hansen replied the statute 
did not provide for revocation for reasons of noncompliance. Certificates 
can only be revoked for fraud or if the facility is removed from use. 

Commissioner Bishop asKed if the certificate could be conditioned so that 
if the facility did not come into compliance future tax credits would not 
be allowed. Chairman Petersen said that statutory authority would be 
needed for such a condition. 

Director Hansen explained that if in the Department's best engineering 
juagment the facility can achieve compliance, then it meets the test in the 
regulations. If in the future the facility does not achieve compliance, he 
continued, there are enforcement tools to be able to address the 
noncompliance other than the tax credit revocation. Chairman Petersen 
said that 340-16-035 in the rules says the Commission can revoke the 
certificate if it is found the holder of the certificate has "failed 
substantially to operate the facility for the purpose of preventing, 
controlling or reducing ••••• pollution, or has failed to operate the 
facility in canpliance with Department or Commission statutes, rules, 
orders or permit conditions." Michael Huston, Assistant Attorney General, 
said the rule language almost paralleled statutory language for revocation, 
so noncompliance would appear to be grounds for revocation. Commissioner 
Denecke said the Commission could also revoke the operating permits. 

Chairman Petersen said he was concerned that the permits might be amended 
to fit the fact. Director Hansen said there was no question requirements 
would be complied with. What the Department would be doing is that permit 
changes would be contemplated depending upon the operation of the 
facility. The change in the nitrogen oxide permit limit, Director Hansen 
saia, was not a change being contemplated merely to accommodate the 
company, but will allow standards to be maintained and the plant to be 
able to operate. The Commission indicated satisfaction with the 
explanation on the compliance issue. 
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Introducing the.percent allocable to pollution control question, Chairman 
Petersen said the Commission needs to decide (according to ORS 468.190) the 
portion of costs allocable to the reduction of solid waste by using the 
five factors stated in the statute. He said there had been a lot of 
discussion about whether or not the Commission should consider·a11 the 
factors. It was Chairman Petersen's opinion that the Legislature gave the 
Commission a great deal of latitude to use its best judgment in making the 
decision. He said it was important to consider all the factors, even 
though the Commission may make a finding that one or more factors are not 
really applicable to the situation. Chairman Petersen said it was also 
important to come up with a composite result. 

Director Hansen said when the Department looked at the issue of a garbage 
burner it looked at a series of factors with different computations on 
what the percent allocable to pollution control result in. One of the 
issues was the reduction of garbage into ash, which resulted in about an 
87% reduction, and therefore one basis of being able to aetermine what 
the percent allocable was would be to look at that waste reduction. 

Another issue, Director Hansen said, was the facility also generates 
electricity and the efficiency of that conversion of waste to electricity 
should also be considered. That canputation resulted in 71% allocable to 
pollution control based on boiler efficiency. 

The project does provide a certain level of profit, Director Hansen 
continued, and the computations that are associated with the return on 
investment analysis came out to the lower 50% range. 

Looking at the above three factors, Director Hansen asked what was the 
prime purpose of the facility. The Department's answer was that it was 
waste reduction and concluded that it makes reasonable sense to provide 
extra weighting to that canputation. The other factors of the production 
of electricity and the return on investment are important factors but are 
not the primary purpose of the operation of the facility. Therefore, they 
should be considered, but at some lesser level. The Department's proposal 
was for the Commission to consider that a double weighting be made to the 
prime purpose of the facility and the other two significant factors should 
receive a one weighting. When that averages out it works out to be 75.5% 
allocable cost to pollution control. Director Hansen said it made best 
sense in the long-run to be able to consider a variety of factors in a 
facility such as a garbage burner because the facility had multiple 
purposes. Director Hansen was proposing this to the Commission as a way 
to provide for the computation and arrive at a percent allocable number. 

Chairman Petersen said that the majority of the tax credit decisions the 
Commission makes are more straight forward tnan this one and that is why 
the Commission was struggling with this particular tax credit application 
as it was the first time it had to deal with this type of facility. 

Regarding the weighting of factors to cane up with the final percent 
allocable, Chairman Petersen said the Department was suggesting a weighting 
of two on the reduction factor, and a weighting of one on the efficiency 
and return on investment elements. He asked if it was the Department's 
suggestion that the actual amount of weight be determined by the Commission 
on a case-by-case basis, or did the Department think it was advisable for 
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the canmission to adopt the 2-1-1 weighting as a rule. Director Hansen 
said that issue needed to be looked at more thoroughly before he would say 
that those were the exact numbers to' be applied in each case. -He said 
there was no question that there should be a heavier weight on factors 
which are the prime purpose and a lesser weight on factors that are 
significant but not prime, at least in this case. However, he said the 
Deparbnent would like to do more thinking abOut' this method's applicability 
in other situations where the weighting might be important. Director 
Hansen said the Department would want to be able to do that through the 
Camnission's rule making process. Chairman Petersen and Carrnissioner 
Denecke indicated their agreement with Director Hansen. 

The Camnission then moved through the five factors in 468.190, making 
findings as required. 

468.190(1) (a) If applicable, the extent to which the facility is used 
to recover and convert waste products into a salable or usable 
camnodity. 

Chairman Petersen said he tended to agree with the applicant that the only 
use of the facility is to reduce solid waste by a recovery process that 
produces electricity that is a salable camnodity. He said that was 
obviously a factor the Camnission needed to consider and he tended to 
agree that this factor ought to be given the greatest weight. He said he 
did not think that the efficiency of the boiler belonged in this particular 
factor. If the Camnission were to consider the boiler efficiency, Chairman 
Petersen said, it should fall under 468.190(1) (e). 

Chairman Petersen said the emphasis in this factor was on the use of the 
facility which in this case is clearly to reduce solid waste. commissioner 
Buist indicateu her agreement. 

Michael Huston, Assistant Attorney General, camnented that it would not 
maKe any difference whether the salable or usable cornnodity question is 
considered under suosection (a) or (e). Technically, it would not seem to 
canply with the conversion .of subsection (a), but might be better viewed as 
an other relevant factor under sUOsection (e). 

468.190(1) (b) The estimated annual percent return on investment in the 
facility. 

Chairman Petersen thought that what the Legislature was saying in this 
subsection was that the state wants to provide an incentive to purchase 
equiJ:lllent for facilities that will reduce pollution. But by the same 
token, if these facilities realize a return on their investment they should 
not get a windfall at the taxpayers expense. He believed that the 
Legislature wanted the Camnission to take it into consideration. The 
camnission agreed with Chairman Petersen's analysis. 

Chairman Petersen said he was not sure the Commissison's present rules were 
adequate to cover this subsection. He said he would end up recommending 
the Department go back to the drawing board on this issue. 
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Regarding the issue of the sale of the tax credit, Chairman Petersen said 
the Commission had heard arguments on both sides. In thinking about this, 
Chairman Petersen, said he really did not believe that the disposition of 
tax credits ought to be a factor in any way in the calculation. On page 2 
of the staff report, he continued, the Department says that if the 
Commission were to decide that the sale of tax credits should be taken into 
consideration, "the entire effect of the tax credit sale should be 
eliminated fran the ROI calculations." He asked what the Department meant 
by that statement and what would.be the effect. 

Lydia Taylor, Administrator of the Department's Management Services 
Division, said she meant that in the original application by the company 
it had included in its calculations a reduction in anticipated revenue due 
to the pass-through of tax credits to Marion County. It was the 
Department's feeling that if the pass-through were allowed, the revenue 
should be included and both sides of that formula should be included. or, 
if the Commission determined that the tax credit should not be included at 
all, it should be eliminated completely so that the tax credit had no 
impact upon it and the result would be that the revenue would not be 
counted, nor would the reduction in revenue be counted. 

Dick Cantlin, representing Ogden-Martin Systems, Inc., said fran their view 
taking the effect out would fall under subsection (e). What the Company 
argued was that taking it out still requires the Canpany to show a 
deduction for the amount. Ms. Taylor said the Department did not agree. 
She said the difference was if the $600,000 per year deduction was allowed, 
but the $6 million in revenue was not allowed it severely skews the return 
on investment to show that there was a great deal less return on investment 
by ignoring half of what has occurred in that transaction. 

Chairman Petersen asked for a quantification of leaving out both sides of 
the equation. Ms. Taylor said it would result in a difference in the 
annual cash flow. She said the annual cash flow that would include the tax 
credit on ooth sides would be $12.5 million. The annual average cash flow 
without it would be $4.3 million. The difference in the return on 
investment percent allocable would be approximately 3%. The difference 
being if consideration of the tax credit is deleted entirely, 56.89% 
is the percent allocable due to return on investment. 

Chairman Petersen proposed that both sides of the use of tax credits issue 
be eliminated from the calculation. Comrnissioner Denecke clarified that 
that would change the calculation by $600,000. 

Director Hansen said what the Comrnission had before them was a decision in 
the whole financial package that contemplated from the very beginning the 
sale of the tax credit and therefore ought to be considered a part of the 
deal. In addition, where it becane a sale. as opposed to being taken by the 
company, it becomes a COlllllKX1ity and as a result the revenue should be taken 
into account. Chairman Petersen said he did not think much of Director 
Hansen's comnodity argument. He said he did not think it was a commodity 
within the meaning of the statute and was still persuaded by the fact that 
the Schedule 5 was a pre-tax calculation. 
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Chairman Petersen asked how the Department i>lould view the matter if it knew 
in advance the applicant was going to use the tax credit. Director Hansen 
said that under the computation it is a pre-tax calculation and the 
decrease in taxes is not shown because the expenditure on taxes is not 
picked up as part of the computation. He said it is picked up only ·if 
it is sold. 

Chairman Petersen was troubled by the fact that the statute allows the sale 
of tax credit and there are different results between applicants. Director 
Hansen said it was a debatable issue. 

The Commission indicated agreement with Chairman Petersen on this issue. 

Chairman Petersen said the next issue was the conversion from variable 
interest rate to fixed interest rate. He said there were two issues here, 
one is the effect on revenue from changing rates. The other is the cost of 
converting. Chairman Petersen said this issue caused him the most problem. 
The applicant argues that they could have delayed the decision to convert 
until after the tax credit was issued and thereby avoid the problem. 
Chairman Petersen asked if this was true would there have been anything the 
Commission could have done to revoke or amend the certificate, or could the 
certificate be conditioned in advance on certain factors and if those 
factors change could the percent allocable change. Director Hansen replied 
that a computation made to issue the tax credit before conversion would 
have included just the interest rate of the low floaters and nothing else. 
Mr. Huston said the Commission did not have any express authority in the 
statute to condition a certificate, it would have to be implied, and Mr. 
Huston did not see the latitude for that. 

Canmissioner DenecKe said it was his reaction that for good financial 
reasons the County did switch and that was the system of financing the 
Commission was now faced with. What the County could have done really 
should not enter in to the Commission's thinking. Commissioner Bishop 
agreed and said the Commission should just take what is actual cost of 
financing and include it. In response to Commissioner Denecke, Ms. Taylor 
said the cost of conversion was $1.2 million, and the alternatives might be 
(if the Commission determines to include them in the cost of the facility), 
(1) to amortize those costs, or (2) to include the entire cost. 
Clarifying, Ms. Taylor said the costs would be amortized over the life of 
the debt as was done with other bond costs. Director Hansen said it would 
all be part of the debt financing costs and should be spread evenly across 
the whole of the debt. 

Ms. Taylor said if the cost were amortized, it would add $270,000 to the 
Department's recomnended cost of the facility. If the entire amount were 
added, she said, $1.2 million would be added to the cost of the facility. 
The total difference with an amortized costs the Department's reconrnended 
cost of the facility is·$51,336,505. If the entire cost of conversion were 
added to the cost of the facility the Department's recomnended amount would 
be $52,335,027. 

Chairman Petersen said if the Commission were to include the debt service 
at the fixed rate rather than the variable rate how would that be offset by 
the cost of conversion. He asked if it would be more equitable to take the 
total cost or the amortized cost. Ms. Taylor said there could be a 
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reasonable argument made for including the full amount. She said it was up 
to the Caamission to determine which is more fair. Director Hansen said a 
strong argument can be made for the fact that the conversion cost is unique 
fran the across-the-ooard financing. Chairman Petersen said ·that fran what 
he und~rstood no one would consider low floaters for· the life of the 
project, and there had to be sane anticipation that conversion would be 
necessary. 

Chairman Petersen said he thought the Caamission ought to take the actual 
debt service. He was troubled by the timing question and the only way the 
Camnission could deal with that was by future rule making. 

Chairman Petersen proposed that the revenue impact of the debt conversion 
be considered as well as the cost of the conversion which would be $1.2 
million. He said he thought this would be the equitable offset. 
Camnissioner Bishop asked why this would be more equitable than 
amortizing. Chairman Petersen said he was sure it was a cost which was 
contemplated in this proJect. The Caamission agreed with Chairman 
Petersen's proposal. 

Ms. Taylor said if the cost of the facility was adjusted to include the 
total cost of conversion the cost of the facility, according to her 
calculations, would be $52,335,027. Mr. Cantlin agreed that Ms. Taylor's 
calculations were correct. 

468.190(1) (c) If applicable, the alternative methods, equipment and 
costs for achieving the same pollution control objective. 

Chairman Petersen said the Caamission had not heard anything aboµt 
alternative methods. Director Hansen said that when looking at·a1ternative 
methods, that subsection (c) applies most appropriately to more traditional 
forms of pollution control equillllent on industrial-type facilities. In 
this context, only apple and orange type comparisons can be made. It was 
the Department's conclusion, Director Hansen said, that this factor is not 
applicable to the computation. Caamissioner Denecke commented that the 
Caamission knows the political problems with landfilling, which is the most 
available alternative, and other alternatives are untried for any volume of 
garbage. 

Chairman Petersen said the Caamission had considered subsection (c) and 
decided it was not relevant. 

468.190(1) (d) Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or 
may occur as a result of the installation of the facility. 

Chairman Petersen said he felt this factor was too vague to apply to this 
situation. Director Hansen said that wherever there might be relevancy the 
Department would consider that would be picked up in subsection · (b) 
canputation. 

Caamissioner Buist asked if the cost to the custaner was relevant. 
Director Hansen said that it was very difficult to apply that cost to this 
situation. He said a landfill may or may not be less expensive than the 
garbage burner. He said the Department did not necessarily think that the 
savings are either computable or very germane to the analysis. Director 
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Hansen said the Department just did not see how it would apply. 

The Commission agreed subsection (d) did not apply •. 

4ti8.190(1) (e) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing 
the portion of the actual cost of the facility properly allocable to 
the prevention, control or reduction of air, water or noise pollution 
or solid or hazardous waste or to the recycling or properly disposing 
of used. oil. 

Chairman Petersen said the Department had suggested in its proposal that 
the efficiency of the boiler is another relevant factor. Chairman Petersen 
said the only other factor he saw was the legislative priority of handling 
solid waste; considering landfilling as a last resort. He said this 
facility does comply with the wishes of the legislature to avoid 
landfilling. 

Canmissioner Brill conunented that in the Medford area landscape gardeners 
are using the ash fran the garbage burners in the area. So the use of the 
ash, Canmissioner Brill said, was worth thinking about. 

Chainnan Petersen said he was a little troubled about boiler efficiency 
being considered. Ms. Taylor said when the Department talked about using 
that particular factor, it considered that the law talks about solid waste 
facilities which recover a product or create energy. She said the boiler. 
efficiency speaks to the creation of that energy and therefore is an 
appropriate factor to consider. 

In response to concerns expressed tiy Chairman Petersen, Canmissioner 
-Denecke said that in the materials he had received Ogden-Martin stated that 
its boilers are fran 67-71% efficient. Michael Downs, Administrator 
of the Department's Hazardous and Solid Waste Division, said the 
calculation on boiler efficiency was specific to this particular facility, 
however, there would be similar results fran other facilities. 

Chairman Petersen said he did not feel strongly one way or the other about 
including the boiler efficiency. He said it did not seem that relevant to 
him, but he would not object if the rest of the Canmission wanted to 
include it. The Canmission agreed. 

Chairman Petersen said that now, after finishing discussing each factor, 
the Canmission needed to decide on the Department's proposal to weigh the 
factors differently. He said the Department proposed a weighting of two in 
the case of reduction, one in the case boiler efficiency, one in the case 
of the return on investment. 

Canmissioner Denecke said he agreed with the weighting proposal. He said 
he was influenced by the statute specifically saying that the tax 
credits are to control or reduce solid waste as well as other waste by 
giving tax credit. Ccmnissioner Denecke said the only purpose of this 
facility was to reduce solid waste and therefore that factor should be 
given a douole weight. 
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Cornrnissioner Buist commented that this was a very reasonable proposal, and 
in the end it was really arbitrary because the guidelines are just that and 
the Cornrnission has to inake its own way through those guidelines. 

Chairman Petersen said the only number that needed to be recalculated based 
on the Camnission's decisions so far is the return on investment number. 
Cornrnissioner Buist said the 87% reduction number was still questionable in 
her mind. Director Hansen said that was a cornputation in terms of volume 
reduction that was provided by the applicant, it was not one that the. 
Department had independently recalculated. Ms. Taylor said she believed 
the applicant had asked for that number fran an independent firm. Mr. 
Cantlin explained that the 87% was computed by Brown and Caldwell, an 
independent consulting engineering firm. Mr. Cantlin said the applicant's 
own internal calculations are higher than 87%, but they are willing to 
accept the independent engineering report at 87%. Commissioner Buist was 
satisfied with this explanation. 

In response to Chairman Petersen's questions abcut the actual costs of the 
facility given the-Carirnission's earlier decisions, Ms. Taylor said the 
staff had anticipated the alternatives and projected what the percent 
return on investment would be under difterent options the Camnission might 
choose. Ms. Taylor said the option chosen by the Canrnission where the sale 
of the tax credit is deleted results in a return on investment of 56.897% 
working through the weighting calculation, Chairman Petersen said a 
weighting of two would be given to 87% which is 174.0%; a weighting of one 
on the 71.000%; a weighting of one on the return on investment of 56.897%; 
the total is then 301.897% which is divided by four for a final figure of 
75.,474%. Mr. Cantlin said the cornputation would need to be rounded to the 
nearest whole percent which would be 75.5%. 

Chairman Petersen asked for a motion to determine that the percent 
allocable to this facility is 75.5%. Commissioner Denecke so MJVED, 
Cornrnissioner Buist seconded, and the motion passed unanirrously. 

Mr. Huston said the statutes require that a written notice and concise 
statement of findings and reasons for the Cornrnission's decision be issued. 
and asked for a provision be made for that. He suggested the Department be 
authorized to develop those findings and reasons consistent with the 
Cornrnission's deliberations and either circulate among the Cormnission or 
have the Chair authorized to sign that notice. The Cornrnission agreed with 
Mr. Huston's suggestion, and Chairman Petersen with the agreement of the 
Cornrnission, would review the notice and sign it. 

Mr. Cantlin asked when the Certification would take place. Chairman 
Petersen said it would occur as soon as the Certificate was sent to him, 
and clearly before the end of the year. 

Ms. Taylor said the law states that the percent allocable must be rounded 
to the nearest whole percent. Chairman Petersen said the staff knows what 
the Cornrnission's decision is, and has all of the the elements needed to go 
in to the cornputation. He said the Cornrnission would defer the final 
checking of the numbers to the applicant and the Department to make sure 
that it canplies with the statute and the Commission's decision. 
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Chairman Petersen MOVED to defer any action on agenda item G fran the 
December 12, 1986 EQC meeting dealing with changes to the tax credit rules, 
and direct the Department to prepare proposed amendments to·the tax credit 
rules which would not only include the previously proposed items in agenda 
item G, but also additional items the Department believes require 
clarification for facilities of this type. 

Director Hansen recalled for the Canmission testimony on this item at the 
December 12 meeting fran Willamette Industries. Ms. Taylor said there were 
two items that Willamette Industries testified about. One was they 
concurred that the Department could not retroactively issue a tax credit 
certificate. The other issue was whether or not the Department could issue 
a tax credit after 10 years had elapsed after the date of first issuance. 
Ms. Taylor said the difference of opinion between the Department of 
Revenue's legal advisor and DEQ's interpretation of the law would indicate 
that if the rules were left as they now stand the tax credit certificate 
could be issued to the new owner without regard to the 10 year limitation. 
Director Hansen said the effect would be that Willamette Industries would 
go to tne Department of Revenue and have a discussion with Revenue on 
whether or not they had anything left on that tax credit which could be 
claimed. Director Hansen said that was the most appropriate setting for 
Willamette Industries to resolve that issue. Chairman Petersen agreed. 

Chairman Petersen's motion was seconded by Canmissioner Denecke and passed 
unanimously. 

There was some discussion about when to set hearings on the proposed 
landfill sites during April. Mr. oowns explained that the window the 
Department had was April 9-21. The Canmission·deferred this item to its· 
next meeting. 

Chairman Petersen thanked the staff and Mr. Cantlin and his group for all 
the hard work and effort put into this process. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~\Mt~tri~·" l;\ 
Carol Splettstaszer , 
EQC 'Assistant . 

OOY396.3 
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DEQ-46 

Environmental Quality Commission 
rvm!t:i'ilig~XEO:x~lflOIRX'KJWD:;X@~llXl!cr11 

52ZlSll!UlO!IWl!!SXXSttK~x~Nl1l!;i:JWlli9200!! PHONE (503) 229-5696 
811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204 

klf:_MORANDU[!1 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

Subject: Agenda Item No. B, January 23, 1987, EQC Meeting 

Piscu:;sioo 

Attached is the November 1986 Program Activity Report. 

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

Water Quality and Sol id Waste facility pl ans 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 purposes of this report are: 

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

2. To obtain confirming approval from the Commission on actions taken 
by the Department relative to air contaminant source pl ans and 
specifications; and 

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

~.mmendatioo 

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. 

SChew :y 
MD26 
229-6484 
Attachment 

Fred Hansen 

~ 
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DEPARTtlfNT OF ENVIRGll<ENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Air Quality, Water Quality, 
~a~acggu~ aog~Jlg ~a~t~ Ol~l~igas 

(Reporting Units) 

SUMMARY OF PLAN AQTIONS 

.8ir 
Direct Sources 
Small Gasoline 

Storage Tanks 
V apor Control s 

Total 

.11'.il.e.r 
Municipal 
Industrial 
Total 

Sg]jg ~a~:t.!1 
Gen. Ref use 
Demolition 
Industrial 
Sludge 
Total 

Hazardous 
W~-
..GB8llil TOTAL 

SB5285 .A 
MD26 .D 

Pl ans 
Received 
~ .El'. 

4 24 

4 24 

5 70 
6 50 

11 120 

l 10 
l 
9 

l l 
2 21 

0 
17 165 

Pl ans 
Approved 
~ f.Y 

3 14 

3 14 

4 73 
14 50 
18 123 

2 8 
2 

l 9 
l 

3 20 

0 
24 157 

1 

~-1986 
(Month and Year) 

Pl ans 
Disapproved Pl ans 
~ .El'. Pen <lilJ.!l 

0 0 15 

0 0 15 

0 0 35 
0 0 7 
0 0 42 

16 
l 

15 
l 

0 0 33 

0 0 90 



Permit 
Number 
LU UlYl~ 
12 0036 
10 0131, 

[\;) 

Plan 

llEl'AWl'Ml\NT OF l•:NVlRONMl0:NTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY DIVISION 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

DIRECT SOURCES 
PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

Action Date 
County Number Source Name Process Descripti()!l Rcvd Status Assigned 
1.ANE 180 WESTERN PllNEL M/\NUFACl. lNSTALIATION OF BAGHOUSE 11/03/86 APPROVED 
GRANT 182 D & E WOOD PRODUCTS INSTALIATION OF CYCLONE 11/03/86 APPROVED 
DOUGLAS 183 COMPANION ANIMAL CLINIC INSTAll INCINERATOR 11/24/86 APPROVED 

TOTAL NUHBER QUICK IDOK REPORT LINES 3 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIR<NM::NTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Aj.r.J),yA]jj;µJ.ll..Ll i on _ _.liQ.l(mnQ.s1.r._l986 
( Reporti ng Unit) (Month and Year) 

.. S.lJ.MM8BL .. QL.eJR.l'ffilfil-8C.J.lQJ:J.S 

Permit Permit 
Actions Actions Permit Sources Sources 
Received Completed Actions Under Req r' g 

M.!lll.tb £.Y 1'.1.9.D.1b .EY .E.llruj.io.g .E.fil:.lnli:.li .E.s;..t:ffi..ij;_s 

[2 j riic:t SQY~ 

New 2 9 2 14 8 

Existing 2 16 l 8 18 

Renewals 14 54 15 51 89 

Mod if 1 ca ti ons _Q ...Z! ....5. _J.Z _l.Q 

Total 18 103 Z3 105 125 1368 1394 

.l.rul i CS!s;;:!; SQIH'.!;.ll.li 

New 0 5 2 12 1 

Existing 0 0 0 0 0 

Renewals 0 0 0 0 0 

Modifications .Q l Q. z Q 

Total .Q z l _Zfil 

.!aB/lliDJ.QI.81.S 18 109 25 119 lL!) 1630 1657 

Number of 
.E.sl.o..d i n g P e.r.m..1.:t.li 

14 
~~~~~~c2~m~m~e.o:t~.~~~~~~~~~~-

22 
8 

10 
6 

13 
47 
....5. 

125 

MAR.5 
Afl63Z3 

T o 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 
Awaiting Public Notice 
Awaiting end of 30-day Public Notice Period 

3 



Permit 
Number 

15 0145 
21 00511 
22 6012 
23 0014 
24 5955 
26 2435 
26 3071 
27 6018 
29 0060 
07 0022 
26 3035 
26 3036 
26 3091 
31 0013 
07 0019 
12 0004 
22 1034 
33 0017 
15 0058 
24 5145 
26 1853 
36 3001 
37 0183 

;!'.:& 

DEPAlffMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY DIVISION 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

DIRECT SOURCES 
PERMITS ISSUED 

Appl. Date Type 
County Name Source Name Revd. Status Achvd. Appl. 

JACKSON ROGUE VALLEY OIL CO 04/10/86 PERMIT ISSUED 10/29/86 EA'T 
LINCOLN YAQUINA VENEER CO. 06/05/86 PEH1'1IT ISSUED 10/29/86 MOD 
LINN ALBANY ROCK PRODUCTS 07/22/86 PERMIT ISSUED 10/29/86 RNW 
MAillEUR ONTARIO CONCRETE CO. 06/09/86 PERMIT ISSUED 10/29/86 RNW 
MARION RIVERBEND SAND&GRAVEL 05/16/86 PERMIT ISSUED 10/29/86 RNW 
MULTNOMAH THOMAS INDUSTRIES INC 10/13/86 PERMIT ISSUED 10/29/86 MOD 
MULTNOMAH PORT OF PORTLAND, TERM. 5 05/01/86 PERHIT ISSUED . 10/29/86 RNW 
POUZ WILI11!1ETTE SEED & GRAIN 10/11/85 PERMIT ISSUED 10/29/86 RNW 
TILLAMOOK S-C PAVING COMPANY 08/14/86 PERMIT ISSUED 10/29/86 RNW 
CROOK LES SC!i"WAB WAREHOUSE 03/29 /85 PERMIT ISSUED · 11/12/86 NEW 
MULTNOMAH MYERS CONTAINER CORP 10/22/86 PERMIT ISSUED 11/14/86 MOD 
MULTNOMAH AMCOAT ENA'!ELING 10/22/86 PERHIT ISSUED 11/14/86 MOD 
MULTNOMAH ROSS HOUYWOOD CHAPEL 09/26/86 PERMIT ISSUED 11/14/86 RNW 
UNION HOFF-RONDE VAILEY LUMBER 09/23/86 PEHMIT ISSUED 11/14/86 MOD 
CROOK D & E WOOD PROD INC 05/05 /86 PEHMIT ISSUED 11/17/86 NEW 
GHANT OREGON PINE LUMBER, INC. 05/01/86 PERHIT ISSUED 11/17/86 RNW 
LINN KNIGHT TRUCKING CO 02/24/86 PERMIT ISSUED 11/17/86 RNW 
WASCO TYGH VAILEY SAND & GRAVEL 09/26/86 PERHIT ISSUED 11/20/86 RNW 
JACKSON HUSKY INDUSTRIES, INC. 09/21/83 PERHIT ISSUED 11/21/86 PJM 
MARION OREGON STATE HOSPITAL 06/18/86 PERHIT ISSUED 11/21/86 RNW 
MULTNOMAH KENTON ALUMINUM & BRJ\.SS 05/28/86 PERMIT ISSUED 11/21/86 R.NW 
YAMHILL CHABTREE ROCK CO 12/03/85 PERMIT ISSUED 11/21/86 RNW 
PORT.SOURCE REID-WOLF INC 10/02/86 PERMIT ISSUED 11/21/86 RNW 

TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LOOK REPORT LINES 23 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIR(}lf'ENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

___ A..._iu.· r__Q,y.ilJj;.lL.QJiliJ.Q.lL-__ _ __ _liQ.Y§~.r.J.9.ll..~~-
( Mon th and Year) (Reporting Unit) 

.E.ERMIT ACTI.Qli.S.J:;OMPLETEP 

* County 

* 
* 

Clackamas 

Washington 

MAR.6 
A/'53 24 

* Nane of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Sane 

* 

SRO-Cinema, 
959 Spaces, 
File No. 03-8612 

Murrayhil l Marketplace, 
720 Spaces, 
File No. 34-8613 

* Date of * Action * 
* Action * * 
* * * ~~~-~~~~-

11/ 05/86 Final Permit Issued 

11107/86 Final Permit Issued 

5 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality November 1986 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 18 

* County 

* 
* 

* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same 

* 

MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES - 4 

Deschutes 

Columbia 

Clatsop 

Tillamook 

MAR.3 (5/79) 

Tumalo School 
Septic System Expansion 

Clatskanie 
Swedetown Village Sewers 

Seaside 
Cove Area Sewers 
and Pump Station 

Jack Riedesel 
Neskowin RV Park 
Revised Disposal Plans 

WC1361 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

11-26-86 

12-1-86 

12-5-86 

12-3-86 

Action * 
* 
* 

Provisional Approval 

Provisional Approval 

Provisional Approval 

Approved 

Page 1 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division November 1986 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

* County 

* 
* 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 18 

* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same 

* 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

Action 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES - 14 

Douglas 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Polk 

Washington 

Polk 

Coos 

MAR. 3 (5/79) 

Glide Lumber Products Co. 
Glide 

Portland General Electric 
Oil Spill Containment Fae. 
Colton Substation 

11-04-86 Approved 

09-22-86 Approved 

Portland General Electric 09-22-86 Approved 
Oil Spill Containment Fae. 
Mt. Pleasant Substation 

Portland General Electric 09-22-86 Approved 
Oil Spill Containment Fae. 
Orient Substation 

Praegitzgr 11-28-86 Approved 
Upgrade Metals Removal 

Tektronix, Inc, 11-05-86 Approved 
Surface Impoundment 
Retrofit 

Portland General Electric 10-29-86 Approved 
Oil Spill Containment 
Facility 
Willamina Substation 

Pacific Power & Light Co. 
Oil Spill Containment 
Facility 
North Bend Substation 

WC1353 

11-03-86 Approved 

8 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Water Quality Division November 1986 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

* County 

* 
* 

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* Name of Source/Project 
* /Site and Type of Same 

* 

* Date of * 
* Action * 
* * 

Action 

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES (cont'd) 

Jackson 

Lake 

Multnomah 

Lane 

Tillamook 

Benton 

MAR.3 (5/79) 

Diamond Rogue 11-20-86 Approved 
& Timber Company 
Cyanide Destruction 

UMTRA Project 11-20-86 Approved 
2nd Retention Basin 

Boeing of Portland 11-21-86 Approved 
Groundwater Monitoring Well 

Zip-O-Log Co 11-25-86 Approved 
Antistain Control System 

Richard Chelone 11-26-86 Approved 
Manure Control System 

Evanite Battery 
Off-Site Groundwater 
Well Pumps 

WC1353 

11-14-86 Application 
withdrawn 

9 
Page 2 

* 
* 
* 
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SUMMRY-F Summary of Actions Taken 10 DEC 86 
On Water Permit Applications in NOV 86 

Number of Applications Filed Number of Permits Issued Applications Current Number 
------------------------------------ ------------------------------------ Pending Permits of 

Month Fiscal Year Month Fiscal Year Issuance (1) Active Permits 
----------------- ----------------- ----------------- ----------------- ----------------- -----------------Source Category NP DES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen 

&Permit Subtype ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----

Domestic 
NEW 1 8 2 1 4 5 12 
RW 1 1 1 
RWO 4 5 29 16 4 2 13 9 49 29 
MW 1 2 
MWO 1 4 1 1 2 4 2 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----
Total 4 6 31 28 4 5 16 15 61 44 234 169 29 

Industrial 
NEW 1 1 2 4 14 2 1 3 2 2 23 5 9 
RW 1 
RWO 3 3 21 8 2 1 13 6 24 13 
MW 1 1 
MWO 2 1 4 2 4 1 1 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----
Total 4 4 25 12 15 4 2 3 20 8 25 35 23 1 172 133 356 

Agricultural 
NEW 1 1 
RW 
RWO 1 1 1 
MW 
MWO 

----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- ----- -----
Total 1 1 1 1 1 2 11 56 

=== = == = = = 
Grand Total 8 10 0 57 41 15 8 7 3 36 24 25 97 68 1 408 313 441 

1) 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 by DEQ. 

NEW 
RW 
RWO 
MW 
MWO 

It does include applications pending from previous months and those filed after 30-NOV-86. 

New application 
Renewal with effluent limit changes 
Renewal without effluent limit cnanges 

- Modification with increase in effluent limits 
Modification without increase in effluent limits 



,__.. ._, 

IISSUE2-R AIL PERMITS ISSUED BETWEEN 01-NOV-86 AND 30-NOV-86 
ORDERED BY PERMIT TYPE, ISSUE DATE, PERMIT NUMBER 

PERMIT SUB-
CAT NUMBER TYPE TYPE FACILITY FACILITY NAME 

General: Suction Dredges 

IND 

IND 

700 GEN07 NEW 102265/A SUBIA, DAVID 

700 GEN07 NEW 102434/A BALSER, ROBERT 

General: Gravel Mining 

IND 1000 GENlO NEW 102468/A BEAVER STATE SAND & GRAVEL, INC. 

NPDES 

DOM 100249 NPDES RWO 60335/A NESKOWIN IDDGE INVESTORS 

IND 100250 NPDES NEW 100122/A CHEVRON U.S.A. INC. 

DOM 100253 NPDES RWO 36156/A HALFWAY, CITY OF 

IND 100254 NPDES RWO 2142/A AMALGAMATED SUGAR COMPANY, THE 

IND 100255 NPDES NEW 32650/A GEORGIA-PACIFIC RESINS, INC. 

IND 100257 NPDES RWO 71443/A PORTLAND WILLAMETTE COMPANY 

DOM 100258 NPDES RWO 13438/A DON CALIJ\HAN'S, INC. 

DOM 100261 NPDES RWO 6667/A BAY CITY, CITY OF 

CITY 

NESKOWIN 

WHITE CITY 

HALFWAY 

NYSSA 

MILLERSBURG 

PORTlAND 

ASHIAND 

BAY CITY 

10 DEC 86 PAGE 1 

DATE 
COUNTY/REGION ISSUED 

DATE 
EXPIRES 

JACKSON/SWR 04-NOV-86 31-JUL-91 

MOBILE SRC/AIL 19-NOV-86 31-JUL-91 

DOUGLAS/SWR 24-NOV-86 31-DEC-86 

TILU\MOOK/NWR 12-NOV-86 30-SEP-91 

JACKSON/SWR 12-NOV-86 31-AUG-91 

BAKER/ER 18-NOV-86 31-0CT-91 

MALHEUR/ER 26-NOV-86 30-JUN-91 

LINN/WVR 26-NOV-86 31-AUG-91 

MULTNOMAH/NWR 28-NOV-86 30-SEP-91 

JACKSON/SWR 28-NOV-86 31-0CT-91 

TILU\MOOK/NWR 28-NOV-86 31-0CT-91 



t--
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IISSUE2-R 

PERMIT SUB-
CAT NUMBER TYPE TYPE 

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

WPCF 

DOM 100248 WPCF RWO 

DOM 100251 WPCF RWO 

DOM 3587 WPCF MWO 

IND 100252 WPCF RWO 

IND 100256 WPCF NEW 

DOM 100259 WPCF NEW 

DOM 100260 WPCF NEW 

AIL PERMITS ISSUED BETWEEN 01-NOV-86 AND 30-NOV-86 
ORDERED BY PERMIT TYPE, ISSUE DATE, PERMIT NUMBER 

FACILITY FACILITY NAME CITY 
-------- ------------------------------------------- ---------------

30404/A PAUL M. VETTRUS TURNER 

10926/A BREITENBUSH COMMUNITY, 
HEALING-RETREAT-CONFERENCE CENTER 

73432/A RAJNEESH NEO-SANNYAS INTERNATIONAL COMMUNE RAJNEESHPURAM 

70590/A PORT OF MORROW BOARDMAN 

100137/A GRACE, W. R. & co. BEND 

100151/A HEIDGERKEN, GEORGE BREITENBUSH 

15120/A NESKOWIN CREEK, INC. NESKOWIN 

10 DEC 86 PAGE 2 

DATE DATE 
COUNTY/REGION ISSUED EXPIRES 
-------------- --------- ---------

MARION/WVR 12-NOV-86 30-SEP-91 

MARION/WVR 12-NOV-86 30-SEP-91 

JEFFERSON/CR 17-NOV-86 31-0CT-87 

MORROW/ER 18-NOV-86 31-JUL-91 

DESCHUTES/CR 26-NOV-86 30-SEP-91 

MARION/WVR 28-NOV-86 30-SEP-91 

TIUAMOOK/NWR 28-NOV-86 31-JUL-91 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division November 1286 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS 

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

Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits 

General Refuse 
New 2 2 
Closures 2 2 
Renewals 4 7 11 17 
Modifications 5 6 
Total 4 14 0 21 19 182 182 

Demolition 
New 1 2 
Closures 1 
Renewals 
Modifications 2 3 
Total 0 3 0 5 1 13 13 

Industrial 
New 4 8 7 
Closures 3 2 
Renewals 4 2 13 
Modifications 3 3 
Total 0 14 0 13 22 103 103 

Sludge Dis12osal 
New 1 1 
Closures 
Renewals 
Modifications 1 1 
Total 0 1 0 2 1 16 16 

Total Solid Waste 4 32 0 41 43 

Hazardous Waste 

Outputs currently under revision. 

MAR.5S (11/84) (SB5285 .B) 
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Listing of Solid Waste Permit Actions Completed 

None were completed during the month of November, 1986. 
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J'"DISPOS-R Hazardous Waste Disposal Requests Approved Between 
Ol-NOV-86 AND 30-NOV-86 for Chem-Security Systems, Inc., Gilliam Co. 

DATE WASTE TYPE 

03-NOV-86 SOLIDIFIED PAINT SLUDGE MIXED WITH SOIL 

03-NOV-86 SOLIDIFIED PAINT SLUDGE 

06-NOV-86 LAB PACK 

06-NOV-86 LAB PACK - CORROSIVE BASES 

06-NOV-86 LAB PACK ORM-B 

06-NOV-86 

06-NOV-86 

06-NOV-86 

06-NOV-86 

06-NOV-86 

06-NOV-86 

06-NOV-86 

06-NOV-86 

LAB PACK - OXIDIZERS 

LAB PACK FLAMMABLES 

LAB PACK - CORROSIVE ACIDS 

LAB PACK - CORROSIVE ACIDS 

LAB PACK - ORM-E 

LAB PACK ORM-C 

LAB PACK ORM-B 

LAB PACK - ORM-A 

07-NOV-86 LAB PACK - POISON B 

13-NOV-86 FLOURESCENT LIGHT BALLASTS 

13-NOV-86 LAB PACK COMBUSTIBLES 

19-NOV-86 PESTICIDE RESIDUE 

'"""" ~ 

17 Request(s) approved for generators in Oregon 

03-NOV-86 PNA CONTAMINATED SOIL 

03-NOV-86 SPENT SULFURIC ACID PICKLE LIQUOR 

03-NOV-86 TAR CONTAMINATED SOIL 

07-NOV-86 MERCURIC NITRATE SOLUTION 

07-NOV-86 LAB PACK - WASTE OXIDIZER 

SOURCE 

PAINTS 

PAINTS 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCY 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

WOOD PRESERVING 

NON-SUPERFUND SITE CLEANUP 

METAL COATING, ALLIED SERVICES 

NON-SUPERFUND SITE CLEANUP 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

COMMERCIAL TESTING LABS 

2 DEC 86 PAGE 1 

DISPOSE ANNUALLY 

225 CU YD 

41 CU YD 

0.54 CU YD 

0.27 CU YD 

0.81 CU YD 

0.54 CU YD 

0. 54 CU YD 

0.27 CU YD 

0.54 CU YD 

0.54 CU YD 

0.27 CU YD 

0.27 CU YD 

0.27 CU YD 

2.16 CU YD 

12.15 CU YD 

0.27 CU YD 

18 CU YD 

100 CU YD 

67.91CUYD 

48.51 CU YD 

10.8 CU YD 

0.27 CU YD 



lflISPOS-R Hazardous Waste Disposal Requests Approved Between 
Ol-NOV-86 AND 30-NOV-86 for Chem-Security Systems, Inc., Gilliam Co. 

DATE WASTE TYPE 

07-NOV-86 LAB PACK - ORM-E 

07-NOV-86 CORROSIVE SOLID 

13-NOV-86 LAB PACK POISON B 

13-NOV-86 LAB PACK - WASTE ACID LIQUOR 

SOURCE 

HW TREAT/STORE/DISPOSE FCLTY 

ELEMENTARY & SECONDARY SCHOOLS 

MEDICAL & SURGICAL HOSPITALS 

HW TREAT/STORE/DISPOSE FCLTY 

13-NOV-86 TANKS, PIPING, DEBRIS, ETC CONTAMINATED WITH HEAVY HW TREAT/STORE/DISPOSE FCLTY 
METALS 

13-NOV-86 PCB CONTAMINATED SOIL 

11 Request(s) approved for generators in Washington 

28 Requests granted - Grand Total 

........ 
CFJ 

RAILROADS, LINE-HAUL OPERATING 

2 DEC 86 PAGE 2 

DISPOSE ANNUALLY 

4 CU YD 

0.27 CU YD 

0.81 CU YD 

2.7 CU YD 

10000 CU YD 

22. 2 CU YD 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Noise Control Program November 1986 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

SUMMARY OF NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS 

New Actions Final Actions Actions 
Initiated Completed Pending 

Source 
Category Mo FY ·MO FY Mo Last Mo 

Industrial/ 
Commercial 5 53 8 39 219 222 

Airports 0 3 1 1 

17 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT 

Noise Control Program November, 1986 
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year) 

FINAL NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED 

* * * 
County * Name of Source and Location * Date * Action 

Clackamas Design Craft, 11/86 In Compliance 
Portland 

Clackamas Magic Toppers, 11/86 In Compliance 
Portland 

Clackamas P/A System, 11/86 No Violation 
Milwaukie 

Multnomah Bar Room Buddies Tavern, 11/86 In Compliance 
Portland 

Benton Corvallis Kennels, 11/86 In Compliance 
Corvallis 

Linn Rick Wilson Lun;ber Company, 11/86 In Compliance 
Sweet Home 

Deschutes Custom Remanufacturing, 11/86 In Compliance 
Tuma lo 

Klamath WDL Rental & Sales, Inc., 11/86 In Compliar.ce 
at Weyerhaeuser Rock Quarry, 
Beatty 

18 



CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
1986 

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF NOVEMBER, 1986: 

Name and Location 
of Violation 

Food Express, Inc. 
Scappoose, Oregon 

Robert L. Coats 
dba/Deschutes Ready-Mix 

Sand & Gravel Co. 
Klamath County 

VAK:b 
GB6278 

Case No. & Type 
of Violation Date Issued Amount Status 

AQ-NWR-86-121 11/7/86 $300 Paid 11I20/86. 
Caused excessive 
fugitive emissions 
from a railcar to 
truck starch unload-
ing operation. 

AQ-CR-86-120 11/7/86 $1'700 Paid 11/28/86. 
Several violations 
of an Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit for a 
portable concrete 
paving plant. 

19 
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November, 1986 
DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log 

LAST 
ACTIONS MONTH PRESENT 

Preliminary Issues l 
Discovery 0 
Settlement Action 3 
Hearing to be scheduled 
Department reviewing penalty 
Hearing scheduled 

0 
l 
2 

HO's Decision Due 0 
Briefing l 
Inactive 4 

SUBTOTAL of cases before hearings officer. 12 

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

0 
2 

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

0 
l 

Case Closed 

TOTAL Cases 

15-AQ-NWR-86-178 

$ 
ACDP 
AGl 
AQ 
AQOB 
CR 
DEC Date 

ER 
FB 
HW 
HSW 
Hrng Rfrl 

Hrngs 
NP 
NP DES 

NWR 
oss 
p 
Prtys 
Rem Order 
Resp Code 
SS 
SW 
SWR 
T 

2 

17 

15th Hearing Section case in 1986 involving Air 
Quality Division violation in Northwest Region 
jurisdiction in 1981; 178th enforcement action 
in the Department in 1981. 
Civil Penalty Amount 
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
Attorney General l 
Air Quality Division 
Air Quality, Open Burning 
Central Region 
Date of either a proposed decision of hearings 
officer or a decision by Commission 
Eastern Region 
Field Burning 
Hazardous waste 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Division 
Date when Enforcement Section requests Hearing 
Section schedule a hearing 
Hearings Section 
Noise Pollution 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
wastewater discharge permit. 
Northwest Region 
On-Site Sewage Section 
Litigation over permit or its conditions 
All parties involved 
Remedial Action Order 
Source of next expected activity in case 
Subsurface Sewage (now OSS) 
Solid Waste Division 
Southwest Region 
Litigation over tax credit matter 
Transcript being made of case 

l 
0 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
4 

11 

l 
2 
0 
l 
0 

15 

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

case log 
WQ 
WVR 

CONTES.B 

water Quality Division 
Willamette Valley Region 

21 
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Pet/Resp 
Name 

WAH CHANG 

WAH CHANG 

HAYWORTH FARMS, 
INC., and 
HAYWORTH, John w. 

McINNIS 
ENTERPRISES, 
LTD., et al. 

Mc INNIS 
ENTERPRISES, 
LTD •• et al. 

FUNRUE, Amos 

CONTES.T 

November 1986 

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log 

Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case 
Rqst Rfrrl Date Code 'l':YPe & No. 

04/78 04/78 

04/78 04/78 

01/14/83 02/28/83 04/04/84 

09/20/83 09/22/83 

10/25/83 10/26/83 

03/15/85 03/19/85 06/20/85 

Prtys 

Prtys 

Prtys 

Prtys 

Prtys 

Dept 

-1-

16-P-WQ-WVR-78-2849-J 
NPDES Permit 
Modification 

03-P-WQ-WVR-78-2012-J 
NPDES Permit 
Modification 

50-AQ-FB-82-09 
FB Civil Penalty 
of $1,000 

56-WQ-NWR-83-79 
WQ Civil Penalty 
of $14,500 

59-SS-NWR-83-33290P-5 
SS license revocation 

05-AQ-FB-84-141 
Civil Penalty of $500 

Case 
Status 

Current permit in 
force. Hearing 
deferred. 

Current permit in 
force. Hearing 
deferred. 

Court of Appeals 
affirmed EQC ll/19/86. 

Hearing deferred. 

Hearing deferred. 

EQC affirmed $500 penalty 
June 13, 1986. Department 
of Justice to draft final 
order reflecting EQC action. 

December 10, 1986 



t>:> 
c:,; 

Pet/Resp 
Name 

DANT & RUSSELL, 
INC. 

BRAZIER FOREST 
PRODUCTS 

NULF, DOUG 

VANDERVELDE, ROY 

MALLORIE'S 
DAIRY, INC. 

MALLORIE'S 
DAIRY, INC. 

CONTES.T 

November 1986 

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log 

Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case 
Rqst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. 

05/31/85 05/31/85 03/21/86 

11/22/85 12/12/85 02/10/86 

01/10/86 01/13/86 05/05/86 

06/06/86 06/10/86 11/06/86 

09/08/86 09/08/86 11/24/86 

09/08/86 09/08/86 11/24/86 

Prtys 

Dept 

Dept 

Prtys 

Prtys 

Prtys 

-2-

15-HW-NWR-85-60 
Hazardous waste 
disposal 
Civil Penalty of 
$2,500 

23-HSW-85 
Declaratory Ruling 

01-AQFB-85-02 
$500 Civil Penalty 

05-WQ-WVR-86-39 
$5,500 Civil Penalty 

07-WQ-WVR-86-91 
WPCF Permit violations 
$2,000 Civil Penalty 

08-AQOB-WVR-86-92 
$1,050 Civil Penalty 

Case 
Status 

Settlement action. 

EQC issued declaratory rulin 
July 25, 1986. Department o 
Justice to draft final order 
reflecting EQC action. 

Decision imposing $300 civil 
penalty issued 12/3/86. 

Post hearing briefing. 

Post hearing briefing and 
E_ettlemen_t: dic_ussions. 

Post hearing briefing 
and settlement discussions. 

December 10, 1986 
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Pet/Resp 
Name 

MAGNA CORP. INC. 

MONTEZUMA WEST 

November 1986 

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log 

Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case 
Rqst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. 

09/09/86 09/10/86 10/16/86 Prtys 09-AQOB-NWR-86-93 

10/09/86 10/09/86 Prtys 10-HW-SWR-86-46 

In re ROBERT 11/10/86 Dept Request for Declaratory 
Ruling ORS 468.635 and 
OAR 340-21-105. 

"BUCK" FROMAN, dba 
BUCK'S STOVE 
PALACE 

CONTES.T -3-

Case 
Status 

Hearing postponed for 
submission of settlement 
agreement to EQC. 

Settlement action. 

Department reviewing 
merit of petition. 

December 10, 1986 



DEQ-1 

Department of Environmental Quality 
VICTOR ATIYEH 

GOVERNOR 
811 S.W. SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director ~ 
Subject: Agenda Item C, January 23, 1987, EQC Meeting 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Director's Recoinmendations 

It is recommended that the Commission take the following action: 

1. Issue tax credit certificates for pollution control facilities: 

Appl. 
No. Applicant Facility 

T-1846 PGE Abernethy Substation Oil spill containment 
T-1848 PGE Faraday .Substation Oil spill containment 
T-1848 PGE Sullivan SUbstation Oil spill containment 
T-1850 PGE Grand Ronde Substation Oil spill containment 
T-1851 PGE Station E Substation Oil spill containment 
T-1852 PGE Round Butte Switchyard Oil spill containment 
T-1853 PGE Canemah Substation Oil spill containment 
T-1854 PGE North Plains Substation Oil spill containment 
T-1855 PGE Estacada Substation Oil spill containment 
T-1856 PGE Boones Ferry Substation Oil spill containment 

system 
system 
system 
system 
system 
system 
system 
system 
system 
system 

TE:2055 Precision Castparts Cartridge type dust collector 
TC2058 

s. Chew 
229-6484 
31 Dec 1986 

Precision Castparts Bag filter dust collection 

Fred Hansen 



EQC Agenda Item C 
January 23, 1987 
Page 2 

Proposed January 23, 

Air Quality 

1987 

Water Quality 
Hazardous/Solid 
Noise 

totals: 

$ 71,044.03 
288,570.69 

waste -0-
-0-

$ 359' 614. 72 

1986 calendar year totals for tax credits certified: 

SChew 
229-6484 

Air Quality 
Water Quality 
Hazardous/Solid Waste 
Noise 

31 December 86 

$ 3,714,299.01 
3,694,732.74 

53,725,866.88 
69,079.00 

$61,203,977.63 



Application No. T-1846 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Portland General Electric Company 
121 S.W. Salmon Street 
Portland, OR 97204 

The applicant owns and operates an electric utility company with 
substations throughout Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facility is an oil spill containment system at the Abernethy 
Substation near Oregon City, Oregon. The facility consists of 230 
feet of pressure treated 2 x 14 lumber, 24 yards of mason's sand, and 
13 yards of 3/4 minus crushed rock. 

Claimed Facility Cost: $ 13,024.17 

3. Procedural Requirements 

The facility was completed after December 31, 1983, so it is governed 
by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 in effect on January 1, 1984, and by 
OAR 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985). 

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that: 

a, The request for preliminary certification was filed October 9, 
1984 less than 30 days before construction commenced on October 
12, 1984. The application was reviewed by DEQ staff and the 
applicant was notified that the application was complete and that 
construction could commence. 

b, The request for preliminary certification was approved before 
application for final certification was made, 

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on 
November 28, 1984 and the application for final certification was 
found to be complete on October 14, 1986 within 2 years of 
substantial completion of the facility, 



Application No. T-1846 
Page 2 

4. Evaluation of Application 

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the 
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent water pollution. 

This prevention is accomplished by the containment of industrial 
waste as defined in ORS 468.700, 

In accordance with federal law, electric utility companies must 
provide oil spill containment facilities at substations where oil 
filled equipment is utilized. 

Two sides of the Abernethy Substation have been trenched and 
backfilled with mason's sand. A 2 x 14 pressure treated wood 
timber has been partially buried in the sand to act as a 
containment berm. The sand has been covered with crushed rock. 

The two other untrenched sides of the substation are upgradient. 
Normal storm runoff will flow towards the trenches and pass 
through the sand under the timber, In the event of an oil spill, 
the sand would retard the oil to provide time for the cleanup 
crew to be dispatched to the site. Equipment monitors would warn 
crews of any failure. The crews would remove the oil and 
contaminated sand, and reconstruct the facility following site 
cleanup. 

The Abernethy Substation does not contain any PCB oils. No 
spills have occurred at this site. 

b. Analysis of Eligible Costs 

There is no return on investment from this facility. One hundred 
(100) percent of the cost of the facility is allocated to 
pollution control, 

5. Summation 

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory 
deadlines. 

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in 
that the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with a 
requirement imposed by the federal Envi.ronmental Protection 
Agency to prevent water pollution and accomplishes this purpose 
by containment of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules, 

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 %. 



Application No. T-1846 
Page 3 

6. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $ 13,024.17 
with 100 % allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility 
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1846. 

L.D. Patterson:c 
WC1421 
(503) 229-5374 
12/ 26/ 86 



Application No. T-1848 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Portland General Electric Company 
121 S,W. Salmon Street 
Portland, OR 97204 

The applicant owns and operates an electric utility company with 
substations throughout Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facility is an oil spill containment system at the Faraday 
Substation near Estacada, Oregon, The facility consists of a concrete 
sump, an oil-stop valve, curbing, and earthwork. 

Claimed Facility Cost: $ 54,336,42 
(Accountant's certification was provided) 

3. Procedural Requirements 

The facility was completed after December 31, 1983, so it is governed 
by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 in effect on January 1, 1984, and by 
OAR 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985). 

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that: 

a, The request for preliminary certification was filed April 15, 
1985 more than 30 days before construction commenced on June 
1985. 

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before 
application for final certification was made, 

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on June 
23, 1986 and the application for final certification was found to 
be complete on November 3, 1986 within 2 years of substantial 
completion of the facility. 



Application No. T-1848 
Page 2 

4. Evaluation of Application 

a, The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the 
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent water pollution. 

This prevention is accomplished by the containment of industrial 
waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

In accordance with federal law, electric utility companies must 
provide oil spill containment facilities at substations where oil 
filled equipment is utilized. 

Storm runoff from the substation entered a storm sewer which 
drained to the Clackamas River. There were no facilities to 
contain transformer oil spills and prevent the oils from entering 
the river. The new facility includes paving and curbing to 
direct substation runoff to a new sump which was installed in the 
existing yard drain. The sump contains an oil-stop valve which 
closes in the presence of oil. In the event of an oil spill, the 
oil would be contained within the bermed substation until crews 
could remove the oils. 

The Faraday Substation does not contain any PCB oils. No spills 
have occurred at this site. 

b. Analysis of Eligible Costs 

There is no return on investment from this facility. One hundred 
(100) percent of the cost of the facility is allocated to 
pollution control. 

5. Summation 

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory 
deadlines. 

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in 
that the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with a 
requirement imposed by the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency to prevent water pollution and accomplishes this purpose 
by containment of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules. 

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 %. 
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6. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $ 54,336.42 
with 100 % allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility 
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1848. 

L.D. Patterson:c 
WC1421 
(503) 229-53 7 4 
12/26/86 



Application No. T-1849 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Portland General Electric Company 
121 S.W. Salmon Street 
Portland, OR 97204 

The applicant owns and operates an electric utility company with 
substations throughout Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facilities are oil spill containment systems at the Sullivan Plant 
Substation at Oregon City, Oregon. The upper yard facility consists 
of 280 feet of pressure treated 2 x 14 lumber, mason's sand, and 3/4 
minus crushed rock. The lower yard facility consists of a concrete 
sump, an oil-stop valve, and curbing. 

Claimed Facility Cost: $ 50,217.00 

3. Procedural Requirements 

The facility was completed after December 31, 1983, so it is governed 
by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 in effect on Jamary 1, 1984, and by 
OAR 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985). 

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that: 

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed June 18, 1985 
more than 30 days before construction commenced on July 25, 1985. 

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before 
application for final certification was made. 

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on 
November 19, 1985 and the application for final certification was 
found to be complete on November 3, 1986 within 2 years of 
substantial completion of the facility. 
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4. Evaluation of Application 

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the 
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent water pollution. 

This prevention is accomplished by the containment of industrial 
waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

In accordance with federal law, electric utility companies must 
provide oil spill containment facilities at substations where oil 
filled equipment is utilized. 

Storm runoff from the Sullivan Plant Substations two yards drains 
to the Willamette River, There were no facilities to contain 
transformer oil spills and prevent them from entering the river. 

Three sides of the Sullivan Plant Substation upper yard have been 
trenched and backfilled with mason's sand. A 2 x 14 pressure 
treated wood timber has been partially buried in the sand to act 
as a containment berm. The sand has been covered with crushed 
rock. 

The fourth (untrenched) side of the substation upper yard is 
upgradient and serves as the entryway to the site. Normal storm 
runoff will flow towards one of the three trenches and pass 
through the sand under the timber. In the event of an oil spill, 
the sand would retard the oil to provide time for the cleanup 
crew to be dispatched to the site. Equipment monitors would warn 
crews of any failure. The crews would remove the oil and 
contaminated sand, and reconstruct the facility following site 
cleanup. 

The new facility at the substations lower yard includes 
and curbing to direct substation runoff to a new sump, 
contains an oil-stop valve which closes in the presence 
In the event of an oil spill, the oil would be contained 
the bermed substation until crews could remove the oils. 

paving 
The sump 
Of oil• 
within 

The Sullivan Plant Substation does not contain any PCB oils. No 
spills have occurred at this site. 

b. Analysis of Eligible Costs 

There is no return on investment from this facility, One hundred 
(100) percent of the cost of the facility is allocated to 
pollution control, 
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5. Summation 

a, The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory 
deadlines, 

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in 
that the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with a 
requirement imposed by the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency to prevent water pollution and accomplishes this purpose 
by containment of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468.700, 

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules. 

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 %. 

6. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of$ 50,217.oo 
with 100 % allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility 
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1849. 

L.D. Patterson:c 
WC1421 
(503) 229-537 4 
12/ 26/ 86 



Application No. T-1850 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Portland General Electric Company 
121 S. W. Salmon Street 
Portland, OR 97204 

The applicant owns and operates an electric utility company with 
substations throughout Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facility is an oil spill containment system at the Grand Ronde 
Substation. The facility consists of 680 feet of pressure treated 2 x 
14 lumber, mason's sand, and 3/4 minus crushed rock. 

Claimed Facility Cost: $ 23, 033. 90 
(Accountant's Certification was provided) 

3, Procedural Requirements 

The facility was completed after December 31, 1983, so it is governed 
by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 in effect on January l, 1984, and by 
OAR 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985). 

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that: 

a, The request for preliminary certification was filed October 9, 
1984 more than 30 days before construction commenced on January 
1985. 

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before 
application for final certification was made. 

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on April 
15, 1985 and the application for final certification was found to 
be complete on November 3, 1986 within 2 years of substantial 
completion of the facility, 
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4. Evaluation of Application 

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the 
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent water pollution. 

This prevention is accomplished by the containment of industrial 
waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

In accordance with federal law, electric utility companies must 
provide oil spill containment facilities at substations where oil 
filled equipment is utilized. 

All four sides of the Grand Ronde Substation have been trenched 
and backfilled with mason's sand. A 2 x 14 pressure treated wood 
timber has been partially buried in the sand to act as a 
containment berm. The sand has been covered with crushed rock. 

Normal storm runoff will flow towards the trenches and pass 
through the sand under the timber. In the event of an oil spill, 
the sand would retard the oil to provide time for the cleanup 
crew to be dispatched to the site. Equipment monitors would warn 
crews of any failure. The crews would remove the oil and 
contaminated sand, and reconstruct the facility following site 
cleanup. 

The Grand Ronde Substation does not contain any PCB oils. No 
spills have occurred at this site. 

b. Analysis of Eligible Costs 

There is no return on investment from this facility. One hundred 
(100) percent of the cost of the facility is allocated to 
pollution control. 

5 • Summation 

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory 
deadlines. 

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in 
that the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with a 
requirement imposed by the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency to prevent water pollution and accomplishes this purpose 
by containment of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468. 700. 

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules. 

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 %. 
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6. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $ 23, 033 ,90 
with 100 % allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility 
claimed in Tax Credit Application No, T-1850, 

L.D. Patterson:c 
WC1421.1 
(503) 229-5374 
12/ 26/ 86 



Application No. T-1851 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Portland General Electric Company 
121 S.W. Salmon Street 
Portland, OR 97204 

The applicant owns and operates an electric utility company with 
substations throughout Oregon, 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facilities are oil spill containment systems at the Station E 
Substation on N.W. First Avenue in Portland, Oregon. The north 
facility consists of 342 feet of pressure treated 2 x 12 lumber, 
mason's sand, and 3/4 minus crushed rock. The south facility consists 
of 243 feet of pressure treated 2 x 12 lumber, mason's sand, and 3/4 
minus crushed rock. 

Claimed Facility Cost: $ 31,109.25 
(Accountants Certification was provided). 

3. Procedural Requirements 

The facility was completed after December 31, 1983, so it is governed 
by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 in effect on January 1, 1984, and by 
OAR 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985), 

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that: 

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed August 9, 
1985 more than 30 days before construction commenced on September 
15, 1985. 

b, The request for preliminary certification was approved before 
application for final certification was made. 

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on 
December 20, 1985 and the application for final certification was 
found to be complete on November 3, 1986 within 2 years of 
substantial completion of the facility, 
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4. Evaluation of Application 

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the 
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent water pollution. 

This prevention is accomplished by the containment of industrial 
waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

In accordance with federal law, electric utility companies must 
provide oil spill containment facilities at substations where oil 
filled equipment is utilized, 

Station E Substation is divided into North and South Yards. The 
lower sides of each yard have been trenched and backfilled with 
mason's sand. A 2 x 12 pressure treated wood timber has been 
partially buried in the sand to act as a containment berm. The 
sand has been covered with crushed rock. 

Normal storm runoff will flow towards the trenches and pass 
through the sand under the timber, In the event of an oil spill, 
the sand would retard the oil to provide time for the cleanup 
crew to be dispatched to the site, Equipment monitors would warn 
crews of any failure. The crews would remove the oil and 
contaminated sand, and reconstruct the facility following site 
cleanup. 

b. Analysis of Eligible Costs 

There is no return on investment from this facility. One hundred 
(100) percent of the cost of the facility is allocated to 
pollution control, 

5 • Summa ti on 

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory 
deadlines. 

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in 
that the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with a 
requirement imposed by the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency to prevent water pollution and accomplishes this purpose 
by containment of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules. 

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 %, 
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6. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $ 31,109.25 
with 100 % allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility 
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1851. 

L.D. Patterson:c 
WC1421 
(503) 229-5374 
12/ 26/ 86 



Application No. T-1852 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Portland General Electric Company 
121 S.W. Salmon Street 
Portland, OR 97204 

The applicant owns and operates an electric utility company with 
substations throughout Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facility is an oil spill containment system at the Round Butte 
Switchyard at the Round Butte Hydroelectric Plant near Madras. The 
facility consists of 1300 feet of pressure treated 2 xl2 lumber, 
mason's sand, and 3/4 minus crushed rock. 

Claimed Facility Cost: $ 38, 721. 82 
(Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Procedural Requirements 

The facility was completed after December 31, 1983, so it is governed 
by ORS 468.150 through 468,190 in effect on January 1, 1984, and by 
OAR 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985). 

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that: 

a, The request for preliminary certification was filed May 23, 1985 
more than 30 days before construction commenced on June 28, 1985. 

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before 
application for final certification was made. 

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on 
October 7, 1985, and the application for final certification was 
found to be complete on November 3, 1986 within 2 years of 
substantial completion of the facility. 
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4. Evaluation of Application 

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the 
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent water pollution. 

This prevention is accomplished by the containment of industrial 
waste as defined in ORS 468.700, 

In accordance with federal law, electric utility companies must 
provide oil spill containment facilities at substations where oil 
filled equipment is utilized. 

Three sides of the electrical switching station have been 
trenched and backfilled with mason's sand, A 2 x 12 pressure 
treated wood timber has been partially buried in the sand to act 
as a containment berm, The sand has been covered with crushed 
rock. 

The fourth (untrenched) side of the substation is upgradient, 
Normal storm runoff will flow towards the trenches and pass 
through the sand under the timber, In the event of an oil spill, 
the sand would retard the oil to provide time for the cleanup 
crew to be dispatched to the site, Equipment monitors would warn 
crews of any failure, The crews would remove the oil and 
contaminated sand, and reconstruct the facility following site 
cleanup. 

b, Analysis of Eligible Costs 

There is no return on investment from this facility, One hundred 
(100) percent of the cost of the facility is allocated to 
pollution control. 

5. Summation 

a, The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory 
deadlines, 

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in 
that the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with a 
requirement imposed by the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency to prevent water pollution and accomplishes this purpose 
by containment of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468.700, 

c, The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules. 

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 % • 
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6. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $ 38, 721,82 
with 100 % allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility 
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1852. 

L.D. Patterson:c 
WC1421 
(503) 229-537 4 
12/ 26/ 86 



Application No. T-1853 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Portland General Electric Company 
121 s.w. Salmon Street 
Portland, OR 97204 

The applicant owns and operates an electric utility company with 
substations throughout Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facility is an oil spill containment system at the Canemah 
Substation near Oregon City, Oregon. The facility consists of a 
concrete sump, an oil-stop valve, and earthwork. 

Claimed Facility Cost: $ 29,759.38 
(Accountant's certification was provided) 

3. Procedural Requirements 

The facility was completed after December 31, 1983, so it is governed 
by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 in effect on January 1, 1984, and by 
OAR 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985). 

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that: 

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed April 15, 
1985 less than 30 days before construction commenced on April 17, 
1985. The application was reviewed by DEQ staff and the 
applicant was notified that the application was complete and that 
construction could commence. 

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before 
application for final certification was made. 

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on May 
30, 1985 and the application for final certification was found to 
be complete on November 3, 1986 within 2 years of substantial 
completion of the facility. 
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4. Evaluation of Application 

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the 
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent water pollution. 

This prevention is accomplished by the containment of industrial 
waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

In accordance with federal law, electric utility companies must 
provide oil spill containment facilities at substations where oil 
filled equipment is utilized. 

Storm runoff from the substation entered a storm sewer which 
drained to the Willamette River. There were no facilities to 
contain transformer oil spills and prevent the oils from entering 
the river. The new facility includes ditching to direct 
substation runoff to a new sump which was installed in the 
existing yard drain. The sump contains an oil-stop valve which 
closes in the presence of oil. In the event of an oil spill, the 
oil would be contained within the bermed substation until crews 
could remove the oils. 

The Canemah Substation does not contain any PCB oils. No spills 
have occurred at this site. 

b. Analysis of Eligible Costs 

There is no return on investment from this facility. One hundred 
(100) percent of the cost of the facility is allocated to 
pollution control. 

5. Summation 

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory 
deadlines. 

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in 
that the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with a 
requirement imposed by the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency to prevent water pollution and accomplishes this purpose 
by containment of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468.700, 

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules. 

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 % • 
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6. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $ 29,759.38 
with 100 % allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility 
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1853. 

L.D. Patterson:c 
WC1421 
(503) 229-5374 
12/ 26/ 86 



Application No. T-1854 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Portland General Electric Company 
121 S.W. Salmon Street 
Portland, OR 97204 

The applicant owns and operates an electric utility company with 
substations throughout Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facility is an oil spill containment system at the North Plains 
Substation near North Plains, Oregon. The facility consists of 449 
feet of pressure treated 2 x 14 lumber, 43 yards of mason's sand, and 
30 yards of 3/4 minus crushed rock. 

Claimed Facility Cost: $ 15 ,211.06 

3. Procedural Requirements 

The facility was completed after December 31, 1983, so it is governed 
by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 in effect on January 1, 1984, and by 
OAR 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985). 

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that: 

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed January 28, 
1986 less than 30 days before construction commenced on February 
14, 1986. The application was reviewed by DEQ staff and the 
applicant was notified that the application was complete and that 
construction could commence. 

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before 
application for final certification was made. 

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on March 
31, 1986 and the application for final certification was found to 
be complete on November 12, 1986 within 2 years of substantial 
completion of the facility. 
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4. Evaluation of Application 

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the 
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent water pollution. 

This prevention is accomplished by the containment of industrial 
waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

In accordance with federal law, electric utility companies must 
provide oil spill containment facilities at substations where oil 
filled equipment is utilized. 

All four sides of the North Plains Substation have been trenched 
and backfilled with mason's sand, A 2 x 14 pressure treated wood 
timber has been partially buried in the sand to act as a 
containment berm, The sand has been covered with crushed rock. 

Normal storm runoff will flow towards the trenches and pass 
through the sand under the timber. In the event of an oil spill, 
the sand would retard the oil to provide time for the cleanup 
crew to be dispatched to the site. Equipment monitors would warn 
crews of any failure. The crews would remove the oil and 
contaminated sand, and reconstruct the facility following site 
cleanup. 

The North Plains Substation does not contain any PCB oils. No 
spills have occurred at this site. 

b. Analysis of Eligible Costs 

There is no return on investment from this facility. One hundred 
(100) percent of the cost of the facility is allocated to 
pollution control. 

5. Summation 

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory 
deadlines. 

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in 
that the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with a 
requirement imposed by the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency to prevent water pollution and accomplishes this purpose 
by containment of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468, 700, 

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules. 

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 % • 
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6. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $ 15 ,211.06 
with 100 % allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility 
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1854. 

L.D. Patterson:c 
WC1421 
(503) 229-537 4 
12/ 26/ 86 



Application No, T-1855 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Portland General Electric Company 
121 s.w. Salmon Street 
Portland, OR 97204 

The applicant owns and operates an electric utility company with 
substations throughout Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facility is an oil spill containment system at the Estacada 
Substation near Estacada, Oregon. The facility consists of 258 feet 
of pressure treated 2 x 14 lumber, 24 yards of mason's sand, and 15 
yards of 3/4 minus crushed rock. 

Claimed Facility Cost: $ 15,169,94 

3. Procedural Requirements 

The facility was completed after December 31, 1983, so it is governed 
by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 in effect on January 1, 1984, and by 
OAR 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985). 

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that: 

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed August 19, 
1985 more than 30 days before construction commenced on October 
12, 1985. 

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before 
application for final certification was made. 

c, Construction of the facility was substantially completed on 
January 22, 1986 and the application for final certification was 
found to be complete on November 22, 1986 within 2 years of 
substantial completion of the facility. 
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4. Evaluation of Application 

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the 
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent water pollution. 

This prevention is accomplished by the containment of industrial 
waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

In accordance with federal law, electric utility companies must 
provide oil spill containment facilities at substations where oil 
filled equipment is utilized. 

Three sides of the Estacada Substation have been trenched and 
backfilled with mason's sand. A 2 x 14 pressure treated wood 
timber has been partially buried in the sand to act as a 
containment berm, The sand has been covered with crushed rock. 

The fourth (untrenched) side of the substation is upgradient. 
Normal storm runoff will flow towards the trenches and pass 
through the sand under the timber. In the event of an oil spill, 
the sand would retard the oil to provide time for the cleanup 
crew to be dispatched to the site. Equipment monitors would warn 
crews of any failure. The crews would remove the oil and 
contaminated sand, and reconstruct the facility following site 
cleanup. 

The Estacada Substation does not contain any PCB oils. No spills 
have occurred at this site, 

b. Analysis of Eligible Costs 

There is no return on investment from this facility. One hundred 
(100) percent of the cost of the facility is allocated to 
pollution control. 

5, Summation 

a. The facility was constructed i.n accordance with all regulatory 
deadlines. 

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in 
that the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with a 
requirement imposed by the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency to prevent water pollution and accomplishes this purpose 
by containment of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules. 

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 % • 
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6. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, i.t i.s recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $ 15, 169, 94 
with 100 % allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility 
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1855. 

L.D. Patterson:c 
WC1421 
(503) 229-537 4 
12/ 26/ 86 



Application No. T-1856 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Portland General Electric Company 
121 S.W. Salmon Street 
Portland, OR 97204 

The applicant owns and operates an electric utility company with 
substations throughout Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facility is an oil spill containment system at the Boones Ferry 
Substation near Lake Oswego, Oregon. The facility consists of 258 
feet of pressure treated 2 x 14 lumber, 59 yards of mason's sand, and 
31 yards of 3/4 mi.nus crushed rock. 

Claimed Facility Cost: $ 17 ,987.75 

3. Procedural Reguirements 

The facility was completed after December 31, 1983, so it is governed 
by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 in effect on January 1, 1984, and by 
OAR 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985). 

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that: 

a, The request for preliminary certification was f :i.led August 2, 
1985 more than 30 days before construction commenced on September 
5. 1985. 

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before 
application for final certification was made, 

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on 
December 30, 1985 and the application for final certification was 
found to be complete on November 20, 1985 within 2 years of 
substantial completion of the facility. 
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4. Evaluation of Application 

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the 
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the federal 
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent water pollution. 

This prevention is accomplished by the containment of industrial 
waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

In accordance with federal law, electric utility companies must 
provide oil spill containment facilities at substations where oil 
filled equipment is utilized. 

Three sides of the Boones Ferry Substation have been trenched and 
backfilled with mason's sand. A 2 x 14 pressure treated wood 
timber has been partially buried in the sand to act as a 
containment berm. The sand has been covered with crushed rock. 

The fourth (untrenched) side of the substation is upgradient. 
Normal storm runoff will flow towards the trenches and pass 
through the sand under the timber. In the event of an oil spill, 
the sand would retard the oil to provide time for the cleanup 
crew to be dispatched to the site. Equipment monitors would warn 
crews of any failure. The crews would remove the oil and 
contaminated sand, and reconstruct the facility following site 
cleanup. 

The Boones Ferry Substation does not contain any PCB oils. No 
spills have occurred at this site. 

b. Analysis of Eligible Costs 

There is no return on investment from this facility. One hundred 
(100) percent of the cost of the facility is allocated to 
pollution control. 

S. Summation 

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory 
deadlines. 

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in 
that the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with a 
requirement imposed by the federal Environmental Protection 
Agency to prevent water pollution and accomplishes this purpose 
by containment of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468.700. 

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules, 

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100 %. 
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6. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a 
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of$ 17,987.75 
with 100 % allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility 
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1856. 

L.D. Patterson:c 
WC1421 
(503) 229-5374 
12/26/86 





Application No. Tc 2055 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RB.IEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

-------------------------------------------
l. .&lull !cant 

Precision Castparts Corp. 
Titanium Pl ant 
4600 S.E. Harney Drive 
Portland, OR 97206 

The applicant owns and operates a foundry for the production of 
titanium investment coatings at 5001 S.E. Johnson Creek Boulevard in 
Milwaukie, Oregon. 

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control 
facil ity. 

2. ~ript!onqf_fac!llty 

The facility consists of a bag filter dust collection system. 

Cl aimed Facility Cost: $44,296.50 
(Accountant• s Certification was provided). 

The facility was completed after December 31, 1983, so it is governed 
by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 in effect on January 1, 1984, and by 
OAR 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985). 

The facility met all statutory deadlines 1 n that: 

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed February 7, 
1986 more than 30 days before construction commenced on March 17, 
1986. 

b. The request for pr el imi nary certi fi ca ti on was approved before 
application for final certification was made. 

c. Construction of the facility was substantially completed in 
August 1986 and the application for final certification was found 
to be complete on December 12, 1986 within 2 years of substantial 
com pl eti on of the facil ity. 

a. The facility is el !gibl e because the sole purpose of the facility 
is to prevent a substantial quantity of air pollution. 
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This prevention is accomplished by the installation of an air 
cleaning device as defined in ORS 468.275. 

The air cleaning device, consisting of the bag filter dust 
collection system, was required to prevent silica dust emissions 
from sandblast operati ans that were recently installed on the 
shell removal line, located in the cleaning department. 

The cl aimed facility has been inspected by Department personnel 
and has been found to be operating in compliance with Department 
regulations and permit conditi ans. It has been reported by 
Precision Castparts Corporation that the facility, which has a 
rated efficiency estimated at 99.9%, collects approximately 
18,144 pounds of silica dust per year. 

All material collected is transported to a landfill for disposal. 
Therefore, there is no return on the investment in the facility 
and lO!m of the facility is allocable to pollution control 

5 • ..5.Y.llllllS.t.iQ.o 

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory 
deadlines. 

b. The facfl ity is eligible for final tax credit certification in 
that the sole purpose of the facfl ity is to prevent a substantial 
quantity of air pollution and accomplishes this purpose by the 
installation of an air cleaning device as defined in ORS 468.275. 

c. The facfl ity complies with DEQ statutes and rules and permit 
conditi ans. 

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution contra l is lO!m • 

6 • .!Ll.r.§£t.o.[ 1 s Recommendat.iQ.o 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that 
a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of 
$44,296.50 with lO!m allocated to pollution control, be issued for the 
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1858. 

W.J. FULLER:a 
AA5827 
( 503) 229-57 49 
December 18, 1986 



Application No. TC 2058 

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Precision Castparts Corporation 
Titanium Plant 
4600 SE Harney Drive 
Portland, OR 97206 

The applicant owns and operates a foundry for the production of 
titanium investment castings at 5001 SE Johnson Creek Boulevard in 
Milwaukie, Oregon. 

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

2. Description of Facility 

The facility consists of a cartridge type dust collector. 

Claimed Facility Cost: $26,747.53. 
(Accountant's Certification was provided). 

3. Procedural Requirements 

The facility was completed after December 31, 1983, so it is governed 
by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 in effect on January 1, 1984, and by 
OAR 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985). 

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that: 

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed 
February 7, 1986, more than 30 days before construction 
commenced on April 7, 1986. 

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved before 
application for final certification was made. 

c. Construction of the facility was substantially conpleted on May 
21, 1986 and the application for final certification was found 
to be complete on December 1, 1986 within 2 years of substantial 
completion of the facility. 

4. Evaluation of Application 

The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility 
is to prevent a substantial quantity of air pollution. 
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This prevention is accomplished by installation of an air 
cleaning device as defined in ORS 468.275. 

The air cleaning device consisting of a cartridge type dust 
collector was required to prevent emissions of vanadium pentoxide 
into the work area or the ambient air. Vanadium pentoxide is 
generated by burn-off of the fill port risers on the titanium 
castings which are alloyed with vanadium. Vanadium pentoxide 
is considered a toxic material and has an occupational threshold 
limit value (TLV) of 0.05mg/m • There are no published limits 
for the concentration of vanadium pentoxide in the ambient air, 
however, since exposure times in ambient air are greater, the 
levels should be considerably lower. In the absence of any 
applicable Oregon standard the New York guidelines were used 
which is 1/300 of the TLV for hazardous and toxic materials. 
This would 3stablish an acceptable ambient level of 
0.00017mg/m • 

The claimed facility has been inspected by Department personnel 
and has been determined to be operating in compliance with all 
permit conditions and Department regulations. The cartridge 
type dust collector has a rated efficiency in excess of 99.9%. 
The calculated annual emissions of vanadium pentoxide is 
0.00625mg/yr. Discharge concentrations based on average room 
concentration and the rated efficiency of the c3aimed facility 
are computed to be an average of 0.000003lmg/m well within 
the computed limit. 

All material collected is transported to a disposal site and 
disposed of through authorized means. Therefore, since there 
is no return on the investment in the claimed facility and the 
sole purpose of the facility is pollution control 100% of the 
facility is allocable to pollution control. 

5. Summation 

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory 
deadlines. 

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in 
that the sole purpose of the facility is to prevent a substantial 
quantity of air pollution and accomplishes this purpose by the 
installation of an air cleaning device as defined in ORS 
468.275. 

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules and 
permit conditions. 

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to 
pollution control is 100%. 
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6. Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that 
a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of 
$26,747.53 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be 
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1857. 

WJF:d 
AD46 
229-5749 
12/22/86 



DEQ-46 

Environmental Quality Commission 
lMl!lliiifig{~!!Sll(Xll!©llOOtXlllll,X~~GC}lll{JOOOO'I' 

l002X~lllltlt~l!~~~:X:lOlKI!!ll2l!llt PHONE (503) 229-5696 
811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item D, January 23, 1987, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Proposed Adoption of Oregon's Oil anaHazardous Materials 
Emergency Response Plan 

Pursuant to ORS Chapter 401, the Executive Department's Emergency 
Management Division (EMD) is charged with the coordination of the state's 
emergency response programs. EMD has written a document known as Oregon's 
Emergency Operations Plan which describes how the state will function 
during all emergencies. It contains a number of annexes relating to 
specific types of emergencies such as flooding, earthquakes, volcanic 
eruptions, etc. Annex O is the Hazardous Materials Emergency Response 
Plan. It was written in 1984 by the Oregon Accident Response System 
Council (OARS), a committee of 16 state agencies involved in emergency 
response activities. Annex O details the responsibilities and authorities 
of state agencies during a hazardous materials emergency. It also outlines 
how the spill response system is supposed to work although local government 
was not involved in its preparation. 

Over the past several years, critiques of several significant spill 
incidents by the OARS Council have consistently identified problems with 
the implementation of the existing emergency response system. The problems 
stem from: 

1 • A lack of clearly defined roles and responsibilities for 
responders at all levels of government. 

2. A lack of a mutually acceptable protocol for determining who is 
in charge of an incident. 

3. Inadequate on-scene communications capabilities. 

4. A lack of initial and followup hazardous materials training for 
all responders. 

5. A lack of adequate equipment, including personal safety 
protection equipment, to contain and control major releases of 
chemically hazardous materials. 
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6. A lack of periodic testing of the Emergency Response System 
through drills and exercises. 

7. A lack of a state cleanup fund to use when a responsible party 
could not be identified or the responsible party failed to take 
timely or appropriate action. 

To address these concerns, the Department introduced HB 2146 during the 
1985 Legislative session. The bill passed and is now codified as ORS 
466.605 to 466.690. Although HB 2146 was originally implementation 
oriented, the legislature concluded that a statewide hazardous material 
emergency response plan to replac~ Annex O was needed before they dealt 

_ with the implementation issues. -

Section 466.620 of the statutes specifically requires that the 
Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) adopt an oil and hazardous 
material emergency response master plan after consultation with the 
Interagency Hazard Communication Council, the Oregon State Police, the 
Oregon Fire Chiefs' Association, and any other appropriate agency or 
organization. The Interagenoy Hazard Communication Council (IHCC) was 
established by HB 3005 during the 1985 Legislative Session to oversee, 
among other programs, the hazardous material planning activities of the 
DEQ. It is composed of 15 state agency heads and 4 members of the public. 

Discussion 

To help the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) implement the 
development of a statewide response plan, three technical advisory 
committees were established to look at the following major issues; 
emergency response planning, hazardous material training, and equipment 
needs. All sectors of the emergency response community were encouraged to 
participate on these committees. The membership is attached as 

Attachment v. The following goals were identified for each group: 

1. The planning committee's task was to advise on the adoption 
of a master plan and to determine local hazardous material 
planning needs. 

2. The training committee's task was to advise DEQ and others on the 
training needs of various emergency responders and to propose a 
statewide training program. 

3. The equipment committee's task was to determine presently 
available hazardous material response equipment and to propose a 
series of minimum equipment ·standards for all responders. 

A steering committee was formed to oversee the work of the three technical 
committees, to set monthly agendas and to ensure that the state agencies 
worked together. It was composed of the DEQ, the Emergency Management 
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Division (chair of the planning committee), the Department of Energy (chair 
of the training committee) and the State Fire Marshal's office (chair of 
the equipment committee). 

In addition, a Policy Advisory Committee was also formed to look into 
policy issues and, in particular, to study .and make recommendations on an 
appropriate funding mechanism for the overall program. It was composed of 
administrative level representatives from private industry, local 
government and the public sector. It was chaired by James Van Dyke, 
Executive Dean of Portland Community College's Rock Creek campus. The 
membership is attached as Attachment VI. 

Early in the process, it was determined that the main focus of the plan 
would be to outline how government agencies would work together during a 
hazardous materials emergency. It would not be designed to provide the 
level of detail necessary to be an actual response procedure, but it could 
serve as a model for local governments and agencies to utilize in 
developing their own plans and procedures. 

The draft plan was completed on September 30, 1986. On October 24, we 
requested EQC authorization to hold five public hearings in regional 
locations the first week of December. The hearings request was approved 
and the hearings were held in Pendleton on December 1; Bend, December 2; 
Medford, December 3; Eugene, December 4 and Portland on December 5. 

On the 16th of November, more than 1 ,100 copies of the draft plan were 
mailed out to all fire departments, police departments, emergency medical 
care providers, emergency coordinators, local and state agencies, select 
industries and members of the Federal Regional Response Team. The comment 
period remained open until December 10th at 5:00 p.m. 

A total of 80 people attended the five hearings. Thirteen persons gave 
oral testimony. The hearings officers reports are included as 
Attachment VII. In addition, 15 agencies and individuals provided written 
comments to the plan on or before the December 10th deadline. Public 
comments received during both the oral testimony and the written comment 
period raised a number of issues. These are discussed in detail in the 
Responsiveness Summary, Attachment VIII. 

Two issues concerned the process rather than the plan itself. The first of 
these was with the representation on the technical committees. One party 
felt quite strongly that rural and volunteer fire departments were not 
given enough opportunity to participate in the plan development. The 
meeting times (afternoons) and place (Salem) strongly favored those fire 
departments that had paid staff such as Salem, Portland and Eugene. Other 
participants in the process took exception to this. From the beginning, 
the Department made extensive efforts to involve all sectors of the 
response community. The meetings were open to anyone who chose to attend. 
Of the 70 people who regularly attended the Technical Advisory Committee 
meetings, 25 represented various sectors of the fire service community 



EX:! C Agenda Item D 
January 23, 1987, EX:IC Meeting 
Page 4 

including: the State Fire Marshal's office, the Oregon Fire Chiefs' 
Association, The Oregon Fire Medical Administrators Association, The Oregon 
Fire Instructors Association, Oregon State Fire Fighters Council and 
numerous fire departments. We also regularly mailed out information 
updates to all the fire departments in the state. In addition, we traveled 
to all 36 counties in July and made presentations to county fire defense 
boards and county emergency managers. 

A second process issue involved the recent passage of the Federal Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, Particularly Title III which 
mandates a hazardous material planning process within each state. The 
concern was that the state plan is not consistent with the provisions of 
the Act. The Act which was passed on October 17, 1986, requires local· 
planning districts to develop comprehensive emergency response plans by 
October 1988. The local plans must include: 

1) identification of chemical facilities, 
2) emergency response procedures, 
3) designation of emergency response coordinators, 
4) description of available response equipment and facilities, and 
5) schedules for emergency response exercises and training. 

Our reading of Title III raises no immediate consistency questions because 
it does not require a state plan. In fact, we believe the existence of the 
state master plan will facilitate the early implementation of the local 
planning process. Many of the coordination issues addressed by the state 
plan will be readily transferable to the local plans that are mandated by 
Title III. 

There were a number of issues that were raised during the hearings and 
written comments. period that dealt directly with the plan. None of the 
issues required major revisions in the plan, but were more directed toward 
providing better definition and clarification. As a result of the 
comments, the following changes have been made to the plan:. 

1) Additional language is provided to clarify how and when the 
notification system is used; 

2) The description of the roles and responsibilities of different 
response organizations is expanded to more clearly identify 
expected responses during emergencies; 

3) The State Fire Marshal's incident reporting system and hazardous 
substance data base are discussed in more detail·; 

4) The role of the Poison Control Center and its relations to the 
State Health Division is clarified; 
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5) The role of industry is clarified after concern was raised that 
the plan had removed some of their responsibility to report 
incidents and perform cleanup and restoration; 

6) The incident command and unified command system are discussed in 
more detail, and 

7) A qualifier was added to the section on training to emphasize that 
the proposed training program is not mandatory. 

In addition, it was requested that more resource information should be made 
available to first responders. Specifically, it was_felt that the plan 
should have a detailed list of phone numbers of state, federal and industry 
haz-mat information services. In response to this request, an example list 
of haz-mat information phone numbers is included in the Example Procedural 
Guidelines, Attachment XII. The Guidelines are meant to be used by local 
governments and response agencies to develop their own procedures and 
plans. The primary haz-mat response numbers are included in the State plan 
(Attachment IV). The intent is to limit the number of necessary phone 
calls by encouraging the use of the local, state and federal notification 
Q~ems. 

Finally, there was a comment that the roles and responsibilities laid out 
in the plan were going to put additional liability on responders who 
attempted to fulfill their designated roles. This was an issue of some 
concern to the Department as well so an Attorney General's opinion was 
requested. The response from the Attorney General indicated that the plan 
will not effect the current liability of state or local government. The 
Attorney General did suggest adding a disclaimer to this effect sc that 
everyone was aware of the liability situation. 

The final hazardous material response plan is attached (Attachment IV). It 
is a consensus document worked out with the planning committee and in 
coordination with the Department of Energy (DOE), Oregon State Police and 
Oregon Fire Chiefs' Association. The DOE has planning responsibilities for 
radioactive materials emergencies under ORS 469.611. Emergency response to 
radiation incidents has been incorporated into the plan as one type of 
hazardous material emergency. The Department has received concurrence on 
the plan from the IHCC (at their December 10, 1986 meeting), the three 
technical advisory committees anq the Policy Advisory Committee. 

The plan provides: 

1. An overview of Oregon's emergency preparedness program and its 
four main components: coordinated plans and procedures, trained 
responders, hazardous material response equipment and hazardous 
materials information systems. 
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2. A narrative summary of the emergency response system including: 

a) Notification requirements, 
b) An incident command system and an interagency unified 

command system, 
c) Technical assistance to on-scene responders, 
d) Emergency operation centers, 
e) Role of voluntary services such as Red Cross and Salvation 

Army, and 
f) The coordination of public information. 

3. A detailed-description of the roles and responsibHities Qf 
local, state, and ~ederal agencies, industry and volunteer 
organizations. 

4. A depiction of how the system will work for different kinds of 
incidents which shows the building of a unified command structure 
and the increasing involvement of different groups of responders 
as the severity of an incident increases. 

Several background reports have been prepared as resource materials to the 
plan. They are included as follows: 

Attachment IX - A description of state agency authorities and 
response capabilities, 

Attachment X A proposal for the establishment of regional 
hazardous material response teams and a state 
hazardous ma~erial response team, 

Attachment XI The final reports of the Technical Advisory 
Committees which include a proposal for a 
coordinated statewide training program, and a 
proposal to adopt minimum equipment standards for 
various responders, 

Attachment XII - A set of example procedural guidelines for first 
responders. 

Alternatives 

ORS 466.620 requires the Environmental Quality Commission to adopt an oil 
and hazardous material emergency response master plan. A major question 
the Department considered is whether the plan should be adopted as a 
regulatory rule or a statewide plan. Unlike most environmental programs, 
the plan is designed to coordinate emergency response for all levels of 
government, private industry and volunteer organizations. Adherence to it 
is voluntary and will vary depending on local government resources and 
capability. It carries no enfor.cement consequences. For these reasons, 
the Department believes that it is more appropriate for the Commission to 
adopt it as a statewide plan rather than a rule. 
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Summation 

HB 2146 mandates the Department to develop a statewide plan for responding 
to emergency incidents involving oil and hazardous materials. Through an 
advisory process involving several committees, a draft plan was completed. 
The public was given an opportunity to provide written comments on the plan 
as well as oral testimony through a series of public hearings. The 
testimony and comments have been evaluated and incorporated into the final 
plan where appropriate. No substantive changes were requested and none 
were made. Language was, however, added in several places to provide 
better definition and clarification~ The plan provides an overview of 
Oregon's emergency preparedness program, a description of a recommended 
emergency response system; and it details the roles and responsibilities of 
all responders. It is expected that the Department will review the plan 
annually and propose amendments as appropriate. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the summation, the Department requests the Commission to adopt the 
hazardous material response plan as it is presented in Attachment IV. 

Attachments: I. 
II. 

III. 
IV. 

v. 
VI. 

VII. 
VIII. 

IX. 
x. 

XI. 

XII. 

Bruce Sutherland:b 
229-6047 
December 23, 1986 
ZB6050 

/\ ~ ,. I I 

=:\-tJ.J __ ---
Fred Hansen 

Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact 
Land use Compatibility Statement 
Public Notice 
Oregon's Oil and Hazardous Materials Emergency Response 
Plan 
Technical Advisory Committee Meinbers 
Policy Advisory Committee Members 
Hearing Officers' Reports 
Responsiveness Summary 
State Agency Authorities and Response Capabilities 
Regional and State Hazardous Materials Response Teams 
(concept paper) 
The Hazardous Material Technical Advisory Committees 
Final Reports 
Example Procedural Guidelines for First Responders 
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Before the Environmental Quality Commission of the State of Oregon 

Proposed Adoption of Oregon's 
Oil and Hazardous Materials 
Emergency Response Plan 

Statutory Authority 

) 
) 
) 

Statement of Need for 
Proposed Pl an and 
Fiscal and Economic Impact 

ORS 466.620 requires that the Environmental Quality Commission adopt an oil 
and hazardous materials emergency response master plan. 

Need for the Plan 

A coordinated approach to dealing with hazardous materials emergencies 
which clearly outlines how the response system works and details the roles 
and responsibilities of all responders is needed. Oregon's Oil and 
Hazardous Materials Emergency Response Plan addresses those needs. 

Principal Documents Relied Upon 

Chapter 733 Oregon Laws 1985, ORS 466 .005 to 466 .890. · 

Oregon Emergency Operations Plan, including Annex O, Hazardous Materials 
Emergency Response Plan. 

Radioactive Materials Emergency Response Plan, draft, Oregon Department of 
Energy. 

Fiscal and Economic Impact 

Because the Hazardous Materials Plan is not regulatory, it should result in 
no costs to small businesses or individuals and may benefit them by 
providing for a more coordinated response to hazardous material incidents. 
Local governments may incur some costs if they choose to revise or update 
their emergency plans to be consistent with this state plan. State 
agencies may likewise incur costs if they have to revise their agency 
emergency operations plan. 

GBS:b 
ZB6050 .1 
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1/23/87, EQC Meeting 

Before the Environmental Quality Commission of the State of Oregon 

Proposed Adoption of Oregon's 
Oil and Hazardous Materials 
Emergency Response Plan 

) 
) 
) 

Land Use Consistency 

The proposed plan does not affect land use as defined in the Department's 
coordination program approved by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission. 

GBS:b 
ZB6050 .2 
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A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON ... 

WHO IS 
AFFECTED: 

WHAT IS 
PROPOSED: 

WHAT ABE THE 
BIG BLIGHTS: 

HOW TO 
COMMENT: 

811 S. W. 6th Avenue 
Portland, OR .97204 

11/1/86 

Oregon's Oil and Hazardous Material Emergency Response Plan 

Date Prepared: 
Hearing Dates: 

Comments Due: 

9/30/86 
12/1/86 to 
12/5/86 
inclusive 
12/10/86 

All local, state and federal agencies, private industry, volunteer 
organizations and reside11ts of the state of Or.egon. 

The Department pursuant to ORS 466.620 has developed a statewide 
master plan for hazardous material incidents. The draft plan is 
entitled: Oregon's Oil and Hazardous Materials Emergency Response 
Plan. 

The plan provides: 
1. An overview of Oregon's emergency preparedness program and its 

four main components: coordinated plans and procedures, trained 
responders, hazardous material equipment and a hazardous materials 
information system. 

2. A narrative summary of emergency response system including: 
a) Notification requirements, 
b) Incident command system, 
c) The providing of technical assistance to on-scene responders, 
d) Establishing emergency operation centers, 
e) Voluntary services that are available, and 
f) The coordination of public information. 

3. A detailed description of the roles and responsibilities of 
local, state, and federal agencies, industry and volunteer 
organizations. 

4. A depiction of how the system will work for different kinds of 
incidents which shows the building of a unified command structure 
and the increasing involvement of different groups of responders 
as the severity of an incident increases. 

Public Hearings Schedule 

Pendleton 
December 1 , 1 986 at 2: 00 p. m. 
Blue Mountain Community College 
M130 - Lecture Hall 
2411 N.W. Garden 
Pendleton, Oregon 

(over) 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: 

Medford 
December 3, 1986 at 2: 00 p. m. 
City Council Chambers 
Medford City Hall 
411 West Eighth 
Medford, Oregon 

Contact the p9rson or division identified in the public notice by calling 229-5696 in the Portland area. To avoid long 
distance charges from other parts of the state·, call 1-800-452-4011. 



WHAT IS ms 
NEXT STEP: 

ZB6050 ,3 

Public Hearings Schedule (continued) 

Bend 
December 2 , 1 986 at 2: 00 p. m. 
Cascade Natural Gas Co. 
334 N.E. Hawthorn 
Bend, Oregon 

Portland 

Eugene 
December 4 , 1986 at 2: 00 p. m. 
Lane Community College 
4000 East 30th Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 

December 5 , 1986 at 2: 00 p. m. 
DEQ Headquarters 
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

A Department staff member will be appointed to preside over and 
conduct the hearings. _Written comments should be sent to: 
Department of Environmental Quality, 811 S.W. Sixth Avenue, 
Portland, OR 97204 

The comment period will end December 10, 1986. All comments should be 
received at the Department by 5 :00 p. m. 

For more information or copies of the plan, contact Bruce Sutherland 
at 229-6047 or toll-free at 1-800-452-4011. 

After the public testimony has been received and evaluated, the plan 
will be revised as appropriate and presented to the Environmental 
Quality Commission in January, 1987. The Commission may adopt the 
Department's recommendation, amend the Department's recommendation or 
take no action. 
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ANNEX O: OREG<ll EMERGENCY OPERATIONS PLAN 

OREGON'S 
OIL ARD HAZARDOUS MATERIALS EMERGENCY 

RESPONSE PLAR 

Prepared by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 

January 1987 

For Information on the Plan Call: 
DEQ - Hazardous Materials Section 

1-800-452-4011 toll-free 
or 229-5759 

In Case of Emergency Notify: 9-1-1 (if available) or local fire or police 
and 

Disclaimers: 

the Oregon Accident Response System (OARS) 

at 1-800-452-0311 (24-Hour Phone in state) 

or 503-37 8-4124 (out-of-state) 

1. This plan is a description of the state system for dealing with oil and 
hazardous materials emergencies. It does not carry the force of law. It 
is not an operational procedure to be used during an emergency. 

2. Governmental entities, while complying with the provisions of this plan, 
shall not be liable for death, injury, or loss of property except in cases 
of willful misconduct, gross negligence or bad faith. 

3. The phone numbers listed in this plan may be subject to change at any time 
and need to be verified periodically. 
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Related Resource Materials 

The following informational materials are available upon request from the 
Department of Environmental Quality at 1-800-452-4011 or 229-5759 or write 
to DEQ, 811 S.W. 6th, Portland, OR 97204 

1. State Agency Authorities and Response Capabilities 
2. Regional and State Hazardous Material Response Teams 
3. Hazardous Materials Technical Advisory Committees Final Reports 
4. Example Procedural Guidelines for Initial Responders 
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Acronyms 

DEQ - Department of Environmental Quality 
EMD - Emergency Management Division 
EPA - Environmental Protection Agency 
EOC - Emergency Operations Center 
FEMA - Federal Emergency Management Agency 
IC - Incident Commander 
ICS - Incident Command System 
OARS - Oregon Accident Response System 
ODOE - Oregon Department of Energy 
ODOT - Oregon Department of Transportation 
OSC - On Scene Coordinator 
OSHD - Oregon State Health Division 
OSP - Oregon State Police 
PIO - P_ublic Information Officer 
RERT - Radioactive Emergency Response Team 
RRT - Federal Regional Response Team 
RRTA - Radiological Emergency Technical Assistant 
SFM - State Fire Marshall 
USaJ - U.S. Coast Guard 
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SECTION I 

Purpose and Scope 

The Oregon Departments of Energy (ODOE) and Environmental Quality (DEQ) have 
been directed to develop a statewide plan for responding to oil, and hazardous 
material emergencies. Hazardous materials include radioactive materials and 
waste as well as chemically hazardous materials and waste and communicable 
disease agents. 

Oregon's Oil and Hazardous Materials Emergency Response Plan satisfies Oregon 
Revised Statutes ORS 469.611 (ODOE) and ORS 466.620 (DEQ). It is Annex 0 of the 
State's Emergency Operations Plan, replacing the outdated Annex•s O and P. It 
is intended to be consistent with the Federal Government's National and Regional 
Contingency Plans. 

The plan covers all incidents involving the spill or release of oil or hazardous 
materials. This includes transport incidents, rixed location mishaps, and 
abandoned materials incidents. [See exceptions below]. 

The plan has been developed in cooperation with all levels of government and 
industry. It describes the typical roles and responsibilities of all 
responders. It identifies who will be in charge of an incident. It provides 
guidelines for coordinating local, state, federal, industry and volunteer 
emergency response resources. Local governments, state agencies and industry 
are asked to make their plans consistent with this plan and are encouraged to 
use this plan as a model and build upon it in developing their own detailed 
plans. 

Local governments are expected to assume the lead role during the emergency 
phases of an incident. State and federal agencies shall provide technical 
support to local governments during the emergency phases of an incident. State 
or Federal agencies shall assume the lead role for directing the cleanup and 
site restoration. Private industry is legally responsible for reporting the 
spill, performing cleanup or hiring a cleanup contractor and disposing of the 
spilled materials. Volunteer organizations will be requested to provide for the 
social needs of victims. 

EXCEPTIONS: Incidents not Covered by Thia Plan. 

Nuclear Reactor accidents, which are addressed in the Oregon Department of 
Energy's Trojan Emergency Plan, Annex L of the State Emergency Operations 
Plan. 

Military Weapons or Weapons Related Materials incidents which will be 
directed by the U.S. Department of Defense or Energy. The ODOE will 
coordinate local and state help. 

Spills into Coastal Waters of the United States may be directed by the U.S. 
Coast Guard under the National Contingency Plan. (The Coastal Zone 
includes most coastal rivers up to the first bridge crossing, and the 
Pacific Ocean to the highwater line, the Columbia River to Bonneville Dam, 
and the Willamette River to Oregon City). The DEQ will coordinate state 
assistance to the Coast Guard if requested. 
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SECTION II 

Definitions of Key Terms 

Emergency Operations Center (EOC) means site from where local, state and 
federal agencies coordinate off-scene support to on-scene responders. 

Emergency Service means those activities provided by state and local 
government to prepare for and carry out any activity to prevent, minimize, 
respond or to recover from an emergency. 

Hazardous Material (Haz-Mat) -- means any element, compound, mixture, 
solution or substance which, when spilled or released into the air or into 
or on any land or waters of the state, may present a substantial danger to 
the public health, safety, welfare or the environment. -(see also OAR 340-
Div. 108). -

Hazardous Materials Specialists means individuals who are trained and 
equipped for hazardous material response. This includes trained 
individuals from DEQ, members of Haz-Mat teams and Regional Radiological 
Technical Assistants (RRTAs) who are trained in radiation response and 
certified by the Oregon Department of Energy and the Oregon State Health 
Division. 

Incident means any event, that results in a spill or release of oil or 
hazardous materials. Action by emergency service personnel will be 
required to prevent or minimize loss of life or damage .to property and/or 
natural resources. 

Incident Commander (IC) means the ~ individual in charge at any given 
time of an incident. During the emergency phases the incident commander 
will usually be an official of the local lead agency. During cleanup and 
restoration the incident commander will normally be a lead state agency 
official. The Incident Commander will be responsible for establishing a 
unified command with all on-scene coordinators. 

Incident Command Post means the location where field commands are given. 
The Incident Commander and the OSCs direct the on-scene response from this 
location. 

Incident Command System (ICS) means the combination of facilities, 
equipment, personnel, procedures, and communications operating with a 
common command structure. 

Lead State Agency means the agency which will coordinate state support to 
local government. The lead agencies are: 

0 

0 
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Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) - Oil and Chemically 
Hazardous Material Incidents 

Oregon Department of Energy (DOE) - Radiological Transportation 
Incidents 
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o Oregon State Health Division (OSHD) - Radiological Fixed Site 
Incidents 

o Oregon State Health Division (OSHD) - Communicable Disease Agents 
Incidents 

Oil means gasoline, crude oil, fuel oil, diesel oil, lubricating oil, 
sludge, oil refuse or any other petroleum-related products. (See also OAR 
340-Div. 108) 

On Scene Coordinator (OSC) means the individual on-scene responsible for 
coordinating the resources at each respective level of government. OSC's 
may include: 

Local On-Scene Coordinator (LOSC) 
State On-Scene Coordinator (SOSC) 
Federal On-Scene Coordinator (FOSC) 

Public Information Officer (PIO) means a person designated by the incident 
commander who, in coordination with the lead state agency, provides 
information to the public and media. 

Regional Hazardous Materials Response Team means a team of local emergency 
responders trained, equipped and organized to respond to hazardous 
materials incidents in a given geographic area. 

Responsible Party means the person or firm who by law is strictly liable 
for clean-up of any spill or release. 

State Hazardous Materials Response Team means a team of state emergency 
responders trained and equipped for hazardous materials response. This 
team may be composed of personnel from one or more state agencies depending 
on the incident and expertise required. The team would usually oversee 
cleanup and restoration activities, It includes the Radiation Emergency 
Response Team (RERT) which is composed of individuals from the Oregon State 
Heal th Division Radiation Control Section. This team will respond to any 
radioactive materials incident. 

Unified Command means the method by which local, state and federal 
agencies will work with the Incident Commander to: 

2. 

3. 

4. 
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Determine their roles and responsibilities for a given incident. 

Determine their overall objectives for management of an incident. 

Select a strategy to achieve agreed upon objectives. 

Deploy resources to achieve agreed upon objectives. 

-7-



SECTION III 

Oregon's Emergency Preparedness Program 

Oregon's preparedness for hazardous materials emergencies involves four main 
elements; A) coordinated plans and procedures, B) trained personnel, C) Haz-Mat 
equipment and D) hazardous material information. 

Trained 
Personnel 

Coordinated Plans 
and Procedures 

I 
Information 

Systems-

A. Coordinated Plans and Procedures 

Equipment 

This plan outlines the basic responsibilities of those who may be involved 
in an emergency. Procedures to implement the plan will be developed by each 
agency and organization. The DEQ, EMD, SFM and the DOE will work with other 
response agencies to see that procedures are consistent with one another and 
with this plan. (Example procedural guidelines for first responders have 
been prepared as resource materials to this plan) 

This plan will be tested in at least three field drills each year. The DEQ, 
SFM, EMD, and DOE will also work with local agencies to sponsor additional 
drills of their plans and procedures. Based on critiques of drills and 
actual emergencies, this plan will be reviewed at least annually and 
appropriate revisions made. 

B. Trained Personnel 

The state's training program will include a basic Haz-Mat awareness· course 
recommended for all responders and series of recommended advanced courses 
for different specialists. 

The identified audiences for the specialist courses include; dispatchers, 
emergency medical personnel, emergency managers, state agency representa
tives, public works personnel, law enforcement and fire service personnel. 
Three (3) levels of certified training would be provided for Haz-Mat 
technicians who would be on regional or state Haz-Mat teams. (A more 
complete discussion cf the training programs has been developed as 
additional resource material to this plan). (See Technical Advisory 
Committees Final Reports•) 

C. Equipment 

Minimum equipment standards are proposed for different types of responders. 
An individual trained to a certain level of. response capability will need a 
minimum level of equipment to safely perfor:m the task trained for. (A more 
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complete discussion of the equipment standards has been developed as 
additional resource material to this plan). (See Technical Advisory 
Committees Final Reports.) 

D. Hazardous Materials Information 

A computerized call up system will be developed by the State Fire Marshal's 
Office as funds are available. The system will provide data on the location 
and type of hazardous materials stored in fixed site locations around the 
state. It will also provide technical information on various hazardous 
materials. (See OAR 837-90-125) 

Other information on hazardous materials can be obtained from state and 
federal agencies and industry (See Section IVD, Technical Assistance). 

This plan together with the information system, the training program and the 
equipment standards is designed to insure that all emergency responders are 
adequately prepared for Haz-Mat incidents. 
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SECTION IV 

Key Elements of Oregon's Emergency Response System 

A. Notifications 

1. Local Notification - shall be through 9-1-1, if available, or local 
fire and police departments. 

2. State Notification - Most incidents, depending on quantity and type, 
that involve oil or hazardous materials must be reported by the spiller 
to the Oregon Accident Response System (OARS) - 1-800-452-0311 (out of 
state 503-378-4124) (Refer to OAR Chapter 340Division108). Local 
agencies are also requested to notify OARS. OARS is managed by the 
Oregon Emergency Management Division. Depending on the type of 
incident the OARS operator will notify the appropriate lead state 
agency and other agencies as necessary. 

3. Federal Notification - Some spills, depending on quantity and type of 
material spilled, also require the spiller to notify federal agencies 
(40 CFR Part 302, Table 302.4). Notification shall be through the 
National Response Center (NRC) 1-800-424-8802. The NRC is managed by 
the U.S. Coast Guard. 

B. Incident Management 

1 • Emergency Response 

A hazardous material incident may involve a variety of local, state, federal 
and private sector resources. No single agency will have the necessary 
resources to carry out all response activities. In addition, there may be 
overlapping authorities and responsibilities. Because speed is so important 
during an emergency, coordination among the responding agencies is 
essential. This coordination must clearly come from one source. A 
centralized command structure will be needed. (See Figure I) 

a. Incident Command 

The first public safety official on scene should assume incident 
command. The person will: 

i. Assess the situation 
ii. Activate the local emergency response system 
iii. Initiate actions to protect the public. 

b. Local Incident Command 
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The lead local emergency response agency predesignated in local plans 
shall: 

1. 
ii. 
iii. 
iv. 

Assume incident command upon arriving on scene. 
Designate a local on-scene coordinator (LOSC) for local resources 
Establish an appropriate incident command post 
Be in charge of and responsible for all emergency·response 
operations. (See Sections VB and VIIB) 
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c. Unified Command 

The incident commander will also set up a unified command system if 
more than one level of government is involved. All on-scene 
coordinators (OSCs) shall have a representative at the command post 
who will work with the incident commander. (See Figure 1). 

d. Change of Command 

Incident command will remain at the local level until emergency 
operations which include stabilization and control activities are 
completed unless: 

i. The local resources are overwhelmed and the incident 
commander requests one of the other on-scene coordinators to 
assume control. 

ii. The inciden& occurs in areas of federal jurisdiction, such 
as defense installations or United States waters, in which case, 
the federal government will be the incident commander. (Section 
105, CERCLA). 

iii. If necessary, Oregon statute grants the Governor authority to 
assume command of emergency operations (ORS 469.671 and ORS 
401 .115) 

2. Stabilization and Control 

Under most circumstances, the incident command will remain at the local 
level during the stabilization and control phase of a response. If 
requested, a state or federal agency could assume control. Several levels 
of government may be involved in this phase. The incident commander and 
OSCs are expected to work within a unified command structure. 

3. Cleanup and Restoration 

a. State Incident Command ~ Once the emergency is over, local responders 
expect to return to normal duties. At a mutually agreed upon time, the 
local incident commander would usually turn command over to the lead 
state agency who will then direct cleanup and restoration. Local 
agencies may need or choose to remain involved. Command could remain 
at the local level. 

b. 

ZF1008 

Cleanup and restoration activities include: 

i. Compliance with cleanup standards 
ii. Restoration of environment and site 
iii. Investigation of cause 
iv. Assessment of damages 
v. Enforcement actions 
vi. Cost recovery 

Federal Command ~ The federal on-scene coordinator ·(FOSC) could 
also assume command if requested by the state or if the incident 
occurs in an area under fed·eral jurisdiction (See 1 d above). 
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Figure 1 • Incident Management -- The following diagram depicts the command 
structure described in Section IV.B. The double outlined box indicates 
the incident commander. The local on-scene coordinator (LOSC) would 

Emergency 
Response -

be the incident commander (IC) unless otherwise designated. For a 
minor incident this structure may not proceed beyond the second box. 
For a major incident the command structure builds during the emergency 
phase as various agencies and levels of government arrive on scene. 
The structure decreases as the incident is controlled. Note that 
during cleanup, the command shifts to the state. 
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C. Emergency Operations Centers (EOCs). During major incidents, the heads of 
local and state agencies will meet at EOCs to coordinate their off-scene 
support to on-scene operations. The federal government can activate the 
Regional Response Team (RRT) to coordinate federal off-scene support. The 
RRT is composed of representatives from all affected federal agencies and 
states in the region. 

1. The local EOC will be activated by the head of local government in 
coordination with the local emergency manager. 

2. The State EOC will be activated by the Governor or by the Administrator 
of the Emergency Management Division in coordination with the state 
OSC. The State EOC is in Salem in the basement of the Capitol. 

3. The Federal Regional Response Team ( RRT) will be activated by the 
chainnan of the RRT when there is a major incident or upon request from 
the FOSC or a member of the RRT. The Regional Response Team is based 
in Seattle. 

D. Technical assistance from state and federal agencies will be provided to on
scene responders. It would usually be in the following sequence: 

1. By the lead State Agency who will contact the local Incident Commander. 

Lead State Agencies are: 

DEQ - for oil and chemically hazardous materials incidents. Can 
provide information on chemical characteristics, environmental effects, 
control, cleanup and disposal of hazardous materials. (For details, 
see page 18) Contact through OARS at 1-800-452-0311. 

State Health - for all incidents involving radioactive materials other 
than transportation incidents and for all communicable disease 
agents. Can provide information on the public health effects of 
hazardous materials. (See page 19) Contact through OARS at 1-800-452-
0311 • 

ODOE - for radioactive materials transportation incidents (See page 20) 
Contact through OARS at 1-800-452-0311 • 

2. By Other State Resources. 
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a. The Poison Control Center at 1-800-452-7165 outside Portland or 
225-8968 in the Portland area provides 24 hr. immediate 
toxicological information and medical treatment advice to on-scene 
responders. 

b. The Pesticide Analytical Response Center (PARC) at 37 8-37 83 
provides information on pesticide related health concerns (not 
treatment related) and environmental exposure from drift or 
contaminated water. Contact through OARS after hours, 1-800-452-
0311 • 

c. The State Fire Marshal 
fixed sites. 378-2885. 
452-0311 • 

for information on hazardous materials at 
Contact through OARS after hours, 1-800-
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d. The Public Utility Commission for information on motor carrier and 
rail shipments of hazardous materials at 378-6204. Contact 
through OARS after hours, 1-800-452-0311. 

3. By locally available specialists. This includes Hazardous Material 
Specialists and Regional Radiological Technical Assistants. 

4. By Regional Hazardous Materials Response teams if available. 

5. By the State Hazardous Materials Response team if available and by the 
Radiation Emergency Response Team. 

6. By Federal specialists. 

a. For incidents involving radioactive materials, response teams may 
be dispatched from the US Department of Energy, Richland 
Operations, or from adjacent states. The Oregon DOE-or Health 
Divis~on_will activate this help. 

b. For oil or hazardous materials spills on U.S. waters, in the 
coastal zone, the US Coast Guard will respond directly. It will 
provide the Federal OSC and the Incident Commander. The state 
will notify the Coast Guard of all spills on U.S. waters. The 
lead state agency will coordinate state support and provide 
technical assistance to the Federal OSC. Local agencies will 
provide emergency functions such as fire suppression and emergency 
medical help. Contact through the National Response Center at 1-
800-424-8802. 

c. For public health information, the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry provides 24 hour service at 1-404-452-4100. 

d. Several agencies within the Federal government can also provide 
technical support for both inland and coastal spills [see Section 
V.D). 

E. Technical assistance for certain types of hazardous materials 
incidents is available from industry: 

1. CHEMTREC, an off-scene 24 hr. information service operated by the 
Chemical Manufacturers Association Chemical Transportation Emergency 
Center. 1-800-424-9300. CHEMTREC can supply chemical and safety data 
as well as contacts to product manufacturers. It can activate a number 
of industry based response actions including: 

a) 

b) 

c) 
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The CHLOREP team for chlorine incidents which is currently fielded 
by the Pennwalt Corporation in Portland. 

CHEMNET - An industry-wide mutual aid program activated by the 
shipper. 

Response teams for Pesticides, Hydrogen Cyanide, Hydrogen 
Fluoride, Phosphorus and Liquified Petroleum Gas. 
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2. The Association of American Railroad's Bureau of Explosives for 
incidents involving the railroads. 1-800-826-4662 (24 hrs.) 

3. Clean Rivers Cooperative, a nonprofit organization of petroleum 
companys which contracts to control and cleanup oil spills on the lower 
Columbia and Willamette Rivers. ( 503) 221-7802 for 1987. 

F. Volunteer Services 

1. American Red Cross - can offer anergency relief in the form of food, 
shelter and clothing. (See phone book for nearest office). 

2. Salvation Anny - can provide emergency food, shelter and clothing. 
(See phone book for nearest office). 

3. Amateur Radio Emergency Service - can provide radio communications 
through a network of amateur radio operators. Contact through local 
emergency cioordina tor. --

4. Other locally available volunteer services. 

G. Coordination of Public Information 

The news media can provide an important public service by distributing 
information about the nature of an incident. Successful emergency 
operations require accurate and timely public information. Public 
information will be coordinated between on-scene and off-scene operations. 
A Public Information Officer (PIO) will be designated by the incident 
commander to issue information about the incident. The PIO will issue 
information provided by the incident commander and in coordination with the 
lead state agency information representatives. The lead state agency will 
see to it that the PIO has accurate public health information. The lead 
state agency will issue information in coordination with the PIO. 
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SECTION V 

Responsibilities of Local, State and Federal Agencies, Industry and Volunteer 
Organizations 

A. overview of .the Responsibilities of local, State and Federal Agencies, 
Industry and Volunteer Organizations. 

o Figure 2 is a matrix which shows the responsibilities of the various 
agencies and organizations at each level of government that might be 
involved in an emergency response. Because local resources vary, 
exceptions may occur depending on the jurisdiction in which an incident 
occurs. The matrix provides only an overview of Oregon's response 
network. Agency participation depends on the type of incident, its 
severity, and the threat to health and welfare. Duplication in lead 
roles shows that all levels of government have predesignated several 
lead agencies which could provide an incident commander if necessary. 
Local government would usually assume the lead unless it chooses to 
pass command on to another level of government. 

B. Specific responsibilities of Local and Regional Responders. 

1 • Local Agencies 

a. Provide personnel who have been trained in Haz-Mat emergency 
response. 

b. Provide an incident commander and establish a command post. 
Establish a unified command with other government agencies 
depending on the incident. 

c. Undertake emergency response actions including: 

- Notifications 
- Initial hazard determination 
- Initial measurements to detect concentrations of materials if 

possible 
- Communications 
- Life-saving/rescue 
- Emergency medical care 
- Fire Fighting 
- Security (site perimeter, traffic and crowd control) 
- On-scene liaison with other parties 
- Providing public information 
- Evacuation 
- Shelter 

These activities are generally shared among local fire, law 
enforcement, emergency medical, public works, health departments, etc. 

2. Regional Haz-Mat Response Team, RRTA's and Haz-Mat Specialists. 
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Under the direction of the Local Incident Commander, and in 
communication with the Lead State Agency, these specialists verify or 
help establish the following: 
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, Figure 2 
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- Spill containment 
- Hazard determination 
- Measurements of concentrations of materials 
- Contamination control 
- Control of exposure for emergency workers and the public 
- On-scene liaison 
- Initial decontamination (if necessary) 
- Environmental protection measures 
- Support to hospital emergency room (if possible and 

necessary) for contamination control 

c. Specific Responsibilities of State Agencies 

ZF1008 

Primary Notification J\gencies 

1. Emergency Management Division (EMO) 

a. Maintains 24-hour notification capability, OARS 
(Oregon Accident Response System) 

b) Notifies lead state agency, other notifications made as 
needed or upon request 

c) Activates, operates and maintains the State's Emergency 
Operations Center. 

d) Provides and/or coordinates state-wide communications 
systems. 

2. Oregon State Police (OSP) 

a) Receives initial OARS notification on weekends, 
holidays, and after hours; notifies Emergency 
Management Division Duty Officer or appropriate 
state response agency. 

·b) Acts as initial Incident Command Agency until local 
command agency is on·scene, or if no local agency is 
available 

c) Provides Law-Enforcement support including traffic control, 
crowd control and site security. 

Primary Response Agencies for oil and hazardous materials incidents 

1. Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) -- lead State 
Agency for oil and chemically hazardous materials incidents. 

Coordinates state assistance during oil spills and 
hazardous material incidents 

- Receives notification via OARS 
- Provides technical assistance and advises on necessary 

protective actions 
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- Evaluates the environmental implications of a spill. In 
coordination with the State Health Division, evaluates 
possible public health effects 

- Coordinates state support to on-scene personnel in 
cooperation with the Emergency Management Division 

- Coordinates public information with local PIO 
- Liaison with federal agencies, adjacent states, private 

finns (shippers, carriers, etc.), as needed 
- Collects and analyzes water, soil, vegetation or tissue samples 
- Identifies clean-up requirements 
- Works with industry to insure that clean-up/restoration is done 

to specified standards 
- If necessary, coordinates with Governor to exercise 

Governor's authority to protect health and safety and the 
environment 

- Insures that materials are disposed of in appropriate manner 
- Investigates cause and pursues enforcement actions 
- Assesses environmental damages 

2. Oregon State Health Division (OSHD) 

Coordinates state assistance during incidents involving 
communicable disease agents. 

- Receives notification via OARS 
- Evaluates public health implications of incident in cooperation 

with the Poison Control Center and local health authorities. 
- Recommends measures to protect public health 
- Coordinates emergency medical services within the state 
- Coordinates state support to on-scene personnel 
- Coordinates public information with Poison Control, the local 

health authority and the local PIO. 
- Collects and analyzes samples 
- Insures that clean-up/restoration is done to specified 

standards 
- If necessary, coordinates with Governor to exercise Governor's 

authority to protect health and safety 
- Insures that materials are disposed of· in appropriate manner 
- Investigates cause 
- Assesses damages 
- Coordinates mortuary services 

Provides assistance during incidents involving other hazardous 
materials to protect public health, prevent drinking water 
contamination and shellfish contamination. 

- Assures that HaZ-Mat training is provided to emergency medical 
personnel. 

- Evaluates public health implications of incident 
- Recommends measures to protect public health 
- Coordinates emergency medical services within state 
- Collects and analyzes samples 
- Coordinates public information with local PIO 
- Coordinates mortuary services. 
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Primary Response Agencies for Radiation Incidents 

1. Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) -- lead State Agency for 
transportation emergencies involving radioactive materials. 

a) Coordinates emergency preparedness for transportation 
emergencies. 

- Provides training, drills and exercises 
- Coordinates the distribution of radiation detection 

equipment 
- Provides coordination of plans and procedures 

b) Coordinates state assistance during a transportation 
emergency 

- Receives notification via OARS 
- Initiates and coordinates State response 
- Provides technical assessment and protective action 

recommendations 
Coordinates state support operations to on-scene 
personnel with Emergency Management Division 

- Coordinates public information with local PIO 
- Liaison with federal agencies, adjacent states, 

private finns (shippers, carriers, etc.). as needed 
- Insures that clean-up/restoration from transportation 

accidents is done to specified standards 

If necessary, coordinates with Governor to exercise 
Governor's authority to protect health and safety and 
the environment. 

2. Oregon State Health Division (OSHD) -- lead State Agency 
for all radiation emergencies other than transportation 
accidents. 

a) Provides emergency preparedness for radiation emergencies 
(lead agency· except for transportation). 

- Provides training, drills and exercises 
- Provides the distribution of radiation detection 

equipment 
- Assists the development of plans and procedures 

b) Coordinates State assistance during a fixed-site 
emergency 

- Receives notification via OARS 
- Initiates and coordinate state response 
- Provides technical assessment and advises on necessary 

protective actions 
- Coordinates public information with local PIO 
- Liaison with federal agencies, adjacent states, 
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private firms, (shippers, carriers, etc.) 
- Insures that clean-up/restoration from a radiation 

incident is performed. 
- Investigates cause 
- Assesses damages 
- Coordinates mortuary services 

Other State Agencies Capable of Providing Specific Expertise 

1. State Fire Marshal's Office (SFM) 

a) Arranges for fire-service response to on-scene 
operations when conflagration act is initiated through 
the Governor. 

b) Through field deputies provides communications, 
logistics, and other support to local Incident 
Commander, as requested 

c) Provides training and planning assistance to fire 
service agencies and local and state agencies 

d) Provides fixed site information on oil and hazardous 
materials from hazardous substance survey data base 

e) Maintains hazardous materials incident reporting system, 
records incidents for informational and statistical 
purposes. 

f) Maintains Fire Service Haz-Mat Equipment Resource 
Directory. 

2. Oregon Department of Transportation 

a) Notifies OARS and local emergency response personnel if 
Highway Division is first on-scene 

b) Closes a state highway and re-routes traffic, as 
requested and necessary 

c) Provides barricades and personnel to implement a 
closure and detour. 

d) On state highways will direct spiller to start immediate 
cleanup. 

3. Parks and Recreation Division: 

a) Notifies OARS and local emergency response personnel 
if first on scene. 
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b) For an incident affecting a state park, Parks and 
Recreation personnel assist other agencies in crowd 
and/or traffic control and provide equipment and facilities, 
as possible. 

4. Department of Fish and Wildlife: 

a) · Notifies OARS and local emergency response personnel 
if first on scene. 

b) Responds to incident that could degrade land or 
water to the point that fish or wildlife would be 
adversely affected, or their habitat degraded or 
destroyed. 

c) Evaluates and documents impact on fish and wildlife 
and scales payment of damages .for losses of fish, wildlife 
or habitat. 

d) Provides advice, counsel and logistics support, as 
necessary and if possible. 

5. Oregon Department of Forestry: 

a) Notifies OARS and local emergency response personnel 
if first on scene or upon receiving a report from a forest 
operator. 

b) Ensures that an operator/landowner takes initial remedial 
action on pesticide and oil spills if the spill occurs on 
lands regulated under the Oregon Forest Practices Act, and 
will communicate subsequent clean-up direction to operators 
as provided by the Department of Environmental Quality. 

c) If requested by the lead state agency, the Department of 
Forestry is capable of mobilizing a substantial response 
organization to provide support to emergency responders 
(radio systems, dispatch and command center trailers, public 
information personnel, kitchens and other support services). 

d) Will respond directly as a landowner to any incident on 
lands managed by the Department of Forestry. May respond 
upon request with available people and equipment to any 
incident connected to an operation on forest lands. 

6. Public Utility Commissioner (Motor Carrier, Rail and Air 
Incidents): 

Provides investigation of transportation incidents after 
incident has been stabilized. 
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7. Department of Agriculture: 

a) Provides on-site technical support to an agricultural 
chemical spill. 

b) Evaluates adverse impact of an accident on 
agricultural resources (crops and dairy products). 

c) Operates the Pesticide Analytical Response Center (PARC) 
which provides technical assistance on.material spilled, 
containment methods, procedures for decontamination and 
treatments for exposure. 

d) Provides laboratory analysis capability. 

8. Accident Prevention Division 

Investigates employee injuries or fatalities 

9. Military Department (Oregon National Guard, Army and 
Air): 

In a major incident provides site security, administers first aid, 
care for evacuees, transports specialists, and assists in the 
recovery, identification and disposition of the deceased. 

10. Oregon State University 

a. Provides training in toxicology, chemistry and other 
technical aspects of hazardous materials. 

b. Can call on a wide variety of expertise on a non-emergency 
basis. 

c. Operates the Extension Toxicology Network and the Oregon 
Toxicology Information Center which can provide specific 
information on toxicology. These services can be accessed 
through PAR c. 

D. Specific Responsibilities of Federal Agencies 

ZF1008 

Technical assistance for oil spills and hazardous material incidents is 
available from a variety of Federal Agencies. The following section 
briefly summarizes their roles as outlined in the National Contingency 
Plan. 

Primary Federal Agencies 

1. The United States Coast Guard (USCG) provides: 

a) Expertise and management of Federal Programs in 
domestic/international fields of port safety and 
security, maritime law enforcement, ship navigation, safety 
of vessels and marine facilities. 
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b) Predesignated federal on-scene coordinator (FOSC) for the 
coastal zone if a federal response is required. 

c) Continuously manned facilities which can be used for 
command, control, and surveillance of oil discharges 
and hazardous substance releases occurring in the 
coastal zone. 

2. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provides: 

a) Expertise on environmental effects of oil discharges 
or releases of hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants and environmental pollution control 
techniques. 

b) Predesignated on-scene coordinator (FOSC) for the 
inland zone if a federal response is required. · 

c) Scientific support coordinator for responses in inland areas. 

3. The Department of Defense (DOD) assumes incident command if an 
incident involves defense related materials. It acts as the lead 
response agency within the designated National Security Area. 

4. The Department of Energy (USDOE) provides assistance to the FOSC 
and incident commander during radiation incidents. Help is 
available from their Richland Operations Office. 

Other Federal Agencies 

1. The Department of Transportation (DOT) offers expertise in 
the requirements for packaging, handling and transporting 
regulated hazardous materials. 

2. The Department of Agriculture (USDA) provides expertise 
in managing agricultural, forest, and wilderness areas. USDA's 
Soil Conservation Service provides predictions of the effects of 
pollutants on soil and their movements over and through soil. 

3. The Department of Commerce (DOC), through National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), provides: 

a) 

b) 

Scientific expertise on living marine resources and 
their habitats. 

Scientific Support Coordinator (SSC) who will coordinate 
scientific support for .responses and contingency planning in 
coastal and marine areas. They can assess hazards that may 
be involved, predict movement and dispersion of oil and 
chemicals through trajectory modeling and provide information 
on sensitive coastal environments. 

-24-



ZF1008 

c) Information on actual and predicted hydrologic, and 
oceanographic conditions for marine, coastal, and inland 
waters. They can provide charts and maps, including tide and 
circulation information for coastal and territorial waters 
and for the Great Lakes. 

d) Information on actual and predicted meteorological 
conditions through the National Weather Service. 

4. The Army Corps of Engineers has specialized equipment and 
personnel for maintaining navigation channels, removing navigation 
obstructions and maintaining hydroelectric facilities. 

5. The U.S. Navy is knowledgeable in ship salvage, shipboard damage 
control and diving. It has an extensive array of specialized 
equipment and personnel that can be used for collection, 
containment and removal of pollution materials. 

6. The Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) is 
· responsible for providing assistance on all matters 
related to the assessment of health hazards at a 
respdnse, and protection cf both response workers• and the 
public's health. Includes the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry (ATSDR) which provides advise to health care 
providers in cases of public health emergencies and coordinates 
assistance from the Center for Disease Control (CDC), NIOSH and 
the FDA. 

7. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA): 

a) Provides advice and assistance to the OSC on coordinating 
civil emergency planning and mitigation efforts with other 
federal agencies, State and local governments, and the 
private sector. 

b) In the event of a major disaster declaration or emergency 
determination by the President, FEMA will coordinate all 
federal disaster or emergency actions with the FOSC. 

8. The Department of the Interior (DOI) has jurisdiction over the 
National Park System, National Wildlife Refuges and Fish 
Hatcheries, forest and grazing lands, and certain water projects 
in western states. In addition, bureaus and offices have relevant 
expertise as follows: 

a) 

b) 

Fish and Wildlife Service: Fish and wildlife, 
including endangered and threatened species, 
migratory birds, certain marine mammals; habitats, 
resource contaminants; laboratory research 
facilities. 

Geological Survey: Geology, hydrology (groundwater 
and surface), and natural hazards. 
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c) Bureau of Land Management: Minerals, soils, 
vegetation, wildlife, habitat, archeology, 
wilderness, hazardous materials, etc. 

d) Minerals Management Service: Manned facilities for 
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) oversight. 

e) Bureau of Mines: Analysis and identification of 
inorganic hazardous substances. 

f) Off ice of Surf ace Mining: 
reclamation. 

Coal mine wastes, land 

g) National Park Service: Biological and general 
natural resources expert personnel at Park units. 

h) Bureau of Reclamation: Operation and maintenance 
of water projects in the west; engineering and 
hydrology; and reservoirs. 

i) Bureau of Indian Affairs: Coordination of 
activities affecting Indian lands. 

j) Office of Territorial Affairs: Assistance in 
implementing the National Contingency Plan in American 
Samoa, Guam, the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, 
and the Virgin Islands. 

9. The Department of Labor (DOL), through the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), provides the 
OSC with advice, guidance, and assistance on: 

a) Hazards to workers involved in removal or control of oil 
discharges and hazardous materials releases, and 

b) The precautions necessary to reduce risk to worker health and 
safety. 

E. Responsibilities of Indian Nations 

Indian tribes have sovereign governmental powers within federally
recognized reservations. If resources are available they will respond to 
incidents that occur on their reservations. The tribes should familiarize 
themselves with this plan and make their plan consistent with state and 
local plans. 

a. Confederated tribes: Warm Springs 553-1161 

b. Confederated tribes: Umatilla 278-0550 

c. Confederated tribes: Siletz 444- 2532 

F. Responsibilities of Adjacent States 

The agencies responsible for hazardous material incidents in Idaho, 
Washington and California are: 
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1 • Washington 

a. Department of Ecology - lead state agency for spill response and 
cleanup. (206) 459-6803. 

b. Department of Emergency Management - lead agency for notification 
and coordination. ( 206) 753-5990 out of state or (800) 262-5990 
in state. 

2. Idaho 

a. Division of Environment - lead state agency for coordination of 
spill response. (208) 334-5879. 

b. Emergency Medical Services - lead agency for notification. 24 
hour number: (800) 632-8000 in state or (208) 334-2241 out of 
state. 

3 • California 

-a. Office of Emergency Services - lead agency for notification and 
coordination. (800) - 852-7550 in state, (916) 427-4341 out of 
state. 

b. California Highway Patrol - lead state agency for response to 
incidents on all freeways and state owned highways. (916) 445-
2211 • 

4. Nevada 

a. Division of Emergency Management - lead state agency for 
notification and coordination. 24 hour number (702) 885-5300. 
Day number (702) 885-4240. 

b. Divisions of Environmental Protection - lead state agency for 
hazardous materials incidents (702) 885-4670. 

G. Responsibilities of Industry 

a. Private industry is responsible for familiarizing themselves with this 
plan and working with state and local government to see that their 
emergency operations plans are consistent with this plan and local 
plans. 

b. Private industry is responsible for responding to emergencies as 
required by law unless otherwise directed by the government agency with 
jurisdiction to enforce the applicable law. 

c. Private industry is responsible for cleanup and site restoration when 
required to do so by law or when industry in its discretion decides to 
do so. 

d. When requested and if possible, private industry will provide expertise 
and resources to local and/or state government to help mitigate the 
effects of a hazardous materials incident. 

e. Private clean-up contractors can provide resources, equipment and 
knowledge on the removal and disposal of contamination. 

H. Responsibilities of Volunteer Organizations 

Volunteer organizations such as Red Cross, the Salvation Army and Amateur 
Radio Operators can provide public assistance in the form of food, clothing, 
shelter and communications during incidents where the public welfare is 
affected. 
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SECTION VI 

Categorization of Emergencies by Severity 

The following section categorizes oil and hazardous materials incidents by the 
severity of the threat to public health or the environment. Five types of 
emergencies are defined by increasing severity. The actual severity of an 
incident is dependent on the amount of material spilled, the location, the 
toxicity of that material and potential for exposure. Thus a spill involving 
thousands of gallons of a material with low toxicity could be a minor incident if 
it poses no public health or environmental threat. On the other hand, a small 
spill of an extremely toxic material, or a spill in a very sensitive location, 
could be a major incident if people are exposed or the environment is severely 
threatened. 

The type and level of emergency response is dependent on the severity of the 
incident. These are described below. Section VII depicts the responsibilities 
of the various responders and the activities _that must be performed during each 
of the 5 . types of incidents. 

Types of Incidents 

A. Unusual Incident 

An event which is out of the ordinary. No oil or hazardous materials are 
released. Public health and safety may be threatened. 

Examples: 

1. Mechanical breakdown of a vehicle carrying high-level radioactive 
shipment, Class A explosives or highly toxic materials requiring it to 
be parked at one location for a long period of time. 

2. Fire at a facility storing or utilizing hazardous materials. The 
materials not initially involved in the fire. 

3. Abandoned drums discovered, no release. 

B. Minor Incident 

An incident involving the spill or release of a small amount of oil or 
hazardous materials. Public health, safety and environment are not 
immediately threatened. A potential exists for the incident to escalate. 

Examples: 

1. Vehicle or fixed site incident with a small spill or release of oil or 
hazardous materials. 

2. 
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Discovery of abandoned oil or hazardous materials with a small spill or 
release of products. 

Vehicle accident with a potential release of radioactive materials. 
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4. Fire or explosion involving small quantities of oil or hazardous 
materials. 

c. Medium Incident 

An incident resulting in a localized release of oil or hazardous materials 
(i.e., within several hundred feet). The health and safety of people and 
emergency workers in the immediate area may be threatened if protective 
actions are not taken. A probable environmental impact exists. It may 
involve activation of the Oregon Emergency Operations Plan. 

Example: 

1. Accident involving transport of oil or hazardous materials which 
results in release of substance to air, ground or water in amounts 
sufficient to pose threat to public health or the environment. 

2. Package or container containing radioactive materials crushed or 
damaged during handling. 

3. A fire or explosion at a facility which utilizes hazardous material. 

4. An incident W·hich results in a significant amount of uncontrolled 
radioactive material. 

5. Discovery of abandoned oil or hazardous materials being released to 
environment and posing a threat to public health or the environment. 

D. Major Incident 

An incident resulting in a spill or release of oil or hazardous materials 
which requires evacuation or sheltering of nearby residents or businesses or 
which causes a serious environmental threat. It will probably involve 
activation of the Oregon Emergency Operations Pl an • 

. Example: 

1. Truck, rail or fire incident with radiologically contaminated smoke or 
toxic fumes. 

2. Shipping accident resulting in a large release of oil or hazardous 
materials to a waterway. 

3. Radioactive material directly involved in fire or explosion at a fixed 
facility, resulting in spread of material, or significant accidental 
exposure to radiation. 

4. 
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A fixed facility or transport incident resulting in a major release of 
toxic fumes to air or hazardous materials to public waters used for 
drinking water or important to fish and wildlife or other beneficial 
uses. Results in serious public health and/or environmental impacts. 
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E. Security Incident 

Threatened or actual sabotage or demonstration of civil 
disobedience. Security events are further classified as follows: 

a. Blockage of a shipment of hazardous materials 

b. Threatened or actual sabotage to the shipment 
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SECTION VII 

Response Activities Dependent on Incident Severity 

The severity of an incident directly affects; 

A. The kind of response that is needed. 

B. The number of agencies and levels of government that must respond, 
and 

C.- The roles and responsibilities of those that do respond. 

A minor incident may involve only local government emergency responders and a 
simple command organization. A major incident may involve many responders from 
different levels of government who can provide specialized expertise or 
resources. Such an incident requires a unified command structure. An incident 
may escalate into a major one or decrease to a minor one as more information 
becomes available about its severity. 

The following section takes each of the 5 types of incidents and depicts the 
incident management structure and the typical roles and responsibilities of the 
various responders. 
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B. Typical Roles and Responsibilities 

1 • UNUSUAL INCIDENT 

An event which could or does involve hazardous materials. No materials are 
released but a potential public health and safety threat exists. The 
situation would normally be handled by local emergency response crews with 
standard emergency equipment. If the situation escalates, outside 
assistance might be needed. 

Roles and Responsibilities: 

On Scene 

RESPONSIBLE PARTI 

- Notifies 9-1-1 or fire or police 
dispatch 

- Acts to resume normal operations 

LOCAL AGENCIES 

- Assures public safety 
- Assists responsible party 
- Coordinates public information 
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Off Scene 

RESPONSIBLE PARTI 

- Acts to resume normal operations 

LEAD STATE AGENCY 

- Assists responsible party and 
provides technical advice if 
needed. 



2. MINOR INCIDENT 

An accident or incident involving a small spill or release of hazardous 
materials. Public health, safety and environment are not immediately 
threatened but a potential exists for the incident to escalate. The 
situation would normally be handled by local emergency response crews with 
standard emergency equipment. Technical assistance from the state might be 
needed. The Regional Haz-Mat team should be alerted. 

Roles and Responsibilities: 

On Scene 

FIRST PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER 

- Notifies 9-1-1 or fire or 
police dispatch 

- Assumes initial cc1111and 
- Assesses the hazards 
- Activates local emergency 

response system 
- Initiates actions to protect 

the public 

LOCAL INCIDENT COMMAJIDER 

- Assumes CCIDlland upon arriving 
on scene 

- Responsible for: 
rescue 
eaergency medical 
fire fighting 
security (traffic & crowd 

control) 
notifications 
co1111unications 
on-scene .liaison 
public information 
hazard determination 
initial protective actions 
decontamination control 

RESPONSmLE PARTY 

- Notifies OARS and NRC (if necessary) 
- Provides support 

to incident cc1111ander 
- Cleans up or contracts cleanup 
- Acts to resume normal 

operations 

HAZ HAT SPECIALIST 

- Provides technical support 
to incident CC1111ander if needed 

- Assures cleanup is done properly. 
- Assures materials disposed of properly 
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Off Scene 

LOCAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

- Provides support to on scene 
operations 

- Sets up EOC if necessary 

RESPONSmLE PARTY 

- Provides operational support 
to on-scene responders 

- Provides information about 
materials 

LEAD STATE AGENCY 

Provides technical support 
to incident CC1111ander if necessary 

- Coordinates with local agencies 
to provide public information 

Coordinates with responsible 
party to assure cleanup 

- Contracts for cleanup if no 
responsible party 



3. MEDIUM INCIDENT 

An incident resulting in a lccalized spill or release of oil or hazardous 
materials (i.e., within several hundred feet). The health, and safety of 
people and emergency workers in the immediate area may be threatened if 
protective actions are not taken. A probable environmental impact exists. 
It may involve activation of the Oregon Emergency Operations Plan. The 
situation will require state technical assistance and a Regional Haz-Mat 
team which can provide specialized equipment and expertise. It may require 
the State Haz-Mat team. 

Roles and Responsibilities: 

On Scene 

fIRST PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER 

- Notifies 9-1-1 or fire or 
police dispatch 

- Assumes initial command 
- Assesses the hazard 
- Activates lccal emergency 

response system 
- Initiates actions to protect 

the public 

LOCAL INCIDENT COMMANDER 

- Assumes command upon arriving 
on scene 

- Responsible for: 
rescue 
emergency medical 
fire fighting 
security (traffic & crowd 

control) 
notifications 
communications 
on-scene liaison 
public information 
hazard determination 
initial protective actions 
decontamination control 

RESPONSIBLE PARTY 

- Notifies OARS and NRC (if necessary) 
- Provides support 

to incident commander 
- Cleans up or contracts for cleanup 
- Acts to resume normal 

operations 
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Off Scene 

LOCAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

- Provides support to on scene 
oper.ations 

- Sets up EOC if necessary 

RESPONSIBLE PARTY 

- Provides operational support 
to on-scene responders 

- Provides information about 
materials 

LEAD STATE AGENCY 

Provides technical support 
to incident commander if necessary 

- Coordinates with local agencies 
to provic:\e public information 

- Coordinates with responsible 
party to assure cleanup 

- Contracts for cleanup if no 
responsible party 



HAZ-MAT SPECIALIST 

- Supports incident commander with: 
hazard determination 
appropriate response actions 
decontamination 

REGIONAL HAZ-MAT TEAM 

- Provides support to 
incident commander with 
stabilizatron and control 

STATE HAZ-MAT TEAM 

- Assumes command for 
oversight of cleanup 
·and restoration 
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STATE EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 
- Provides support to on scene 

operations if needed 
- Sets up state EOC if needed 

LOCAL HOSPITAL 

- Treats injured 
- Maintains contamination 

control procedures. 



4. MAJOR INCIDENT 

An incident resulting in a spill or release of oil or hazardous materials 
that requires the evacuation or sheltering of nearby residents or businesses 
or that is a serious environmental threat. It will probably involve 
activation of the Oregon Emergency Operations Plan. The situation will 
require state technical assistance, a Regional Haz-Mat team, the State Haz
Mat team and if needed, Federal assistance. 

Roles and Responsibilities: 

On Scene 

FIRST PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER 

- Notifies 9-1-1 or fire or 
police dispatch 

- Assumes initial command 
- Assesses the hazard 
- Activities local emergency 

response system 

- Initiates actions to protect 
the public 

LOCAL INCIDENT COMMANDERS 

- Assumes command upon arriving 
on scene 

- Responsible for: 
rescue 
emergency medical 
fire fighting 
security (traffic & crowd 

control) 
notifications 
communications 
on-scene liaison 
public information 
hazard determination 
initial protective actions 
decontamination control 

RESPONSIBLE PARTY 

- Notifies OARS & NRC (if necessary) 
- Provides support 

to incident commander 
- Cleans up or contracts cleanup 
- Acts to resume normal 

operations 
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Off Scene 

LOCAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 

- Provides support to on scene 
.operations 

- Sets up EOC if necessary 

RESPONSIBLE PARTY 

- Provides operational support 
to on-scene responders 

- Provides information about 
materials 

LEAD STATE AGENCY 

Provides technical support 
to incident commander if necessary 

- Coordinates with local agencies 
·to provide public information 

- Coordinates with responsible 
party to assure cleanup 

- Contracts for cleanup if no 
responsible party. 

STATE EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 
- Provides support to on scene 

operations if needed 
- Sets up state EOC if needed 

LOCAL HOSPITAL 

- Treats injured 

- Maintains contamination 
control procedures 



HAZ-MAT SPECIALIST 

- Supports incident commander with: 
hazard determination 
appropriate response actions 
decontamination 

REGIONAL HAZ-MAT TEAM 

- Provides support to 
incident commander with 
stabilization and control 

STATE HAZ-MAT TEAM 

- Assumes command for 
oversight of cleanup 
and restoration 

ZF1008 

CLEAHOP COHTRAC'lOR 

- performs final cleanup 
and decontamination 
at direction of state 

FEDERAL EXPERTS 

- provide technical and 
logistic support 
to incident commander 
if needed 
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LEAD FEDERAL AGENCY 

- Provides technical support 
to on-scene operations if 
needed 



5. Security Incident 

Threatened or actual sabotage incident or a civil disobedience 
demonstration. Security events are further classified as follows: The 
situation would normally involve local emergency response crews and law 
enforcement agencies. 

Roles and Responsibilities 

On Scene 

LOCAL AJID STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT 

- Responsible for 
notifications 
protection of shipment 
crowd and traffic control 
guidance tor unnecessary 

delay 
liaison with shipper 

(defense related) 

RESPONSIBLE PART! 

Supports law enforcement 

Off Scene 

LEAD STATE AGENCY 

- Provides 
technical assistance to law 
enforcement agencies about nature 
of shipment 

Threatened or actual sabotage 
to Shipment or Material 

LOCAL AJID STATE LAW ENFORCEMENT 

- Responsible for 
notifications 
protection or shipment 
investigation and arrests 
saboteurs 
avoidance or unnecessary 

delay with federal law 
enforcement agencies 

LOCAL INCIDENT COMMAllDER 

ZF1008 

Responsible for 
on-scene operations as 

necessary and possible 
Initiates emergency 

response actions 
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LEAD STATE AGENCY 

- Technical assistance to 
on-scene operations 

- Initiates state emergency 
response plan (if necessary 
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State Agencies Industry 

2. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

Joseph Murray - Chairperson 
2146 Steering Committee 
Emergency Mgmt. Division 

Bruce Sutherland - Proj. Coordinato 
2146 Steering Commit tee -
Dept. of Environmental Quality 

Rich Reiter, Proj. Manager, DEQ 
2146 Steering Committee 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 

Bob Robison 
2146 Steering Committee 
Dept. of Energy 

Virginia Honeywell/Mike Boyce 
2146 Steering Committee 
State Fire Marshal 

Nick Goevelinger/Bob Crosby 
Heal th Division 

Dan Shults 
Dept. of For es try 

Paul Henry 
Public Utility Comm. 

Rob Edgar 
Dept. of Transportation 

Major Richard Verbeck 
Oregon State Police 

Irving Jones · 
Ore. Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 

Federal Agencies 

2. 

Gordon Goff 
Environmental Protection Agency 

Gary Rundell 
Bureau of Land Management 

Lt. Ivan Nance 
U.S. Coast Guard 

2. 

Trucking 

Bruce Leonard 
ANR Freight 

Railroads 

Michael Eyer 
Bureau of Explosives 

Chemical Manufacturers 

Lewis Weidewitsch 
Pennwalt Corp. 

4. Mark Warkington 
Tektronix Corp. 

Emergency Groups 

2. 

4. 

5 • 

Oregon Fire Chiefs' Assn. 
Sid Boddy - Medford FD 
Duke Groff - Charleston FD 

Alvin Allen 
Ore. Assn. of Chiefs of Police 

Casey Marley 
Emergency Mgmt. Assn. 

John Graham 
Douglas County Health 

Frank Divers 
Oregon Fire Instructors Assn. 

Emergency Medical 

Mary McGettingan 
Oregon Fire Medical Adm. Assn. 

2. Chuck Harris 
Emergency Medical Tech. Assn. 

Indian Nations 

Dale Parker 
Warm Springs 



Other Participants 

1. Maurice Thompson 
Portland Fire Bureau 

2. Mark Walkley 
Portland Fire Bureau 

3. Tom Almond 
Portland Fire Bureau 

4. Steve Ramberg 
Coos Bay Fire Dept. 

5. Bill Belding 
Winston-Dillard Fire Dept. 

6. Gary Rose 
Douglas Co. Fire Dist. 112 

1. Frank Oulman 
City of Beaverton Emergency 

8. Mike Lander 
Portland Emergency Mgmt. 

9. James Hill 
Salem Fire Dept. 

Mgmt. 

10. Jim Corcoran 
City of Salem, Pollution Control 

11 • Al McMahan 
Marion Co. Fire Dist 111 

12. Tom Thompson 
Tualatin Fire Dist. 

13. Paul Sunset 
Mt. Hood Comm. College 

14. Colleen King 
Umatilla Co. Emergency Mgmt. 

15. Mitch Wang 
State Fire Marshal 

16. Dan Loomis 
State Health Division 

17. Dave Yandell 
Emergency Mgmt. Div. 
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TRAINING COMMITTEE 

MEMBERSHIP 

State Agencies 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Bob Robison - Chairperson 
2146 Steering Committee 
Dept. of Energy 

Bruce Sutherland - Proj. Coard. 
2146 Steering Committee 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 

Rich Reiter - Project Mgr. 
2146 Steering Committee 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 

Joseph Murray 
2146 Steering Committee 
Emergency Management Division 

5. Le Ann Janusch/Virginia Honeywell 
2146 Steering Committee 

6. 

7 .• 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

State Fire Marshal 

Nancy Clarke 
Heal th Division 

Dan Shults 
Dept. of Forestry . 

Dale Rhodes 
Accident Prevention Division 

Dave White 
Dept. of Transportation 

Howard Brock 
Dept. of Education 

Jim Stewart 
Brd. of Police Standards & Trng. 

Lt. Richard Bouie 
Oregon State Police 

Federal Agencies 

1. Gordon Goff 
Environmental Protection Agency 

2. Gary Rundall 
Bureau of Land Management 

Industry 

1. Trucking 

Carol Fuller 
Widing Transportation 

2. Railroads 
Rick Sloan 
Southern Pacific Railroad 

Michael Eyer 
Bureau of Explosives 

3. Chemical Manufacturers 

Lewis Weidewitsch 
CMA - Pennwalt Carp. 

Local Emergency Groups 

1 • Rick Hopkins 
Oregon Fire Chiefs' Assn. 

2. Dave Rouse 
Ore. Assn. of Chiefs of Police 

Penny Malmquist 
Emergency Management Assn. 

4. Joe.Reeves/Harold Halleck 
Ore. State Fire Fighters Council 

5. Oregon State Sheriffs' Assn. 

Community Colleges 

Bill Henle 
Portland Community College 

2. Brian Bay 
Chemeketa Community College 

Emergency Medical 

Chuck Harris 
Emergency Medical Tech. Assn. 

2. Charles Fish 
Emergency Nurses' Assn.· 

Indian Nations 

Jerry Huff 
Warm Springs Fire Dept. 

Other Participants 

Steve Ramberg 
Coos Bay Fire Dept. 



Other Participants (cont'd.) 

2. 

4. 

6. 

7, 

8. 

Michael Sherman 
La Grande Fire Dept. 

Al MoMahan 
Marion County Fire Dist. 1.11 

Mark Walkley 
Portland Fire Bureau 

Tom Almond 
Portland Fire Bureau 

Maurice Thompson 
Portland Fire Bureau 

Larry Van Moss 
Eugene Fire Dept, 

Jim Corcoran 
Salem Pollution Control 

9. Jeff Johnson 
Douglas Co. Haz Mat Team 

10. Ronald Tobias 
Tualatin Fire Dist. 

11. Tom Thompson 
Tualatin Fire Dist. 

12. George McCoy 
State Fire Marshal 

13. Mike Boyce 
State Fire Marshal 

14. Bob Crosby 
State Health Division 

15. Joann Bassett 
Media Resources Ino. 
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MEMBERSHIP 

State Agencies Industry (cont'd.) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Mike Boyce - Chairperson 
2146 Steering Committee 
State Fire Marshal 

Bruce Sutherland - Proj. Coord. 
2146 Steering Committee - DEQ 

Rich Reiter - Proj. Manager - DEQ 
2146 Steering Committee 

Bob Robison 
2146 Steering Committee 
Dept. of Energy 

Joseph Murray 
2146 Steering Committee 
Emergency Management Div. 

4. 

5. 

Equipment 

Robert Rucinski 
Mine Safety Appliances 

Chemical Manufacturers 

Lewis Wiedewitsch 
Pennw al t Cor p. 

Emergency Groups 

1. Len Malmquist 
Oregon Fire Chiefs' Assn. 

2. Joe Reeves/Harold Kalleck 
Oregon State Fire Fighters Council 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Bob Crosby 
Heal th Division 

Dan Shults 
State Forestry 

Curt Shaw 
Accident Prevention Div. 

8. Jim Stevenson 
Oregon State Police 

9. Bill Janes 
Dept. of Transportation 

Federal Agencies 

1 • Gordon Goff 
Environmental Protection Agency 

Industry 

1. Trucking 

Bruce Johnson 
Speeds Towing 

2. Railroads 

Rick Sloan 
Southern Pacific 

3. Clean-up Contractors 

Bob Keesee 
Riedel Environmental Services 
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Indian Nations 

Jerry Huff 
Warm Springs Fire Department 

Other Participants 

1. Jim Corcoran 
Salem Pollution Control 

2. Alan McMahen 
Marion County Fire District 111 

3. Larry Von Moos 
Eugene Fire Department 

4. Gary Rose 
Douglas County Fire District 112 

5. Jeff Johnson 
Douglas County Haz Mat Team 

6. Mark Walkley 
Portland Fire Bureau 

7. Tom Almond 
Portland Fire Bureau 

8. Penny Malmquist 
Multnomah Co. Emerg. Mgmt. 
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Agenda Item D 

1I23187, EQC Meeting 

Chairperson: 

House Bill 2146 
Policy Advisory Committee 

James Van Dyke, Executive Dean, Rock Creek Campus 
Portland Community College 

Local Government: 

Jeanne Hughes, County Commissioner, Umatilla County 

Mike Gleason, City Manager, Eugene 

Pete Hansen, Oregon Fire Chiefs' Assn., Bend 

John DeFrance, Oregon County Emergency Mgmt. Assn., 
Columbia County 

Fred Pearce, Oregon State Sheriffs' Assn., 
Multnomah County 

Citizens: 

(244-6111) x 4591 

(276-7111) 

(687-5010) 

(388-5533) 

(397-2100) 

( 255-3600) 

Danielle Green, Ore. Environmental Council, Portland (244-1181) 

Sarah Laumann, Oregon State Public Interest 
Research Group, Portland (222-9641) 

Cherilyn Foglio, Oregon Red Cross, Portland (295-5042) 

Marguerite Watkins, League of Women Voters, Coos Bay (267-4615) 

Industry: 

John Burns, Petroleum Industry, Attorney, Portland (224-5858) 

Edward Locke, Chemical Mfg. Assn., Plant Manager, 
Pennwalt Corp., Portland (228-7655) 

Dean Scheel, Oregon Trucking Assn., Vice President, 
Arrow Transport, Portland (222-1876) 

Pat McCormick, American Electronics Assn., Salem (363-3902) 

Everett Cutter, Oregon Railroad Assn., Mgr., Portland (227-0060) 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

Attachment VII 
Agenda Item D 
1I23187, EQC Meeting 

From: Steve Gardels, Regional Manager, Eastern Region 

Subject: Hearings Officer's Report, Draft Oil and Hazardous Materials 
Emergency Response Plan 

On December 1, 1986 at 2:00 p.m. in Lecture Hall M130 of Blue Mountain 
Community College at 2411 N.W. Garden, Pendleton, Oregon, a public hearing 
was held on the Draft Oil and Hazardous Materials Emergency Response Plan. 
Fourteen persons were in attendance. One person testified. Table 1 lists 
the participants in the public hearing. 

Name & Representing 

Dennis Olson, 
Umatilla County Emergency Mgmt. 

Jeanne Hughes, 
Umatilla County Commissioner 

John s. Nelson, 
City of Pendleton 

Ronald A. Campbell, 
Pendleton Fire Department 

R.D. Hopper, 
Pendleton Fire Department 

Bob Brown, 
Pendleton Grain Growers, Inc. 

Dan Loomis, 
Oregon State Health Division 

Table 1 

Present 
at Hearing 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Testified at Hearing 

x 



Hearings Officer's Report 
Page 2 

Michael B. Sherman, 
La Grande Fire Department 

Dick McClellan, 
La Grande Fire Department 

Dennis Spray, 
Union County Emergency Mgmt. 

Wayne Stephens, 
Umatilla Electric Co-op, 
Hermiston 

Chester Sparky Spencer, 
The Umatilla Tribe, 
Tribal Health Department 

Mike Brown, 
Wallowa County Court 

Tom McCan, 
Chief of Stanfield Police Dept. 

Comment (Hopper) 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Testimony 

The section which describes trained personnel in the plan leaves it unclear 
as to whom or what agency is in charge of providing that training. 

GBS:b 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: John Hector, Regional Manager, Central Region 

Subject: Hearings Officer's Report, Draft Oil and Hazardous Materials 
Emergency Response Plan 

On December 2, 1986 at 2:00 p.m. in the Cascade Natural Gas Company's 
Community Hearings Room at 334 N.E. ~awthorne, Bend, Oregon, a public 
hearing was held on the Draft Oil and Hazardous Materials Emergency 
Response Plan. Six persons were in attendance. No people testified, 
Table 1 lists the participants in the public hearing. 

Name & Representing 

Don Rice, 
Jefferson County Health Dept. 

Chriss Geiger, 
Sun River Fire Department 

Robert E. Shotwell, 
The Oregonian 

Kent c. Barnes, 
Redmond Fire Department 

Stephennie Monsen, 
The Bulletin 

Scott Thayer, 
KTVZ News 

GBS:b 
ZB6286 

Table 1 

Present 
at Hearing 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Testified at Hearing 

John Hector 



MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: 

Subject: 

Fred Bolton, Administrator, Regional Operations Division 

Hearings Officer's Report, Draft Oil and Hazardous Materials 
Emergency Response Plan 

On December 3, 1986 at 2:00 p.m. in the Medford City Hall, City Council 
Chambers, 411 West 8th, Medford,· Oregon, a public hearing was held on a 
Draft Oil and Hazardous Material Emergency Response Plan. 

Fifteen persons were in attendance. Three persons testified. Table 1 
lists the participants in the public hearing. 

Name & Representing 

Table 1 

Present 
at Hearing 

Chet Yanase, X 
Illinois Valley Fire District 

Eric Dittmer, 
Rogue Valley Council of 
Governments 

x 

Perry Richard, X 
Klamath County Health Department 

Dan Calvert, X 
Josephine County Sheriff's Office 

Frank Taus, X 
Josephine County Sheriff's Office 
& Emergency Services 

R. Sterling, X 
The Mail Tribune 

Bob Kennedy, X 
Jackson County Sheriff's Office 

David Penicock, x 
Medford Fire Department 

Barry Enoch, X 
Jackson County Fire District 113 

Testified at Hearing 

x 

x 



Hearing Officer's Report 
Draft Oil & Hazardous Material Emergency R.esponse Plan 
Page 2 

Ike Jensen, X 
Jackson County Fire District #5 

Gary Stevens, x 
Jackson County Health Department 

Leroy King, X 
Ashland Fire Department 

Wilber Strait, X 
Ashland Fire Department 

Jerry Orndoff, X 
Medford Fire Department 

Dennis Macey, X 
Jackson County Fire District #3 

Testimony 

Comment (Dittmer) 

x 

A lack of equipment and training are the major problems facing responders 
in the Rogue Valley. The state's funding request should be approved and 
the Rogue Valley Council of Governments is prepared to support those 
proposals. 

Comment (Stevens) 

The plan is good but needs funding. They strongly support funding and 
implementation of the response plan. 

Comment (Penicock) 

The plan clearly defines local agencies roles and responsibilities. Local 
fire departments have improved their ability to respond over the years, but 
they lack funding for equipment. With more materials being transported, 
they feel that state funding support is needed and they support our effort 
to provide regional response capability. 

Other questions relating to the plan were answered by Bruce Sutherland of 
the Department's staff. 

GBS:b 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Linda Zu~ker, EQ"- Hearings Officer 

Subject: Hearings Officer's Report on the Draft Oil and Hazardous 
Materials Emergency Response Plan 

On December 4, 1986 at 2:00 p.m. in Room 216 of the Apprenticeship Hall at 
Lane Community College, 4000 East 30th Avenue in Eugene, Oregon, a public 
hearing was held on the Draft Oil and Hazardous Materials Emergency 
Response Plan. Twenty-seven people attended, seven persons testified. 
Table 1 lists the participants in the public hearing. 

Participant Representing 

Ed Schnee, 
Springfield Fire Department 

Gene H. Highfill, 
Springfield Fire Department 

Stan Nelson, 
American Red Cross 

Frank Deavers, 
Eugene Fire Department 

Stanley Petrosek, 
Lane County Environmental Health 

Jeannette Bobst, 
Lane County Heal th 

Table 1 

Present 
at Hearing 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

John Graham, X 
Douglas County Health Department 

Testified at Hearing 

x 

x 



Report on Draft Oil & Hazardous Materials Emergency Response Plan 
Page 2 

Jeffery D. Johnson, 
Douglas Haz-Mat 

Ronald Clauseau, 
North Bend Fire Department 

Andy Anderson, 
Coos Bay Fire Department 

Roger J. Cleland, 
Eugene Fi_re Department - ~ 

Neva Hassanei u, 
Save Our Eco Systems, Inc •. 

Judy McNesby, 
Save Our Eco Systems, Inc. 

Carl Di Paolo, 
Red Cross, Lane County 

Donald McCullough, 
Eugene Fire Department 

Ed Black, 
City of Springfield Public Works 

Steve Ramberg, 
Coos Bay Fire Department 

Roger Garver, 
Eugene Fire Department 

Carolyn Zucker, 
Citizen 

John Cable, 
Reedsport Volunteer Fire Dept. 

Eric Mortenson, 
Eugene Register Guard 

Dick Nice, 
Goshen Fire Department 

Randy Wood, 
Goshen Fire Department 

Greg Mitch, 
Borden, Inc. 

x 

x 

x 

x x 

x 

x 

x x 

x 

x x 

x x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 
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J. Dravich, 
Citizen 

Comment (Petrosek, Bobst) 

x x 

COMMENTS 

The plan lacks contribution from local health departments. Local health 
may have to respond, particularly if a spill enters public waters that are 
used for domestic water supplies. A notification procedure for local 
health departments should be identified in the-plan. 

Comment - (Petrosek) 

Hazardous materials training for local health officials should be included 
in the training section of the plan. 

Comment (Cleland) 

Page 9 of the plan should emphasize that notification to OARS should occur 
immediately. 

Comment (Ramberg) 

The plan has not had sufficient contribution from rural and volunteer fire 
departments. Approximately 70% of all the fire fighters in Oregon are 
volunteers and will be expected to respond to incidents, but volunteers 
have not had an adequate opportunity to participate in the process because 
all of the meetings were held during the day in Salem. The large, paid 
fire departments such as Salem, Portland and Eugene have been able to send 
people to all the meetings, but they do not represent the needs of the 
local areas. The plan will not work for rural jurisdictions. 

Comment (Ramberg) 

A resource list of important phone numbers and available state resources 
should be included in the plan with blanks that local responders can fill 
in. 

Comment (Ramberg) 

The initial responder guidelines, the training outline and the equipment 
list were not included in the draft. 

Comment (Ramberg) 

A number of phone numbers in the plan are incorrect and there is one that 
should be added, that is the agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry at 404-452-4100. 
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Comment (Ramberg) 

Is it possible for local incident command to be passed quickly to someone 
more knowledgeable about hazardous materials. 

Comment (Ramberg) 

The procedures used to obtain the Governor's authority to take over an 
incident appear slow to implement. 

Comment (Ramberg:} 

The procedures to activate the federal Regional Response Team (RRT) appear 
cumbersome. Can a local incident commander. activate the RRT directly? 

Comment (Ramberg) 

The plan identified some activities that local jurisdictions may not be 
able to perform, such as taking initial measurements of spilled materials. 

Comment (Black) 

The plan should more clearly define what an emergency phase is, should 
provide better guidelines on notification and also provide a better detail 
of what a unified command should. be.' 

Comment (Black, Dravich) 

The plan should require identification of material$ that are being 
transported into a community and provide a mechanism for prior notification 
of those transports to local officials involved in emergency response. 

Comment (Black) 

The plan gives various groups certain responsibilities. What liability 
will those responders be assuming? 

Comment (Di Paolo) 

The plan indicates that state and local health agencies have the prime 
responsibility for evacuation and shelter, but, in fact, the American Red 
Cross is better prepared to provide shelter during evacuation. 

GBS:b 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Gwen Dayton, Regional Operations Division 

Subject: Hearings Officer_• s Report - Draft Oil and Hazardous Material 
Emergency Response Plan 

On December 5, 1986 at 2:00 p.m. in Room 4 of the Department of 
Environmental Quality's Main Headquarters Office at 811 S.W. Sixth, 
Portland, Oregon, a public hearing was held on the Draft Oil and Hazardous 
Materials Emergency Response Plan. Eighteen people were in attendance and 
two people testified. Table 1 lists the participants in the public 
hearing. 

Participant Representing 

Table 1 

Present 
at Hearing 

John T. De France, X 
Columbia County Emergency Services 

Sheldon H. Rich, X 
Northern Wasco County 
Public Utility Department 

Gary Rundell, X 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 

Harold Merryman, X 
Interested Citizen 

Allan Gosnell, X 
Olympic Pipeline Co. 

Mike Boyce, X 
State Fire Marshal's Office 

Don Potter, x 
Federal Highway Administration 

Testified at Hearing 

x 
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Douglas Morrison, 
Northwest Pulp Paper Association 

John Peterson, 
Reidel Environmental Services 

Terry Worrell, 
Portland General Electric 

Steve Ramberg, 
Coos Bay-Fire Department 

William Knotts, 
Portland Fire Bureau 

Mark Walkley, 
Portland Fire Bureau 

Tom Almond, 
Portland Fire Bureau 

Ed Burgeoi s, 
Portland Fire Bureau 

Richard Kosesan, 
Idaho Power Company 

Peter Green, 
Oregon Legislature 

Dave D.ei tz, 
Oregon Food & Shelter 

Issue 1 Comments (Morrison) 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Testimony 

x 

The relationship between the plan and the Superfund Reauthorization Bill, 
specifically Title III of the bill is not clear. It appears that the plan 
does not fulfill the requirements of the bill with respect to: 
1) notification requirements, 2) administrative responsibilities, 3) the 
community right to know provision. It also appears that the State Fire 
Marshal's information system may not be in accord with the bill. It is 
very important that there is coordination between the state and federal 
plans so that there is not a dual system set up. 
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Issue 2 Comments (Morrison) 

The plan may not be an emergency response plan, but in fact a policy 
guideline for the benefit of local agencies and state agencies. If this is 
the case, shouldn't the title be amended to reflect that it is not 
a plan but a guideline. 

Issue 3 Comments (Morrison) 

Qn page 4 1 paragraph 5 1 it states that private industry •shall provide 
resources for cleanup,• but it should say •will- report spills and perform 
cleanup as required by law. 11 

Issue 4 Comments (Potter) 

The federal Department of Transportation is required to notify Washington, 
D.C. of any incident that closes an interstate highway for six hours or 
more, and of any incident that closes a primary highway for 24 hours or 
more. The plan should reflect appropriate notification of the Oregon 
Department of Transportation so that they may notify the federal Department 
of Transportation and allow them to perform their mandated responsibility. 

GBS:b 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Bruce Sutherland, Project Coordinator 

Subject: Responsiveness Summary 

On October 24, 1986, the EQC authorized five-public hearings on the Draft 
Oil and Hazardous Material Emergency Response Plan. Hearings were held the 
first week of December at Bend, Pendleton, Medford, Eugene and Portland 
(see hearings officers' reports). Copies of the draft plan were also 
mailed to more than 1 ,100 agencies and individuals on November 17 for 
review and comment. The comment period was open until 5:00 p.m. on 
December 10. 

The following persons or agencies provided either verbal testimony or 
written comments as shown below: 

Name/Representing 

R. D. Hopper 
Pendleton Fire Department 

Eric Dittmer 
Rogue Valley Council of Govt. 

David Penicock 
Medford Fire Department 

Gary Stevens 
Jackson County Health 

Stanley Petrosek 
Lane County Environmental Heal th 

Jeannette Bobst 
Lane County Heal th 

Roger Cl el and 
Eugene Fire Department 

Verbal Testimony Written Comment 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 
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Name/Representing 

Carl Di Paolo 
Red Cross, Lane County 

Steve Ramberg 
Coos Bay Fire Department 

J. Dravich 
Citizen 

Don Potter 
Federal Highway Administration 

Irv Jones, 
Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife 

Christine Gebbie, 
Oregon State Health Division 

Arthur Labrousse, 
Wasco County Sheriff's Dept. 

Oregon Dept. of Transportation 

John Neely, citizen 

James Bone, 
Salem Fire Department 

T. R. Webster, 
U.S. Dept. of Health & Human Services 

State Fire Marshal's Office 

Tom Grice, 
Rainier Rural Fire District 

R.J. Hess, 
Portland General Electric Co. 

Michael Huston, 
Oregon Dept. of Justice 

Edward Black, 
City of Springfield Public Works 

Douglas Morrison, 
Northwest Pulp and Paper Industry 

Ronald Hall, 
Oregon State Health Division 

Verbal Testimony Written Comment 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x x 

x x 

x 
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Name/Representing Verbal Testimony Written Comment 

Scott Porter, 
U.S. Coast Guard 

x 

NOTE: Page numbers referenced under the comments section refer to the 
draft plan that was the subject of public hearings. Page numbers 
referenced in the response section refer to the revised plan that is 
Attachment IV. 

ISSUE 1: NOTIFICATION 

Comment (Jones) 

Does the local responder call OARS or will the 9-1-1 or other dispatch 
operator call OARS? 

Response 

We are requesting that the local responder notify OARS but that 
notification could come through the 9-1-1 or other dispatch centers. 

Comment (State Fire Marshal's Office) 

Section VA.3 on federal notification is not clear as to who should do the 
notification. 

Response 

Depending on the type and quantity of material spilled, the 
required by law to report to the National Response Center. 
wording has been included on page 10 • 

Comment (State Fire Marshal's Office, Ramberg) 

spiller is 
Additional 

Can the Federal Regional Response Team be activated by the local incident 
commander directly? 

Response 

No, the protocol in the plan has been previously determined by the Regional 
Response Team (RRT) and is outlined in their Regional Contingency Plan. 
The RRT can be activated by the DEQ who represents the state on the RRT. 
No changes necessary. 

Comment (State Fire Marshal's Office, Ramberg) 

A number of phone numbers on page 14, page 25 and page 26 are incorrect. 
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Response 

The numbers have been rechecked and revised as necessary (see pages 14, 26 
and 27). 

Comment (U.S. Coast Guard) 

The National Response Center's 24-hour number should be placed on the cover 
of the plan. 

Response 

Local responders are not expected to call the National Response Center. 
Consequently, placing the number on the cover may be confusing. Protocol 
for notifying the National Response Center is indicated under Section IVA. 
No changes necessary. 

Comment (Black, Potter) 

The notification process is not clear. Who does the notification and when 
is it done? 

Response 

The notification system has had additional language added to indicate that 
spiller is required to report to OARS and to the National Response Center 
depending on the quantity and type of material spilled. Local responders 
are requested to call OARS (see page 10). 

Comment (Hess) 

Does the plan eliminate industry's responsibility to notify the Coast Guard 
of spills in U.S. waters? 

Response 

No, under federal law, only the responsible party can satisfy the reporting 
requirements. No changes needed. 

ISSUE 2: TRAINING 

Comment (Jones) 

Is the training described in Section IIIB recommended or required? 

Response 

The wording has been changed to indicate that the training is recommended 
(see page 8). 
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Comment (Petrosek) 

Hazardous materials training for local health officials should be included 
in the training section of the plan. 

Response 

The proposed state training program as outlined in the Technical Advisory 
Committee's Final Report includes training for public health officials. 

· The~ Committee. re{lOrts are being prepared as resource materials to support 
the plan. 

Comment (Neely) 

Are the responsible parties or agencies prepared to deal with possible 
mixtures of hazardous chemicals? 

Response 

The possibility of several chemicals mixing during an incident is a major 
concern. People need comprehensive training as well as access to good 
technical information. The training program we are proposing, which will 
include a basic awareness course for all responders and specialized courses 
for specific disciplines, will help prepare responders and technical 
assistance agencies for these kinds of situations. No changes needed. 

Comment (Labrousse, Hopper) 

The plan indicates that the first line of responsibility rests with the 
line officer. This is correct, but the local jurisdiction may be unable to 
fund the state mandated training. Who is in charge of providing that 
training? 

Response 

The training section in the plan has been revised to emphasize that the 
program is not mandatory (see page 8). State financial assistance is 
planned. Details on the training program are provided in the Technical 
Advisory Committee's Final Report. 

ISSUE 3: INCIDENT COMMAND 

Comment (Ramberg) 

Is it possible for local incident command to be passed quickly to someone 
more knowledgeable about hazardous materials? 
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Response 

Yes, incident command may be passed on if the local incident commander 
feels that the situation is beyond his or her capability and other more 
knowledgeable persons are available to take charge. No changes necessary. 

Comment (Bone) 

Local control should be maintained throughout an incident including the 
cleanup phase. 

Response 

The concept which was agreed to by the Technical Planning Committee 
and by the Policy Advisory Committee is that once that the emergency is 
over local emergency response agencies will want to return to their normal 
duties rather than spending hours or days on-scene supervising cleanup. 
The plan proposes, and most parties have agreed, that the state should take 
control of cleanup. This does not preclude locals from remaining on-scene 
if they choose and, depending on circumstances, maintaining control of the 
incident. The incident command system assumes that command will be passed 
on at a mutually agreed upon time on a case-by-case basis in the field. No 
changes necessary. 

Comment (Bone)· 

There needs to be clarification of what a unified command is. Is it a 
method by which on-scene agencies will coordinate or is it a command by 
committee? 

Response 

The unified command system is meant to be a method for coordination. The 
incident commander will at all times be in charge, but the other agencies 
at the command post would be able to provide advice to the incident 
commander with respect to their area of responsibility. The definition 
has been changed to state: •unified command means a method by which local, 
state and federal agencies will work with the incident commander.• 

Comment (U.S. Coast Guard) 

On page 4, spills into U.S. waters should include EPA's role on inland 
spills. 

Response 

EPAi s role in inland spills is recognized in other parts of the plan (see. 
pages 17 & 24). 
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ISSUE 4: ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

Comment (Ramberg) 

The plan identifies some activities that local jurisdictions may not be 
able to perform,· such .as taking initial measurements of spilled materials. 

Response 

It is stated clearly in the plan that it does not carry the weight of law. 
Responsibilities are not mandated nor are~esponders expected to perform 
functions they are not trained or equipped to do. The idea behind a 
cooperative approach is that qualified people have been identified who can 
be called in. No changes needed. 

Comment (State Health Division) 

The roles of the State Health Division and the Poison Control Center should 
be clarified. 

Response 

The Health Division has provided specific wording for this change and it 
bas been incorporated into the plan (see pages 13 & 19). 

Comment (Di Paolo) 

The plan indicates that state and local health agencies have the prime 
responsibility for evacuation and shelter, but, in fact, the American Red 
Cross is better prepared to provide shelter during evacuation. 

Response 

That is correct, but the Red Cross would be activated at the request of the 
local or state health departments. No changes needed. 

Comment (State Fire Marshal's Office) 

Responsibilities of the Fire Marshal need elaboration. 

Response 

Proposed wording from the State Fire Marshal has been added to clarify the 
Fire Marshal's role (see page 21 ), 

Comment (Morrison) 

The state plan should be amended to account for the preparedness and 
expertise of industry employees in responding to on-site emergencies. 
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Response 

The language changes suggested has been incorporated into the plan 
(see page 27) • 

Comment (Hess) 

Private industry in some cases has developed the capability and expertise 
to handle cleanup, but the plan suggests that the state will assume this 
role on page 4 in paragraph 4. 

Response 

The plan is not proposing any changes from l;he roles that the state and 
industry currently play. The state will oversee cleanup, but it is 
industry's responsibility to do the cleanup. In those incidents when no 
identifiable spiller exists, the state may, subject to available funds,
assume the responsibility for hiring a contractor to do cleanup. No 
changes necessary. 

Comment (Hess) 

Figure 2 on page 15 indicates that industry plays only a support role in 
most response situations. Shouldn't they be identified as having a prime 
role in such things as notification, investigation, problan recognition, 
hazardous evaluation, spill containment, site security, etc.? 

Response 

The matrix is supposed to give an overview of the coordinated government 
response system. On a case-by-case basis, industry may, in fact, perform 
some of those functions but it is our intent to show that local, state, or 
federal government still has the ultimate responsibility to see that the 
functions are carried out to protect the health and well being of all 
citizens and to protect the environment. No changes needed. 

Comment (Hess) 

On pages 16 and 17, paragraph C, the Department of Environmental Quality is 
designated the lead state agency for oil and chemically hazardous materials 
and will coordinate state assistance during spills. This should be 
modified to allow industry to conduct activities such as monitoring for 
cleanup and restoration. 

Response 

The plan does not alleviate industry's responsibilities to perform these 
functions if they are capable. What we are trying to indicate is that the 
DEQ is ultimately responsible to the citizens of the state to see that 
these activities are performed regardless of whether industry does them or 
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the state does them. Thia would likewise pertain to page 24, paragraph F. 
No changes needed. 

ISSUE 5: APPENDICES 

Comment (State Fire Marshal) (Ramberg) 

During the planning process, a number of appendices wl!l'e proposed to be 
included in the plan. These included initial responder checklists; a 
concept paper on regional haz-mat teams; committee reports-en planning, 
training, and equipment; agency mandates; etc. Will they be part of the 
final plan? 

Response 

The materials identified will be mailed out with the final plan and will be 
considered resource materials to the plan. The only exception will be the 
county resource information which was too fragmentary to be of any value. 

Comment (State Fire Marshal, Ramberg) 

It would be helpful to have a list of all important phone numbers with 
appropriate blanks for locals to fill in. 

Comment 

A resource phone list has been included in the Example Procedure Guidelines 
as part of the resource material to the plan. 

ISSUE 6: DEFINITIONS 

Comment (State Fire Marshal) 

The definitions in Section II should include emergency service and 
emergency service agencies. 

Response 

The Department has reviewed the definitions and agrees that a definition of 
emergency service is appropriate. Wording for the definition provided by 
the State Fire Marshal has been included (see page 6). The definition of 
emergency service agency, however, is not used in the plan, and therefore 
it does need.to be defined under Section II. 
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Comment (Morrison) 

The state plan provides a broad definition of hazardous materials and is 
therefore inconsistent with the provisions of the federal Superfund 
Reauthorization Act which applies only to substances that are listed in 
accordance with the federal act. 

Response 

The definition. of hazardous-,materials in the plan is meant to be broad so 
that any incident that may invglve an emergency response is included. 
Incidents involving materials not listed in the Federal Act may still 
require an emergency response by l()Oal and state agencies. The 
notification system soheme described in the plan is meant to-ensure that a 
response does occur. Industry requirements for reporting are not affected 
by or inconsistent with this system. No change necessary. 

Comment (Black) 

No definition of emergency phase has been provided and a clear definition 
of unified command is needed. 

Response 

Appropriate descriptions have been added (see pages 10 & 11). 

ISSUE 7: EQUIPMENT 

Comment (State Fire Marshal's Office) 

In Section 3c, some mention should be made of equipping the hazardous 
materials response teams. 

Response 

The Technical Advisory Committee's Final Report provides extensive detail, 
and it is our opinion that the information is more appropriately placed in 
the report rather than the plan itself. No changes needed. 

ISSUE 8: INFORMATION 

Comment (State Fire Marshal's Office) 

More information should be provided on the hazardous materials call-up 
system and community right to know legislation being administered by the 
State Fire Marshal. 
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Response 

The Department has included additional language provided by the State Fire 
Marshal's Office (see pages 9 & 13). 

Comment (Grice, Black, Dravich) 

The credibility of the plan is based on having accurate i-nformation about· 
materials that are located in anatransported through a community. There-
should be prior notification to local officials involved in emergency 
response regarding materials transported through a community. 

Response 

Information about materials stored in a community is being addressed by the 
State Fire Marshal's community right to know program. Methods for 
obtaining and/or requiring better information on hazardous material being 
transported on the highways is being studied by the Oregon Department of 
Transportation and the Public Utility Commission. Information on materials 
transported by rail can currently be obtained from the PUC. In addition, 
the Department of Transportation has just completed a plan for regulating 
the transport of hazardous materials. No changes necessary. 

ISSUE 9: CLEANUP 

Comment (State Fire Marshal's Office) 

On page 10, section IIIA, the wording of the last sentence should be 
changed to say •command could remain at the local level during the cleanup 
phase• with the proviso that fire service does not do cleanup. 

Response 

A part of the proposed wording changes have been added (see page 11 ). The 
Department contends, however, that fire service does do clean up under 
certain circumstances, i.e., washing gasoline off the roadway. The 
provision has therefore not been added. 

Comment (State Fire Marshal, Hess) 

The diagram in section VIIA does not indicate who does cleanup during minor 
incidents. · 

Response 

An additional box has been added to the diagram (see page 32) to show that 
command will be at the local or state level. In the absence of a 
responsible party, it is expected the Department will use money from the 
Oil & Hazardous Material Emergency Response fund to contract for cleanup. 
(ORS 466.675) 
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Comment (State Fire Marshal) 

Further language to clarify clean up responsibilities is needed in 
Section VII B. 

Response 

Part of the suggested language oi'fered by-the -Fire Marshal has been 
incl uded--in the plan (see pages 34, 35 & 37). 

Comment (Hess) 

During cleanup and restoration command will shift to the state. Is this a 
change from the criteria established in OAR 340 Division 108? 

Response 

The plan is not proposing any change. 

ISSUE 10: SPILL CLASSIFICATION 

Comment (U.S. Coast Guard) 

The federal government classifies spills by the gallonage spilled, i.e., 
minor spills are those less than 1 ,000 gallons in the inland zone and less 
than 10,000 gallons in the coastal zone. 

Response 

Federal criteria are not necessarily applicable to the Oregon situation. 
By federal definition, almost all of Oregon's spills would be classified as 
minor and therefore would not activate the state system. The reality is 
that a spill of 1 ,000 gallons would probably elicit a major state response 
depending on its location. We have chosen, therefore, to define the 
severity of the spill more by its effects and location rather than by the 
actual gallonage of material spilled. No changes needed. 

Comment (Hess) 

The amount of material spilled that would constitute a small spill is not 
defined on page 25, paragraph B. 

Response 

The designated amount is deliberately not defined because of the tremendous 
variability of hazardous materials. The categories are defined not by the 
amount of material so much as by the kind of response that is elicited. No 
changes needed. 
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ISSUE 11: TITLE III 

Comment (Morrison) 

The state plan must reflect the obligations imposed on the state and 
industry by Title III of the 1986 Superfund Reauthorization Act amendments 
and be consistent with those provisions. 

Response 

The Department does not see any inconsistency between the state plan and 
the requirements of Title III. The community right to know program as 
administered by the State Fire Marshal is recognized in the plan and is 
broader in scope than that required by Title III. The plan was reviewed by 
the Interagency Hazard Communication Council and developed by statewide 
technical committees. The plan in no way removes the obligation of local 
government and local jurisdictions to have emergency plans as contemplated 
by Title III. The state suggests that local plans be consistent with the 
state plan at the same time that the local plans satisfy Title III 
requirements. No changes needed. 

ISSUE 12: PLANNING 

Comment (Morrison) 

The state plan in order to provide guidance to local planning committees 
established under Title III of the federal act must be identical with the 
provisions of Title III in wording and effect. 

Response 

The Department does not see any inconsistency with the federal act and the 
plan as it is written that will mislead local planning committees. The 
main difference is that local plan needs to include additional detail that 
are not appropriately included. in a general state plan. No changes 
necessary. 

Comment (Morrison) 

The state plan in order to provide policy guidance to state agencies in 
developing agency procedures .for emergency response must be consistent with 
Title III as well. 

Response 

Again, the Department does not see any inconsistency between the state plan 
and Title III requirements. The notification requirements are the same. A 
call to 9-1-1 notifies community emergency coordinators and a call to OARS 
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notifies the state emergency coordinators. Private industry is required by 
law to notify OARS and in some instances the Federal Response Center. No 
changes needed. 

Comment (Morrison) 

The plan may not be an emergency response plan, but in fact a policy 
guideline for the benefit of local agencies and state agencies.-; If this is 
the case, shouldn't the ti:tle be amended to reflect that it is not--a plan 
but a guideline? 

Response 

The Department considers this to be the state plan. It may also serve as a 
guideline for others planning to develop their own agency specific plan. 
No changes needed. 

ISSUE 13: FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Comment (Grice) 

Who is going to pay to outfit the agencies' haz-mat teams and pay for 
response expenses? 

Response 

The state approach to providing financial help to local governments is 
detailed in a resource document entitled, "Regional Hazardous Materials 
Response Teams." Very briefly, the DEQ is proposing to the legislature that 
financial assistance be.provided to train and equip regional haz-mat teams. 
Please refer to that document for further details. 

ISSUE 14: LIABILITY 

Comment (Black) 

Does responding to an incident increase a party's liability exposure? 

Response 

Although not included in the plan, the Department was concerned about the 
liability a_ssumed by agencies that perform the activities designated in the 
plan. The Department asked for an Attorney General's opinion on this. The 
Attorney General's opinion is that the plan should not significantly effect 
tort liability of the state or local governments. At the advice of the 
Attorney General, a disclaimer to this effect haa been added to the plan 
(see page 1 ) • 
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ISSUE 15: REPRESENTATION 

Comment (Petrosek, Bobst) 

The plan lacks recognition of local health departments. Local health 
officials may have to respond, particularly if a spill enters publ,ic waters 
that are used for domestic water supplies. A notification procedure for 
local heal th departments should be identified in the plan. 

Response 

Local health departments were included on our mailing list and had been 
provided with information relative to our planning process and its 
progress. In addition, one local health official did participate regularly 
on our planning committee. 

We agree that local health departments may play a key role in hazardous 
materials incidents. The plan is a state plan, however, and cannot detail 
on a county-by-county basis what role local health departments will play. 
That issue must be resolved in local plans. The matrix provided in the 
plan, Figure 2, depicts the general role of county health departments. 
No changes needed. 

Comment (Ramberg) 

The plan has not had sufficient contribution from rural and volunteer fire 
departments. Approximately 70% cf all the fire fighters in Oregon are 
volunteers and will be expected to respond to incidents, but volunteers 
have not had an adequate·opportunity to participate in the process because 
all of the meetings were held during the day in Salem. The large, paid 
fire departments such as Salem, Portland and Eugene have been able to send 
people to all the meetings, but they do not represent the needs of the 
local areas. The plan will not work for rural jurisdictions. 

Response 

Extensive efforts were made to obtain fair representation on our 
committees. Of the 70 persons who regularly attended the Technical 
Advisory Committee meetings, 25 represented various parts of the fire 
service. The Oregon Fire Chiefs Association, the State Fire Marshal's 
Office, the Oregon Fire Medical Administrators Association, the Oregon Fire 
Instructors Association, the Oregon Fire Fighters Association, and numerous 
fire departments sent representatives to the meetings. We also mailed 
informational bulletins to all the fire departments in the state and held 
meetings in July with fire service representatives from all 36 counties. 

It is the Department's position tha.t the fire service was well represented 
and that the plan does reflect their needs as evidenced by the support we 
have received by all those who participated in the process. 
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Comment (Webster) 

The Indian Nations in Oregon have sovereign governmental powers within 
their federally recognized reservation. It appears that they have been 
neglected in the plan. These tribes and their roles and responsibilities 
should be treated as a unique category in Section v. 

Response 

During the plan development, representatives from Umatilla and Warm Springs 
Reservations were participants on our Technical Advisory Committee. They 
appeared to be satisfied with the plan, however, the comment is valid and a 
separate heading for the Indian Nations has been included (see page 26). 

B Sutherland:b 
229-6047 
December 17, 1986 
ZB6308 
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RESOURCE MATERIALS TO THE OIL AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN 

STATE AGENCY AO'l'BORITIES ARD RESPONSE CAPABILITIES 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
January 1987 

The following material provides detailed descriptions of the operating 
authorities of all the state agencies who might be involved in a hazardous 
materials incident. Information on each agencies response capabilities, 
its chain-of-command and appropriate phone numbers is also included. For 
more detailed contingency plans, contact the individual agency. The phone 
numbers are for use during regular working hours to obtain genera1 
information. For emergency response to a spill or other emergency, call 
the 24-hour OARS response line at 1-800-452-0311. 
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STATE AGENCY AUTHORITIES AND RESPONSE CAPABILITIES 

A. Oregon State Police 

1. Administrative Response Authority 

The mission of the Oregon State Police is to protect persons and their 
property and provide for the orderly flow of traffic at the scene of 
any hazardous material accident or incident. State Police will assume 
responsibility for control of the scene if first to arrive or will 
assist any other agency with scene control upon request. 

Upon determination t.hat a hazardous incident has occurred, State 
Police will ensure that the scene is secure and notify Emergency 
Management Division. Local emergency respondents will be dispatched 
as the need dictates. 

Statutory provisions of the Department of State Police are contained 
in ORS 181.101 to 181.410. State Police provides sufficient manpower 
to control and protect the scene. If the incident is major, the 
procedures as established by the Department and explained in Chapter 
I, 6 H & J, pages 1-8 through 1-11 , of the Administrative Handbook 
will be followed. 

2. Incidents 

Oregon State P.olice will respond to any report of an accident or 
incident. involving hazardous material or oil that might affect persons 
or property. 

3. Chain of. Command and Response 

Upon notification, State Police will view the ino"ident scene. 
verification has been made that an incident has occurred, the 
Police secure the scene, provide public protection and notify 
Emergency Management Division. 

Once 
State 
the 

The Station Commander is responsible for any emergency in one 
patrol station's area that may be contained without State Police 
aid from the outside. Every assistance will be extended to city 
or county authorities when the operation is under local control. 

The District Commander is responsible for any operation confined 
within district boundaries but of sufficient magnitude to require 
participation of personnel from more than one station. 

The General Headquarters staff directs any operation that 
requires participation of personnel from more than one district; 
the combined force is commanded by the Superintendent .or a 
designated staff member. 
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4. Response Offices 

General Headquarters 
107 Public Service Building 
Sal em, Oregon 97310 
378-3720 

District I 
3700 SE 92nd Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97266 
238-8440 

District II 
2960 State Street 
Salem, Oregon 97310 
378-2110 

5. State Police Contingency Plan 

District III 
2700 N. Pacific 
Medford, Oregon 
776-6114 

District IV 

Highway 97 
97501 

1050 Bridge Street 
Baker, Oregon 97814 
523-5848 

District V 
-63055 N. Highway 97 
Bend, Oregon 97701 
388-6303 

Oregon State Police emergency operation plans are on file at 
General Headquarters, District Headquarters and Patrol Stations. 
These public documents are available for review upon request. 

B. Emergency Management Division 

1 • Statutory Authority 

The Emergency Management Division (EMD) of the Executive 
Department operates under the authority of ORS Chapter 401. 

2. Incidents 

EMD will respond to any man-made or natural event that causes (or 
threatens to cause) damage to property or people (ORS 401.025(4)). 

3. Chain of Command 

During regular office hours, emergency incident reports are called in 
to an EMD staff member who completes an incident/spill report, 
classifies the incident and coordinates the response. The Operations 
Officer reviews the completed incident/spill report for monitoring 
and/or followup. Depending upon the severity and magnitude of the 
incident, the Operations Officer briefs the Administrator on the 
incident, actions taken, and current status of the operation. After 
evaluating the situation and the potential for developing into a major 
emergency, the Administrator activates the EMD Emergency Operations 
Center and notifies the Governor's Office and the appropriate state 
and/or federal agencies. 

On weekends, holidays and after· normal duty hours, the Oregon State 
Police Communications Division answers EMD telephones. The State 
Police obtains preliminary information from the reporting party and 
relays the information to a designated EMD Staff Duty Officer, who 
contacts the reporting party and obtains complete incident 
information. Depending on the .type, severity, and magnitude of the 
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reported incident, the Staff Duty Officer notifies an EMD Agency 
Representative of the emergency and recommends further actions. The 
Staff Duty Officer carries out all required emergency notifications, 
and the Agency Representative performs the same duties after hours as 
the Administrator performs during regular hours. 

4 • Resources 

EMD provides technical assistance to other agencies through the 
Operations Officer, Communications Officer, and Search and Rescue 
Coordinator. 

EMD also provides communications systems: 

·o National Warning System (NAWAS) · 
o Emergency Broadcast System (EBS) 
o Law Enforcement Data System (LEDS) Teletype 
o Oregon State Highway Division Teletype 
o Emergency Operations Center Radio Communication Systems. 

5. Response Offices 

1-800-452-0311 
(24-hour, toll-free, incident reporting number) 
Emergency Management Division 
Administrative Offices 
Room 43 
State Capitol Building 
Salem, OR 97310 
378-4124 
(24-hour local incident reporting number) 

If major emergency, the call is forwarded to: 

Emergency Operations Center 
Room 50 
State Capitol Building 
Salem, OR 97310 

6. EMD Contingency Plans 

Plans listed below are available from the EMD Operations Officer 
and/or have been distributed to state agencies, local governments 
and federal agencies: 

ZB6235 

o EMD Standard Operating Procedures 
o EOC Standard Operating Procedures 
o EMD Emergency Information Center (EIC) Standard 

Operating Procedures 
o Umatilla Depot Chemical Emergency Response 

Plan (UCERP) . 
o Volcanic Emergency Response Plan 
o Emergency Operations Plan (EOP), Parts II and III. 
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C. Department of Environmental Quality 

1. Statutory and Administrative Response Authority 

The Oregon State Legislature declared that oil will not be discharged 
into waters or on land when there is a substantial likelihood that it 
will enter public waters. Also, no release of hazardous substances 
(including hazardous wastes) into surface water, groundwater, air or 
land will be allowed. 

Oil Spills 

The Department of Environmental Quality's (DEQ) emergency response 
authority for oil is contained in ORS 468.780 to 468.815 and OAR 
Chapter 340 Divisions 47 and 108, which requires the person owning or 
having control over the oil to immediately collect and remove the oil. 
The person is strictly liable for damages to persons or property. If 
a spill occurs, the spiller is required to: 

(a) immediately notify OARS, (b) immediately stop spill, 
(c) immediately contain, (d) collect and remove oil, 
(e) immediately proceed to correct the cause of spill and 
(f) submit a report within seven days describing all aspects 

of the spill and steps taken to prevent a recurrence. 

Failure to immediately clean up the spilled oil and restore the 
environment is subject to a civil penalty of up to $10,000. Anyone 
intentionally spilling oil is subjected to a civil penalty of up to 
$20 ,oo<i. Each day that pollution of public waters continues is 
considered a separate offense. If the spiller does not cleanup oil, 
the Department may, either directly or by contract. The Department 
may recover its actual costs, or three times its costs where a good 
faith effort was not made to clean up. 

Hazardous Materials Spills 

The Department's emergency response authority for hazardous material 
spills (including hazardous waste) is covered in ORS 466.205; ORS 
466 .605 to 466 .690 and OAR Chapter 340 Division 108. Persons who own 
or have control over hazardous materials are strictly liable for 
cleanup. The responsible person(s) must collect, remove or treat the 
hazardous material immediately, under the direction of DEQ. If 
necessary, DEQ may contract to have the spill cleaned up and seek to 
recover its costs through court action. 

The Department has authority to conduct studies and investigations 
pertaining to the containment, collection, removal or cleanup of 
hazardous materials. The DEQ will also advise, consult and 
participate with other agencies in all matters pertaining to emergency 
responses, or cleanup and hazardous material •. The spiller must 
immediately notify OARS if the spill or release is above the 
reportable quantity and to immediately stop, contain and cleanup the 
spill or release under the direction of DEQ. The spiller will be held 
strictly liable without regard to fault for the spill or release. 
Failure to report or immediately clean up or report a spill or release 
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is subject to a civil penalty of up to $10 ,000 or a criminal penalty 
of $10,000 and/or one year in jail. Each day of violation is 
considered a separate offense (ORS 466.880). In addition if a person 
required to clean up a spill fails to do so, that person shall be 
responsible for the reasonable expenses incurred by the Department to 
ensure cleanup. Liability to the Department for damages shall not 
exceed three times the amount of all expenses incurred if a good faith 
effort to cleanup was not made. 

2. Incidents 

Spilled materials that trigger DEQ's response include (a) oil, such as 
gasoline, crude oil, diesel oil; (b) hazardous materials, such as 
flammables, acids, bases, reactives, oxidizers, pesticides, 
chlorinated hydrocarbons and phenols, polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) 1 heavy metals and carcinogens; and (c) hazardous wastes, 
(i.e., a material that has already been used and is intended for 
disposal), such as flammables, acids, bases, reactives, oxidizers, 
pesticides, chlorinated hydrocarbons and phenols, PCBs, heavy metals 
and carcinogens. 

DEQ responds to spills that occur in state waters, including surface 
water and groundwater, released into the air or spilled or released 
onto land. 

3. Chain of Command 

During regular daytime office hours, all spills called in to the 
Emergency Management Division are forwarded to the appropriate DEQ 
regional offices. Regional staff will provide· on-scene response if 
appropriate and will contact headquarters· who will arrange additional 
agency or interagency support if necessary. 

After regular working hours and on weekends, the regional staff are 
notified directly based on a 24-hour call list provided to the 
Emergency Management Division. 

NOTE: Because of overlapping jurisdiction with the U.S. Coast Guard, 
DEQ does not usually respond in areas of U.S. Coast Guard jurisdiction 
(i.e., Columbia River to Bonneville, Willamette River to Oregon City, 
and Pacific Ocean shore), unless requested by the Coast Guard. 

4. Response and Resources 

During the emergency phase of an incident, DEQ is the lead state 
agency for oil and hazardous material incidents. As lead state 
agency, DEQ is responsible for the effective deployment and use of 
state agency resources and is the state's consultant or advisor 
responsible for evaluating the environmental implications of a spill. 
Advice may be provided to (a) local police, fire and public works 
agencies; (b) other state agencies such as the State Police, 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, Health Division and Department of 
Agriculture; (c) spiller or responsible party; (d) cleanup contractor, 
if one has been hired; (e) media who may wish to report on incident 
and (f) public who wish to know the apparent public health or 
environmental risks. 

ZB6235 -5-



DEQ can collect and analyze water, soil, vegetation or tissue samples 
to assist in interpreting public health or environmental implications 
of spill. Emergency samples are given priority status. 

During the cleanup of an incident involving oil or hazardous 
materials, DEQ is the agency responsible for directing the cleanup. 
DEQ may also provide the incident commander, the single person in 
charge of directing all cleanup efforts. However, DEQ staff do not do 
hands-on cleanup. 

5. Response Offices 

Headquarters Office 
Hazardous Materials Section 
811 s.w. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 
229-5759 

Northwest Region Office 
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 
229-5209 

Willamette Valley Region Off ice 
895 Summer St. NE 
Salem, OR 97310 
378-8240 

Southwest Region Off ice 
201 W Main St., Rm. 202 
Medford, OR 97501 
776-6010 

Coos Bay Branch Office 
490 N. 2nd 
Coos Bay, OR 97420 
269-2721 

6. DEQ Contingency Plan 

Roseburg Branch Office 
1937 W Harvard Blvd. 
Roseburg, OR 97470 
440-3338 

Central Region Off ice 
2150 NE Studio Road 
Bend, OR 97701 
388-6146 

Eastern Region Off ice 
700 SE Emigrant 
Suite 330 
Pendleton, OR 97801 
276-4063 

Laboratory & Applied Research 
1712 SW 11th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97201 
229-5983 

Single copies of the "Contingency Plan for Spills of Oil and Hazardous 
Substances" can be obtained by writing Hazardous Materials Section, 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, 811 S.W. Sixth, Portland, 
OR 97204, or calling 229-5759, 229-5774 or toll-free 1-800-452-4011. 

D. Health Division 

1. Statutory and Administrative Response Authority 

The Health Division's emergency response authority stems from the 
statutory charge to administer state policy regarding public health in 
Oregon, and is contained in ORS 184 .830 and ORS 431 • 

Division staff responds to incidents endangering the public's health 
or safety at the request of the Emergency Management Division or. a 
local public health agency. 
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Release of Hazardous Substances 

The Division• s response authority for hazardous substances 
release is contained in ORS 453.105, which gives the assistant 
director for health the authority to have such substances removed 
from commerce if sufficient threat to the public health and 
safety exists. Under ORS 622.180, the Division has the 
responsibility to ensure the cleanliness and sanitation of waters 
used for commercial shellfish raising. 

Accidents Involving Radioactive Materials 

The Division is the lead State Radiation Control Agency under ORS 
453.635, and is an agreement agency to the U.S. Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission. . Quantities of radioactive material of 
public heal th significance· are possessed in Oregon only under the 
authority of a license issued by the Division unless the material 
is in transport or under exclusive federal jurisdiction. In case 
of a transportation accident involving radioactive material, ORS 
469.611 designates the Division as the on-scene accident 
coordinator. 

Accidents Affecting or Potentially Affecting a Drinking 
Water Source 

Under ORS 448 .150 and 44 8.250, the Heal th Division maintains the 
state drinking water quality program to ensure that drinking 
water systems do not pose a threat to the public's health. 

The Division maintains records of water supply locations and 
sources so that in the event of an accident, action may be 
quickly taken to protect the population served by the affected 
supply. The Division's health and engineering staff will respond 
to an incident to give guidance to responders, and to take 
administrative control of the water supply if necessary. 

2. Incidents 

The Division responds to any accident or spill that involves (a) the 
spread of communicable disease, (b) hazardous substances affecting the 
public, (c) radioactive materials or wastes or (d) any substance 
affecting the quality of a drinking water supply or any commercial 
shellfish bed. 

3. Chain of Command · 

During regular working hours, incidents involving materials or 
substances under the authority· of the Health Division are called into 
the section manager responsible for the type of reported incident. 

Off-hours notification for incidents are made to.the Health Division 
through a 24-hour emergency phone at 229-5599. 
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4. Response and Resources 

The Health Division's role is the state's consultant or coordinator 
for assessing protective measures for public health in response to an 
incident. All responses are made and directed from the Portland 
office, and are coordinated with Division field staff, The Oregon 
Poison Control Center and local public health agencies. The Division 
can provide field staff for sample collection and analytical 
capability for all radioactive isotopes in any media. Although the 
Division is not equipped to provide actual cleanup services, the staff 
could direct such operations and assess when site recovery is 
complete. 

5. Response Office 

Health Division 
1400 s.w. 5th 
P.O. Box 231 
Portland, OR 97207 
229-5032 

6. Health Division Contingency Plan 

Single copies of the "Health Division Emergency Response Plan" can be 
obtained by calling or writing to the Portland office of the Health 
Division. 

E. Oregon Department of Energy 

1. Statutory and Administrative Response Authority 

ZB6235 

State law requires that Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) •shall 
coordinate emergency response planning with appropriate agencies 
of government at the local, state, and national levels to assure 
that the response to a radioactive material transportation 
accident is swift and appropriate •••• • (ORS 469.611) 

ODOE issues permits to carriers of radioactive materials. The 
permit program allows screening of carriers to assure they are 
safe and insured. The permit requirements are found in Oregon 
Administrative Rules, Chapter 345, Division 60. 

ODOE's emergency preparedness program includes: 

training for first responders and regional specialists. 
radiation detection equipment distributed along primary 

. routes. 
plans and procedures outlining general responsibilities and 
specific jobs on-scene; 
drills and exercises that test the response system. 

This program is closely coordinated with the State Health 
Division, Radiation Control Section. 
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2. Incidents 

State law requires that OARS be notified of any accident of a 
vehicle carrying RAM. Notice is required regardless if the 
material is damaged or dispersed (OAR 345-60-030). ODOE will be 
notified of any reported incident. 

3. Chain of Command 

ODOE is the lead state agency for accidents involving radioactive 
materials in transport. The call will be sent from the State 
Police (OSP) or Emergency Management Division (EMD) Duty Officer 
to the ODOE Duty Officer. Two ODOE Duty Officers are on-call at 
all times. All Duty Officers are trained for transport 
accidents. The OSP or EMD Duty Officer will also immediately 
notify the State Health Division field response team. 

The Administrator of the ODOE Siting and Regulation Division, or 
Manager of Radioactive Materials Programs becomes the lead ODOE 
Coordinator. Depending on the severity of the incident, he or 
she will appoint a support team. The support team will operate 
from an Emergency Operations Center in the basement of the State 
Capital. 

4. Response and Resources 

ODOE' s role is to help those on-scene until state or federal help 
arrives. A nuclear engineer or health physicist will guide first 
responders to assess the hazard and protect people. ODOE will 
coordinate state and federal off-scene help to on-scene 
responders. ODOE will coordinate the public information with all 
involved parties. 

The State Heath Division provides the state on-scene coordinator. 
The Health Division representatives will be in close contact with 
ODOE officials through completi.on of clean up. 

Regional Radiological Technical Assistants (RRTA) are trained in 
each county along main routes. The RRTA' s have more training for 
on-scene response than most first responders. They will be the 
states eyes and ears, and help local crews pending arrival of 
state or federal teams. 

5. Response Offices 
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Oregon Department of Energy 
625 Marion Street, N.E. 
Salem, OR 97310 
( 800) 221 -8035 
(502) 378-4040 
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6. Contingency Plans 

Multiple copies of procedures for on-scene response are available 
from ODOE. Single copies of internal agency procedures are also 
available from ODOE. 

F. Oregon State Highway Division 

1 • Administrative Response Authority 

The Maintenance Section of the Highway Division is responsible 
for the safety of the traveling public on the State Highway 
System and the protection of its facility. The Highway Division 
responds to any incident that jeopardizes this charge. 

2. Incidents 

In the event that any hazardous materials are spilled on or near 
a state highway, a Highway Maintenance Supervisor or maintenance 
worker may be the first employee on the scene. 

3. Chain of Command and Response 

The Highway Maintenance Supervisor and assistant of each Maintenance 
Section crew have received training in the recognition of hazardous 
materials. 

The first response would be to ensure the safety of traffi-0 and 
adjacent property and to work with police and other officials on the 
scene. 

The Highway Maintenance Supervisor will contact the District 
Maintenance Supervisor with the details on the situation, including 
(a) location, nature and extent of closure; (b) steps taken to remedy 
situation; (c) provisions made to handle traffic; (d) type of chemical 
or hazard, if identifiable and (e) bill of freight information, or 
driver information. 

If necessary, the District Maintenance Supervisor will contact the 
Region Engineer, Maintenance Engineer and State Highway Engineer, 
reporting in detail the facts of the incident. 

The District Maintenance Supervisor or his designee will go to the 
scene to assist .in the protection and routing of traffic. The cleanup 
of the spill and restoration of the highway facility will then be 
determined. 

The protection of traffic may involve a detour or bypass of traffic. 
The Highway Division has barricade materials, manpower and ability to 
set up and operate such facilities. 

The Highway Division has mobile and base radios for quick 
communications. Although State Police and Highway Division radio 
systems are on different frequencies, a system of mutual monitoring of 
base stations permits a quick interchange of information via radio. 
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4. Response Offices 

State Highway Engineer's Office 
140 Transportation Building 
Salem, Oregon 97310 
378-6516 

Maintenance Section Off ice 
885 Airport Road 
Salem, Oregon 97310 
378-6528 

Region 3 
1523 SE Cobb 
Roseburg, Oregon 
440-3399 

Region 4 

97410 

63055 N. The Dalles-California Hwy. 
Bend, Oregon 97701 
388-6180 

Region 1 
9002 SE McLaughlin 
Milwaukie, Oregon 
653-3090 

Region 2 

Boulevard 
97222 

205 E. Salem Highway 
State Street 
Salem, Oregon 97310 
378-2626 

Region 5 
2111 Adams.Avenue 
La Grande, Oregon 
963-3177 

97850 

G. Oregon State Parks and Recreation Division 

1 • Statutory and Administrative Response Authority 

The State Parks and Recreation Division is responsible for the 
acquisition, improvement, maintenance, operation and protection of 
state parks 1.mder ORS 390. Also the Division manages the ocean shore, 
eight scenic waterways and the Willamette River Greenway. 

2. Incidents 

The State Parks' role in natural or man-caused hazards or disaster 
incidents is to protect all the state parks, ocean shore, waterways, 
greenway and the public visiting the area. 

3. Chain of Command and Response 

The State Parks Administrator directs the parks system via a 
headquarters staff in Salem and five Region State Park Supervisors 
stationed throughout the state. 

When a disaster or hazard occurs at state park lands or.waters, the 
Region State Park Supervisor in the affected area is the first to be 
contacted. If the supervisor cannot be reached, then the District 
Park Manager should be notified. The Region State Park Supervisor or 
Park Manager notifies other officials in the division. 

State Parks personnel assist other agency officials in crowd and/or 
traffio control, and provide information, equipment and facilities as 
possible. Responding agencies should consult the· appropriate Region 
State Park Supervisor or District Park Manager for proper .access 
across or to state park lands or waters. 
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4. Response Offices 

REGION I (Willamette Valley and Portland Metro/Counties) 

Region State Park Supervisor 
3554 S. E. 82nd 
Portland, OR 97266 
238-7491 or 238-7492 

District Park Headquarters 

Tryon Creek 
636-4550 

Armitage 
343-7812 

Rooster Rock 
695-2261 

Silver Falls 
873-8682 

Champoeg · 
678-1251 

REGION II (North Coast from Columbia River to Yachats) 

Region State Park Supervisor 
3600 E. Third Street 
Tillamook, OR 97141 
842-5501 

District Park Headquarters 

Beverly Beach 
265-9278 

Fort Stevens 
861-3170 

Cape Lookout 
842-4981 

South Beach 
867-7451 

REGION III (South Coast from Yachats to California Border) 

Region State Park Supervisor 
1155 s. Fifth Street 
PO Box 1265 
Coos Bay, OR 97420 
269-9410 

District Park Headquarters 
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Umpqua Lighthouse 
271-4118 

Cape Blanco 
332-6774 

Bullards Beach 
347-2209 

J.M. Hooeyman 
997-3851 

Harris Beach 
469-2021 

Sunset Bay 
888-4902 
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REGION IV (Central and Southern Oregon) 

Region State Park Supervisor 
63055 N. Hwy. 97, P.O. Box 5309 
Bend, OR 97701 
388-6211 

District Park Headquarters 

The Cove Palisades 
546-3412 

Prineville Reservoir 
447-4363 

Robert Sawyer 
388-2601 

Collier Memorial 
783-2471 

Valley of the Rogue 
582-1118 

The Gorge District 
296-2215 (Message) 

REGION V (Eastern Oregon) 

Region State Park Supervi·sor 
2111 Adams Avenue, P.O. Box 850 
La Grande, OR 978'50 
963-6444 

District Park Headquarters 

Emigrant Springs 
983-2277 

Wallowa Lake 
432-4180 

Hat Rock 
567-5032 

Farewell Bend 
869-2365 

Catherine Creek 
963-4227 

Clyde Holliday 
575-0163 

5. State Parks Contingency Plan 

State Parks and Recreation Division emergency operations plans 
are on file and available from State Parks Headquarters, 
525 Trade Street SE, Salem, OR 97310, 378-5020. 

H. Department of Forestry 

1. Statutory Authority 

The Department of Forestry (DOF) has authority through ORS 527.630 to 
enforce Forest Practice Rules dealing with the application of 
chemicals on forest lands. These rules require certain practices that 
prevent contamination of waters of the state, and also require 
reporting of spills to the State Forester. 

On state-owned lands, DOF will act as the landowner contracting with 
the chemical application operator and will direct initial action and 
cleanup by the operator. 
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2. Incidents 

Usually DOF personnel will be first on the scene in incidents on or 
adjacent to forest lands if the activity is related to forest 
operations. 

The Forestry Department will ensure that operators take initial 
remedial action on spills, if the spill occurs on forest lands 
regulated under the Oregon Forest Practice Act, and will communicate 
to operators subsequent cleanup direction as provided by the 
Department of Environmental Quality. DOF looks to the Department of 
Environmental Quality to provide expertise on the spill cleanup 
actions needed. 

The DOF is capable of rapidly mobilizing a substantial response 
organization including complete radio systems, dispatch and command 
center trailers, public information personnel, state and privately 
owned equipment, and support services for on-site personnel if needed. 

The DOF responds with available people and equipment to any incident 
connected to an operation on forest land or forest land related, and 
to a request from any agency in the OARS. 

3. Chain of Command 

Forest Practice Foresters generally are the first DOF personnel 
dispatched to the scene of an incident. They will advise the operator 
to take prompt action to minimize resource damage. 

Reports are communicated to district offices. District offices 
immediately notify area offices, the Forest Practice Section, 
Protection Division Chief and the State Forester. The Forest Practice 
Section notifies the Emergency Management Division who contacts other 
agencies involved at the administrative level. Districts notify 
involved agencies locally. 

4. Response and Resources 

DOF personnel designate an on-scene coordinator to direct initial 
remedial action or to act in the interim until personnel from the 
responsible agency are on the scene and in control. 

If the Department of Environmental Quality or other agency provides an 
on-scene coordinator to carry out their responsibilities, the DOF 
maintain a liaison person to provide coordination of DOF forces at the 
scene until no longer needed. 

All incidents on forest land are investigated by a DOF investigator, 
and an investigation report is filed with the DOF Forest Practices 
Director. 

Reports from the first Forestry Department person on the scene 
include: (a) type of incident, present situation, chemicals involved; 
(b) location of the incident; (o) name of the operators; (d) resources 
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involved or threatened; (e) personnel on the scene and person in 
charge; (f) most direct comm1mication link to the site; (g) most 
direct travel route to the site and (h) assistance needed. 

5 • Response Offices 

NORTHWEST OREGON AREA 

Area Director 
State Forestry Office 
801 Gales Creek Road 
Forest Grove, OR 97116 
357-2191 

District Headquarters 

Forest Grove District Forester 
801 Gales Creek Road 
Forest Grove, OR 97116 
357-2191 

West Oregon District Forester 
Star Route 2, Box 18 
Philomath, OR 97370 
929-2283 

Tillamook District Forester 
4907 E. Third Street 
Tillamook, OR 97141 
842-2545 

Astoria District Forester 
Route 1 , Box 950 
Astoria, OR 97103 
325-5451 

Clackamas-Marion District Forester 
14955 S. Highway 211 
Mollala, OR 97038 
829-2216 

EASTERN OREGON AREA 

Area Director 
State Forestry Office 
Route 2, Box 357 
Prineville, OR 97754 
447-5658 

District Headquarters 

N.E. Oregon Dist. Forester 
East Adams at 20th 
La Grande, OR 97850 
963-3168 

Central Oregon District Forester 
Route 2, Box 357 
Prineville, OR 97754 
447-5658 
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Klamath-Lake Dist. Forester 
Box 400 
Klamath Falls, OR 97601 
883-5681 

Walker Range Patrol Assn. 
District Supervisor 
P.O. Box 665 
Gilchrist, OR 97737 
433-2451 



SOUTHERN OREGON AREA 

Area Director 
State Forestry Office 
17 85 N. E. Airport Road 
Roseburg, OR 97470 
440-3412 

District Headquarters 

S.W. Oregon Dist. Forester 
5266 Table Rock Road 
Central Point, OR 97502 
664-3328 

Elliott State Forest Manager 
300 Fifth Street, Bay Park 
Coos Bay, OR 97420 
267-4136 

D.L. Phipps St. Forest Nursery Mgr. 
Route 3, Box 193 
Elkton, OR 97436 
584-2214 

Western Lane Dist. Forester 
P.O. Box 157 
Veneta, OR 97487 
935-2283 

I. Accident Prevention Division 

Coos FPA Dist. Supervisor 
300 Fifth Street, Bay Park 
Coos Bay, OR 97420 
267-3161 

Douglas FPA Dist. Supervisor 
1758 N.E. Airport Road 
Roseburg, OR 97470 
672-6507 

Eastern Lane Dist. Forester 
3150 Main Street 
Springfield, OR 97477 
726-3588 

Linn District Forester 
46 90 Highway 20 
Sweet Heme, OR 97366 
367-6108 

1. Statutory and Administrative Response Authority 

The Accident Prevention Division (APD) in the Workers' Compensation 
Department has the authority and responsibility to investigate fatalities 
and catastrophes that involve employe(s) at most Oregon workplaces, 
according to ORS 654 and OAR 436-46-055(2). 

2. Incidents 

Employers are responsible for reporting to APD any employe{s) fatalities or 
catastrophies within 48 hours of the occurrence. Reports to any office of 
APD are routed to the central office where a log is maintained to document 
the notification. Phone calls to notify, confinn, or to provide additional 
information should be directed to 378-3272 (Administrative Secretary) from 
8: 00 a. m. - 5: 00 p. m. weekdays. · 

APD evaluates incidents and may respond to workplace-related fatalities, or 
catastrophies that involve: (a) an accident in which two or more employee 
are fatally injured or five or more employee are each sent to, go to, 
and/or are admitted to a hospital or equivalent medical facility; 
(b) accidents of significant publicity; or (c) accidents or events of a 
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national importance that involve extensive property damage and could have 
involved two deaths or injuries requiring hospitalization to five or more 
employee. 

3. Chain of Command 

The overall program is commanded through the Accident Prevention Division 
administrator, assistant administrator for field operations, and regional 
managers in Portland, Salem, Eugene, Medford, and Bend, Oregon. 

The APD administrator has overall responsibility for the division's 
response, and has established guidelines for receipt, evaluation, and 
assignment of responders. 

The assistant administrator for field operations directs and coordinates 
the investigation, and acts to ensure the regional manager investigates 
accidents. All pertinent information is promptly related to the director 
of the Workers' Compensation Department as it is received from the regional 
managers when a catastrophe has occurred. 

The assistant administrator for field operations provides assistance and 
advice to the occupational safety/health specialist and team members of 
other federal or state agencies or organizations participating in the 
investigation. The Workers' Compensation Department Information Section is 
responsible for the release of information and necessary news releases, 
providing additional information concerning the investigation as available. 
The information office official goes to the scene to handle publicity when 
directed by the director of the Workers' Compensation Department. 

4. Response and Resources 

APD responds to workplace fatalities and catastrophies at fixed and mobile 
work sites to conduct an investigation regarding occupational aspects of 
the incident. Hazards to the general public are not under APD 
jurisdiction. 

APD has no authority to direct rescue operations, which is primarily the 
responsibility of the employer and/or local political subdivisions or state 
agencies. APD has, however, the authority to monitor and inspect the 
working conditions of employes engaged in rescue operations to make certain 
that all necessary procedures are being taken to protect the lives of the 
rescuers. 

Based on the technical knowledge of APD personnel at the scene, advice may 
.be given concerning the safety implications of the proposed rescue 
operations. 

The occupational safety/health specialist has authority to warn the 
employer(s) of persons involved in the rescue operation that a citation, 
red warning notice, or injunctive procedure may be issued if the employer 
intends to use a rescue procedure that may violate a rule or general duty 
clause, or constitute an imminent danger when less hazardous procedures are 
available. 
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5. Response Offices 

Region 1 (West Multnomah, Washington, and Columbia Counties) 
Mountain Park Plaza, Suite 100 
11830 s.w. Kerr Parkway 
Portland, OR 97034 
Phone: 229-5910 

Region 2 (East Multnomah and Clackamas Counties) 
1245 S.E. 122nd Avenue 
Portland, OR 97233 
Phone: 257-4302 

Region 3 (Marion, Polk, Yamhill, Lincoln, Tillamook, and 
Clatsop Counties) 
3867 Wolverine N.E. Suite 26 
Salem, OR 97301 
Phone : 37 8-327 4 

Region 4 (Benton, Linn, and Lane Counties) 
2677 Willakenzie Suite 6 
Eugene, OR 97401 
Phone: 686-7562 

Region 5 (Deschutes, Klamath, Lake, Harney, Malheur, Baker, Grant, 
Crook, Wheeler, Jefferson, Wasco, Sherman, Gilliam, Morrow, Umatilla, 
Union, and Wallowa Counties) 
2150 S.E. Studio Road 
Bend, OR 97701 
Phone: 388-6066 

Region 6 (Douglas, Coos, Curry, Josephine, and Jackson Counties) 
625 Franquette Suite B 
Medford, OR 97501-7899 
Phone 776-6030 

Administrative Office 
Accident Prevention Division 
204 Labor and Industries Bldg. 
Salem, OR 97310 
Phone: 37 8-3272 

Occupational Health Laboratory 
1007 State Office Building 
Portland, OR 97201 
Phone: 229-6286 

6. Expert Assistance 

The assistant administrator for field operations maintains a current list 
of safety and health professionals within APD who are experts in their 
fields. The experts are available for investigations of fatalities and 
catastrophies, and for testifying in any subsequent legal proceedings. 
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The advice of an attorney may be necessary at a very early stage of the 
investigation. The division has legal services available through the 
office of the Attorney General. 

7. APD Contingency Plan 

The complete agency contingency plan is available by request from the 
Workers' Compensation Department, Accident Prevention Division, Labor and 
Industries Building, Room 204, Salem, OR 97310, phone: 378-3272. 

J, Department of Fish and Wildlife 

1. Statutory and Administrative Response Authority 

The Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) operates under the authority of 
ORS 496, which provides for management, maintenance and enhancement of 
Oregon wildlife. 

2. Incidents 

The Department of Fish & Wildlife responds to any spill or discharge of 
petroleum product, chemical or other material that could degrade land or 
water to the point that fish or wildlife would be adversely affected or 
killed, or their habitat degraded or destroyed. 

3, Chain of Command and Response 

The Emergency Management Division or Department of Environmental Quality 
contacts DFW if the spill affects or potentially affects fish or wildlife 
resources. Also, DFW may be informed directly by the U.S. Coast Guard or 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

DFW evaluates the reported information, initiates calls to appropriate 
agency personnel who can provide any needed response, and contacts other 
concerned state and federal agencies to coordinate response efforts. 

Primary interacting DFW entities are Habitat Conservation and Planning 
Division, Regional Offices and District Fish and District Wildlife 
Biologists. All should be kept informed of developments during a spill 
incident. 

When responding to a spill, the DFW field representative evaluates 
potential and actual damage to fish and wildlife resources, and provides 
advice, counsel and logistic support as may be necessary. In case of 
extensive damage to fish or wildlife, it may be necessary to request 
additional help from available DFW staff from the involved Region, 
adjoining Regions or the Portland office to assist in documentation of 
damages. 
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4. Response Offices 

Chemical and Oil Spills 

Habitat Conservation & Planning Div. 
506 S. W. Mill Street 

Southwest Region 
3140 N. E. Stephens Street 
Roseburg, OR 97470 
440-3353 

Portland, OR 97201 
229-5683, 229-5679 or 229-5433 

Marine Region 
Marine Science Drive 
Building 113 
Newport, OR 97365 
867-4741 

Columbia Region 
17330 S. E. Evelyn Street 

__ Clackamas, OR 97015 
657-2137 

Northwest Region 
Rt. 5, Box 325 
Corvallis, OR 97330 
757-41 86 

Fish Division 
506 s. W. Mill Street 
Portland, OR 97201 
229-5440 

Wildlife Division 
506 s. W. Mill Street 
Portland, OR 97201 
229-5456 

5. DFW Contingency Plan 

Northeast Region 
201 20th Street 
La Grande, OR 97850 
963-2138 

Southeast Region 
Box 8 
Hines, OR 97738 
573-6582 

Central Region 
61374 Parrell Road 
Bend, OR 97702 
388-6363 

General Situations 

Operations Section 
506 S. W. Mill Street 
Portland, OR 97201 
229-5442 

Copies of the •contingency Plan for Spills of Oil and Hazardous 
Substances• are available from the Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, 506 S. W. Mill Street, Portland, Oregon 97201, 
229-5683. 

K. Public Utility Commissioner (Motor Carrier and Rail-Air Programs) 

1. Statutory and Administrative Authority 

Concerning motor carrier transportation cf hazardous materials, no 
specific statutes charge the PUC with accident/incident response. But 
ORS 767.020(1), (2) and (2)(a) promote safe, adequate, economical and 
efficient service, and conserv·ation of energy. The primary thrust of 
the p_rogram is to prevent accidents by maintaining high safety 
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standards for railroads, highways, equipment and operations. In 
addition, ORS 756 .075 gives right of entry for examination of 
equipment, records and employees. 

Transportation of hazardous materials and wastes by rail as well as 
penalty provisions are covered in ORS 761.370, 761.380, 761.395, 
761.400, 761.405, 761.415, 761.900, 761.990(5) and (6), and 761.994. 
The Publio Utility Commissioner (PUC) must be notified before class A 
explosives and poison gas are transported into the state by railroad. 
Rules on railroad transportation of hazardous materials were adopted 
through the listed statutes which beoame effective March 1, 1979. 

Both programs enforce statutes and rules designed to help deter 
aooidents involving hazardous materials, to enforce federal standards 
for rail and highway safety, and to analyze potential problems. 

2. Incidents 

The Publio Utility Commissioner's on-site response is usually 
triggered when a major accident occurs on the highway or railroad 
involving hazardous materials. The response usually involves 
investigation of major derailments or incidents or commercial motor 
vehicle accidents after the threat to human life or health, property 
or environment is contained. Basically, PUC is interested in 
investigating the cause of the accident. 

3. Chain of Command 

Initial contact for highway accidents of hazardous materials should be 
made in the following order: Motor Investigations Division 
Administrator, Motor Safety Section Supervisor and Senior Motor Safety 
Specialist. 

For railroad derailments or other incidents, contact in order the 
following people: Emergency Management Division Administrator, 
Rail/Air Program Executive Assistant, Rail Safety Division 
Administrator, and Rail/Air Program Assistant Commissioner. 

4. Response and Resources 

The Public Utility Commissioner provides 24-hour response for major 
accidents involving hazardous materials. The PUC will determine the 
(a) driver's qualifications, (b) hours of service, (c) mechanical 
condition of equipment, (d) cargo loading and securement and (e) 
compliance with applicable hazardous materials and waste regulations. 

On-site investigative activities will take place after the primary 
task of removing or arresting the hazard(s) to life, property and the 
environment. 

Acting in the role of consultant or advisor, the PUC determines if 
proper contact and notification procedures have been initiated to 
Emergency Management Division, local emergency response agency, 
Department of Environmental Quality, and Coast Guard. 
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5. Response Offices 

PUC Motor Carrier Program 
Labor & Industries Building 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Investigations Division 
Administrator - 378-6736 

Motor Safety Section 
Supervisor - 378-4355 

Senior Motor Safety 
Specialist - 37 8-4602 

Rail-Air Program 
Labor & Industries Building 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Emergency Management Division 
Administrator - 378-4124* 

Rail/Air Program Executive 
Assistant - 37 8-6204 

• 24 hours 

6. PUC Contingency Plan 

Rail Safety Division 
Administrator - 378-6217 

Rail/Air Program Assistant 
Commissioner - 378-6351 

Copies of the "PUC Contingency Plan" are available at the Labor & 
Industries Building, Salem, Oregon, 97310. 

L. Department of Agriculture 

1 • Statutory and Administrative Authority 

The Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA) administers several 
statutes and administrative rules that pertain to agricultural 
chemicals (pesticides, fertilizers, and food and animal feed 
additives), The Plant Division administers the licensing of pesticide 
applicators, registration and labeling of agricultural chemicals. The 
Laboratory Services Division performs residue analysis on food and 
animal feed, and if requested, on water, soil and foliage samples. 
The Food and Dairy Division is responsible for determining if there is 
contamination and adulteration of foods, including raw and processed 
foods. 

2. Incidents 

ODA responds to fertilizer or agricultural chemical spills with 
technical assistance, sampling and/or monitoring. 

3, Response and Resources 

The Plant Division provides technical assistance to the agency. 
Assistance can include information concerning the material spilled, 
methods of spill containment, procedures for decontamination and 
treatments for exposure to the spilled material. The Plant Division 
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may also conduct sampling relevant to an agricultural chemical spill. 
Sampling may be of the material spilled and of soil, water or other 
material possibly contaminated by the spilled material. 

Laboratory Services Division analyzes the samples taken in response to 
the spill. 

The Plant Division or Food and Dairy Division, in association with the 
United States Food and Drug Administration (FDA), monitors food and 
animal feed for contamination from a chemical spill. 

If additional technical assistance relevant to an agricultural 
chemical spill is needed, ODA contacts one or more of the following: 
the manufacturer of the agricultural chemical spilled, CHEMTREC (1-
800-424-9300), National Agricultural Chemicals Association Action 
Response Team and United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

4. Response Offices 

Plant Division 
Oregon Dept. of Agriculture 
Agriculture Building, Room 110 
Salem, OR 97310-0110 
378-3776 

5. ODA Contingency Plan 

Laboratory Services Division 
Oregon Dept. of Agriculture 
Agriculture Building, Room 214 
Salem, OR 97310-0110 
378-3793 

The Contingency Plan for Spills of Fertilizers and Pesticides can be 
obtained by calling or writing the Department of Agriculture, 
Agriculture Building, Salem, Oregon, 97310-0110, 378-3776 or 378-3793· 

M. Office of State Fire Marshal 

1 • Statutory and Administrative Authority 

The State Fire Marshal operates under the authority of ORS 476.515, 
Other Office Authorized to Act When the Governor is Unavailable and 
under the Emergency Conflagration Act. 

In addition, under ORS 453.317 to 453,337, the State Fire Marshal is 
authorized to distribute a hazardous substance survey to employers in 
this state. The survey information shall include: 

a) The identity and hazard classification of the hazardous substance 
as listed on material safety data sheet; 

b) The approximate amount and location of the hazardous substance; 

c) The name and telephone number of personnel qualified to give 
technical on-site information about hazardous substances. 

d) Any emergency procedures established by the employer. 

The survey shall be updated once every 12 months and retained by the 
Fire Marshal for 5 ye11-.rs. 
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The Fire Marshall shall provide copies of the information to each 
local public health authority, fire district and any public or private 
safety agency administering an emergency phone system. Upon request, 
the information may be provided to state agencies and to the public. 

Under ORS 453.342 any fire department, emergency service personnel or 
law enforcement agency responding to an incident of injury to a human, 
wildlife, domestic animal or property resulting from a hazardous 
substance.emergency shall make a report of the incident to the State 
Fire Marshal. The State Fire Marshal will make annual summaries of 
all incidents reported. 

The State Fire Marshal under ORS 453.347 is authorized to assist with 
emergency response planning by appropriate agencies of government at 
the local, state and federal level for hazardous substances. 

2. Incidents 

The State Fire Marshal responds to fire situations that develop beyond 
the capabilities of local fire suppression authority. 

3. Chain of Command and Response 

During regular working hours, the State Fire Marshal's office or Fire 
Department Dispatch Center can be contacted at their offices through 
the Emergency Management Division. On weekends, holidays and after 
regular working hours, the Emergency Management Division notifies 
Dispatch Centers or the State Fire Marshal at home. 

When a fire emergency develops beyond the capabilities of local fire 
suppression resources, the Local Fire Chief notifies the County Fire 
Chief that mutual aid or, if not sufficient, mobile support is needed. 
The County Fire Chief informs the District Fire Chief and State Fire 
Marshal of the situation. 

When the local and county fire suppression resources are unable to 
control the fire emergency, the District Fire Chief reports the 
conditions to the State Fire Marshal, who verifies the need and 
requests authorization of the Governor or authorized alternate to 
implement the Emergency Conflagration Act. 

The State Fire Marshal and staff set up the Control Center in the 
State Fire Marshal's office, contact the Governor or line of 
successors for authorization to implement the Act, and follow 
interoffice standard operating procedures until the fire emergency has 
ended. 
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4. Response Offices 

Fire Marshal's Office 
3000 Market Street N.E. 

Suite 534 
Salem, OR 97310 
(contacted in the following order) 

(1) State Fire Marshal 
378-FIRE 

(2) Chief Deputy 
373-1276 

(3) Fire Prevention/Investigation 
Manager - 37 8-4917 

(4) Institutional/Codes 
Manager - 378-4917 

(5) Lead Deputy 
378-4917 

Fire Department Dispatch Centers 

Salem Fire Department 
588-6111 

Marion County Fire District #1 
588-6251 

A list of county fire chiefs is available from the State Fire 
Marshal's office. 

5. State Fire Marshal Contingency Plan 

Copies of the contingency plan are available from the State Fire 
Marshal Office, 3000 Market Street N.E., Suite 534, Salem, OR 97310, 
or call 37 8-4917. 

N. Military Department 

1 • Statutory and Administrative Response 

The Oregon National Guard, under direction of the Military Department, 
State of Oregon, provides ass.istance to civilian authorities when a 
state of emergency is declared by the Governor. Organization, 
training, administration and operation of the Oregon National Guard 
are described in ORS 396 and 399. 

2. Incidents 

The Oregon National Guard is capable of providing assistance in almost 
any emergency or disaster, whether natural or man-caused. The type of 
incident that could generate a need for National Guard assistance 
includes floods, forest fires, wind and snow storms, 
earthquake/volcanic activity, civil disturbance (riots), war and 
nuclear incidents (including war). 

3. Chain of Command 

The Military Department is structured to direct and control National 
Guard emergency support through the military chain-of-command. 
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The standard emergency assistance request is generated by a local 
community, through the County Emergency Services Coordinator/ 
Director, to the State Emergency Management Division. Commitment of 
the National Guard is held in temporary inactivity until the capacity 
of local assistance has been exhausted or when the nature of the 
incident will likely exceed the capabilities of local control. 

The State Emergency Services Director evaluates each request and, if 
appropriate, refers the matter to the Military Department for action. 

The Military Department maintains a variety of plans for El!lergency 
operations. The Director of Military Support to Civil Authorities at 
the Military Department maintains continuous liaison with the 
Emergency Services Division. Potential emergency situations are 
monitored by the Military Department in preparation for National Guard 
involvement. 

When directed by the Governor (through the Emergency Services 
Division) or the Adjutant General, the Oregon National Guard is placed 
in a state active duty status. The State of Oregon becomes 
financially involved for the pay, fuel and equipment maintenance of 
the committed forces. When fully committed, the Oregon National Guard 
is organized in a task force configuration. The State Area Command 
(STARC) is divided into five subarea commands as follows: 
(a) Subarea I Command (Portland) - Commander, 41st Infantry Brigade; 
(b) Subarea II Command (SalEl!l) - Commander, 1249th Engineer Battalion; 
(c) Subarea III Command (Cottage Grove) - Commander, 2nd Battalion 
162nd Infantry; (d) Subarea IV Command (Ashland) - Commander, 1st 
Battalion 186th Infantry and (e) Subarea V Command (La Grande) -
Commander, 3rd Squadron 116th Armored Cavalry. 

Emergency operations most frequently demand the commitment of less 
than a total state mobilization of the National Guard. The policy of 
the Governor and the Adjutant General is to mobilize only those 
resources necessary to control, contain, or recover from the emergency 
situation. When resource commitment is less than a full subarea 
command (as is usually the case), operational control is retained by 
the Military Department (Director of Military Support to Civil 
Authorities) • 

4. Response and Resources 

The Oregon National Guard, Army and Air, is composed of nearly 9,500 
people in 91 separate units, located in 44 armories (including three 
aviation facilities) in 40 communities around the State. 

General capabilities of the Oregon National Guard in emergency 
operations are (a) clearing debris and repairing streets, highways, 
rail centers, dock facilities, airports, and other areas, as . 
necessary, to permit rescue or movement of people and to provide 
access and recovery of vital resources, (b) repairing facilities of a 
minor nature, usually damages that delay recovery operations, (c) 
administering first aid for casual ties and (d) securing and protecting 
vital facilities and resources. 
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Also, the Guard is involved in (a) maintaining law and order in 
support of local and State law enforcement officials, (b) controlling 
traffic, (c) providing support activities for fire fighting and (d) 
recovering, collecting, safeguarding and distributing food and other 
critical supplies. 

Specialized capabilities of the Guard include: providing limited 
supply of potable water from water purification units and 400-gallon 
water trailers, transporting and installing packaged disaster 
hospitals, providing limited source of electrical power from portable 
generators, and rescuing disaster victims through ground and aerial 
efforts. 

Other specialized capabilities are providing people and equipment for 
mass feeding of disaster victims, establishing communications networks 
with fixed and mobile radios and/or support civil authorities with 
qualified radio operators, providing aerial surveillance of" disaster 
area, and assisting in the recovery, identification and disposition of 
the deceased. 

5. Response Offices 

Director, Military Support 
to Civil Authorities 

2150 Fairgrounds Rd. NE 
Salem, Oregon 97303 
378-3903 

Director, Operations & Training 
2150 Fairgrounds Rd. NE 
Salem, Oregon 97303 
378-3903 

Deputy Chief of Staff 
2150 Fairgrounds Rd. NE 
Salem, Oregon 97303 
378-3985 

Chief of Staff 
21 50 Fairgrounds 
Salem, Oregon 
378-3989 

Rd. NE 
97303 

The Adjutant General 
2150 Fairgrounds Rd. NE 
Salem, Oregon 97303 
37 8-3981 

A Staff Duty Officer is available during off-duty hours. The Duty 
Officer may be reached through the Military Department answering 
service by calling 37 8-3980. 

6. Military Department Contingency Plan 

Instructions for activation of the Military Department for the State 
of Oregon emergency operations are contained in the Oregon National 
Guard Pamphlet 350-7 (ORNG Pam 500-1). A current copy of the pamphlet 
is available through the Emergency Management Division. Contingency 
plans at the Military Department include: (a) Alert and Mobilization 
Plan (for official use only) for limited or general war; (b) Civil 
Disturbances Operations Plan -- special training is conducted annually 
by task organization; (c) Emergency Operations Plan, Oregon National 
Guard, which is designed for application in any state emergency and 
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(d) the Fire Mobilization Plan of the State Forestry Department is 
maintained with a special agreement between Forestry and Military 
because of the urgency and frequency of support activities. 

The Director of Military Support to Civil Authorities at the Military 
Department maintains emergency operations plans from other agencies, 
both state and federal, and from adjacent states. 

o. Oregon State University 

1. Response Authority 

The purpose of Oregon State University (OSU) is educational, but 
within the faculty and staff exists a wide variety and depth of 
expertise, which could be called upon to offer assistance in times of 
hazardous substances emergencies. 

2. Incidents 

While no structure or responsibility exists requiring emergency 
response of the type envisioned by the Hazardous Material Emergency 
Response Plan, the professionals will respond as university faculty 
and good citizens. 

3. Chain of Command and Response 

Campus Specialists can be contacted fer information, directly or for 
access to specific information. 

4. Response Offices 

Entomologist 
Cordley 2055 
Oregon State University 
Corvallis, OR 97331 
754-3151 

Toxicologist & Chemist 
Weniger 341 
Oregon State University 
Corvallis, OR 97331 
754-3791 

Extension Agent Engineering 
Gilmore 240 
Oregon State University 
Corvallis, OR 97331 
754-4021 

Toxicology Chemist 
Weniger 237 
Oregon State University 
Corvallis, OR 97331 
754-2906 

Since sites of emergencies are unpredictable, Oregon State University 
has knowledgeable faculty members in the extension 
offices at 36 locations in Oregon, who can be called up in 
.emergencies. 

Baker County 
523-6414, ext. 230 

Benton County 
757-6750 

Clackamas County 
655-8631 
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384-2271 

Grant County 
575-1911 

Harney County 
573-2506 



Clatsop County 
325-8625 

Columbia County 
397-3462 

Coos County 
396-3121 , ext. 24o 

Crook County 
447-6228 

Curry County 
247-7011, ext. 281 

Deschutes County 
548-6088 

Douglas County 
672-4461 

Lincoln County 
265-6611, ext. 207 

Linn County 
967-3871 

Malheur County 
881-1417 

Marion County 
588-5301 

Morrow County 
676-9642 

Multnomah County 
254-1500 

Polk County 
623-8395 

Sherman County 
565-3230 

P. Oregon Department of Justice 

Hood River County 
386-3343 

Jackson County 
776-7371 

Jefferson County 
475-3808 

Josephine County 
476-6613 

Klamath County 
883-7131 

Lake County 
947-2279 

Lane County 
687-4243 

Tillamook County 
842-5511, ext. 372 

Umatilla County 
276-7111 , ext. 235 

Union County 
963-1010 

Wallowa County 
426-3143 

Wasco County 
296-5494 

Washington County 
648-8771 

Wheeler County 
763-4115 

Yamhill County 
472-9371 , ext. 559 

1. Statutory and Administrative Response Authority 

The elected Oregon Attorney General, who is the administrative head of 
the Oregon Department of Justice, is directed by the Legislature to 
"perform all legal services for the state or any department or officer 
of the state," ORS 180 .060 ( 5), upon request. Additionally, the 
Attorney General "shall ••• direct the district attorneys in all 
criminal ••• matters relating to state affairs ••• ,"ORS 
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180.060(4), and may "take full charge of any investigation or 
prosecution of violation of law, n ORS 180 .070(1), at the direction of 
the Governor. The Attorney General provides his services through 
assigned counsel to each agency (Assistant Attorneys General) who 
"have full authority under the direction of the Attorney General to 
perform any duty required by law to be performed by the Attorney 
General" ORS 180.140(1). 

2. Incidents 

The Oregon Department of Justice responds to all incidents (a) at the 
request of the state agency having jurisdiction, (b) at the request of 
the Governor or (c) upon the Attorney General's own motion. 

3, Chain of Command and Response 

The Oregon Department of Justice is headed by the Attorney General. 
The Attorney General has one Deputy Attorney General,--who is 
authorized to act in his absence. The Department of Justice is 
divided into six divisions, each headed by a Division Administrator. 
The Trial Division provides trial attorneys for most of the State's 
trial court appearances. The General Counsel Division provides 
attorneys to most of the state agencies, The General Counsel Division 
is subdivided into nine sections, each headed by an Attorney-in
Charge. 

Regarding response to an incident, ordinarily each affected state 
agency will contact its assigned counsel (or that counsel's 
assistants) after an investigation has been commenced but before it is 
completed. The agency's counsel then would provide legal advice and 
assistance, and would obtain the aid of a Trial Division attorney, if 
necessary. It is also possible that a request for legal assistance 
could come down the chain of command to counsel assigned to an agency 
from the Attorney General upon his own motion or at the request of the 
Governor. In addition, the Department of Justice through its 
appointed member of the Hazardous Materials Council, or substitute, 
could be directly requested by the Emergency Management Division to 
give legal assistance in which case appropriate agency counsel, and 
&rial counsel if necessary, would be contacted and would respond. -
Once contacted, agency counsel would be responsible for (a) arranging 
any necessary assistance from the Trial Division and other appropriate 
General Counsel or other Division attorneys, and (b) coordination of 
legal efforts with local and federal agencies. 

4. Response Offices 

General Counsel Division 
Justice Building 
100 Justice Building 
Salem, OR 97310 
378-4620 

Education Section representing: 
Department of Higher Education 

Oregon State University, Department of Entomology 
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Finance and Government Section representing: 
Executive Department, Emergency Management Division 
Military Department 
Public Utility Commissioner 

Licensing and Regulatory Law Section representing: 
Department of Commerce, Fire Marshall Division 

Natural Resources Section representing: 
Department of Agriculture 
Department of Energy 
Energy Facility Siting Council 
Department of Forestry 

Transportation Section representing: 
Transportation Department 

Highway Division 
Parks and Recreation Division 
Traffic Safety Commission 

Criminal Justice Division 
Salem Office 
100 Justice Building 
1162 Court Street 
Salem, OR 97310 
378-6347 
Representing Department of State Police 

Trial Division 
Justice Building 
1162 Court Street 
Salem, OR 97310 
37 8-6313 

Business/Labor/Consumer Affairs Division 
Workers Compensation Unit 
201 Labor & Industries Building 
Capitol Mall 
Salem, OR 97310 
378-3341 
Representing Accident Prevention Division 

Oregon Department of Justice 
500 Pacific Building 
520 SW Yamhill 
Portland, OR 97204 
229-5725 

Natural Resources Section representing: 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Health and Human Services Section representing: 
Heal th Division 
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Q. Oregon Traffic Safety Commission 

1 • Response Authority 

The Oregon Traffic Safety Commission (OTSC) is not a first responder 
in emergencies. The Commission makes sure that the statutes and 
resources are available on the public streets and roads of Oregon to 
respond in an emergency. 

2. Response 

The OTSC has played a vital role in developing ambulance services, 
emergency management training, radio communication systems, police 
training, etc. 

3. Response Office 

Oregon Traffic Safety Commission 
4th Floor 
State Library Building 
Salem, OR 97310 
378-3668 
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RESOURCE M.~TERIALS TO THE OIL AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN 

Attachment X 
Agenda Item D 
1I23187, EQC Meeting 

REGIONAL ABD STATE HAZARDOUS-MATEllIALS 
RESPONSE TEAMS (Conoept Paper) 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
January 1987 

The following paper describes a system of regional haz-mat teams and a 
state haz-mat team. It is for discussion purposes only. The concepts are 
QY no means totally refined. As you will note, certain areas are targeted 
for possible state funding to establish Tier 2 and Tier 3 regional response 
teams. These areas are not fixed at the present time. Also, please note 
that first response is still a local function. 

A number of factors will influence final decisions on the placement of the 
teams. First, a jurisdiction must meet a set of criteria which are 
outlined in general form in the paper. Second, there must be an 
appropriate level of risk to the population. The data and the criteria we 
have used to make this first cut need more refinement. 

It is our intention, should the legislature approve funding for a regional 
system of teams, that a committee representing all levels of government be 
established to review the criteria, the spill data and entertain proposals 
from local jurisdictions interested in housing a haz-mat team. 



REGIONAL HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RESPONSE TEAMS 

Background 

Hazardous materials incidents are occurring with increasing frequency 
around the state. (See Table 1). Local emergency response agencies such 
as fire and police departments are usually first on-scene and are expected 
to provide the necessary trained personnel, skills and specialized 
equipment to deal with the initial emergency. Important first actions 
include hazard recognition, life saving, fire suppression and spill 
containment and control. Hazardous materials incidents present unique 
problems fer responders due to the complexity and diversity of the 
materials and their potentially dangerous character. Emergency responders 
need a high degree of training and very specialized equipment to deal 
appropriately and safely with such incidents. The cost of the equipment 
can be very high. It is estimated that a fully equipped hazardous material 
vehicle for use in an urban/industrialized area would cost $150 ,000 
excluding personnel costs. 

In most parts of Oregon, specially trained and equipped haz-mat teams are 
4-6· hours away. At present the alternative for many local response 
agencies and state agencies is to either not respond to a haz-mat 
incident and leave the public at risk until an appropriately equipped team 
arrives, or to respond with inadequate protection and put their own 
personnel at risk. Usually they choose the latter alternative in spite of 
the risks. The growing concern over this issue, however, is causing many 
jurisdictions to look at options for improving local response capability 
through the acquisition of hazardous material equipment and increased 
training for their personnel. 

A logical approach to this issue because of the expense involved is to 
devise some sort of regional capability and to thus share the personnel 
requirements and specialized equipment among several jurisdictions. This 
approach is not unlike the mutual aid agreements currently used by the 
fire service to fight major urban fires and the Forestry Department to 
fight wild fires. Emergency medical service providers also use a similar 
system. A regional syst.em makes particular sense when we consider that a 
transportation-related incident involving the interstate movement of oil or 
hazardous materials represents one of the most likely threats to many 
communities. At present few individual jurisdictions can arrange the 
personnel and equipment resources that it would take to field an adequately 
prepared and equipped hazardous material response team, so that they can 
respond to such incidents. 

Alternative Approaches 

The following section outlines 2 proposals for providing improved response 
capabilities to local areas and a 3rd alternative which considers the 
status quo. In all oases local fire and police are expected to provide the 
initial response and at a minimum establish a secure perimeter at the scene 
and attempt to identify the hazard. 
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" TABLE 1: Reported Spills (1981-1985) 
tg 
I\) 
0 
w Willamette . .... Northwest Valley Southwest Central Eastern STATEWIDE 

1981 Region Region Region Region ~ion TOTALS 

Petroleum Produots 97 21 33 16 20 187 
Chemical/Hazardous Waste __££_ _i ..1.. -2. ..1.. _n 
Total Spills 119 27 40 21 27 234 

1982 

Petroleum Products 84 39 26 20 24 193 
Chemical/Hazardous Waste .....32. g_ -2. ..1.. ..1.. _1Q_ 
Total Spills 123 51 31 27 31 263 

I 
N 
I 

1983 

Petroleum Products 131 59 31 27 27 275 
Chemical/Hazardous Waste _n 22 -2. __!_ 11 -91.. 
Total Spills 178 81 40 35 36 372 

1964 

Petroleum Products 116 60 . 77 10 24 269 
Chemical/Hazardous Waste _n 11 li __!_ _1 _1!!_ 
Total Spills 1 lJ9 78 96 16 25 367 

1ill_ __ 

Petroleum Products 97 52 50 18 22 239 
Chemical/Hazardous Waste _2.1 2lJ 20 -2. 12. ill 
Total Spills 150 76 70 23 . 37 356 



The first proposal is built on the premise that any area of the state 
should be within one hour's response time of an equipped hazardous material 
response team and that major population centers should be within one-half 
hour's response time. 

The proposal calls for the establishment of regional hazardous materials 
response teams that could be called into service during any hazardous 
materials incident where technical expertise and/or specialized training 
and equipment are needed to deal with a situation. All teams would receive 
comparable levels of training and equipment. It is a two-tiered approach 
with the regional hazardous material team (second tier) expected to provide 
assistance to the local first responder (first tier) during the containment 
and control phase of an emergency response. 

If the above approach was used in Oregon, it would result in the 
establishment of 19 regional hazardous material response teams around the 
state (see Figure 1) with a one-half hours•s response time to any place 
west of· the Cascade Mountains where the major _population centers are 
located and a one-hour's response time to any place east of the Cascade 
Mountains and along the Oregon Coast. The exception would be northeast 
Oregon along I-84 where a relatively high transportation accident risk 
exists due to severe winter weather conditions and mountain passes. A 30-
minute response capability is assumed in this area. 

The advantages of the system described above would be that it would provide 
the best possible protection to the citizens of the state by ensuring a 
quick and comprehensive response effort to all locales. Second, the system 
would provide the most protection to local emergency responders (the first 
tier) who have to deal with the initial response by allowing them to rely 
on haz-mat teams who have the best possible equipment and training. Third, 
the system would provide the best protection for the environment of the 
state by ensuring a quick and thorough response to any emergency. Fourth, 
an appropriate response by a well-trained team can greatly reduce the cost 
of cleanup. The main disadvantage to the above approach would be its high 
initial cost. A further possible disadvantage would be that response teams 
in some areas of the state where the risk is low would have very few 
responses and consequently may have difficulty maintaining an adequate 
state of readiness. 

The second proposal would be to develop a three-tiered approach. Six teams 
(the third tier) would be equipped and trained to handle any risk posed by 
a hazardous materials incident. They would be strategically placed to 
provide response to any place in the state in under 4 hours. Nine other 
strategic locations would be provided with equipped and trained teams (the 
second tier) that would have enough of the basic gear to handle most 
incidents or protect the area until a Tier 3 team could arrive. Local 
first responders would still provide the first tier response. The 
disadvantage of this approach is that the response time for a Tier 3 
emergency would be increased in those areas that are remote from Tier 3 
teams. The advantage of this approach would be that the total initial 
system cost would be less while the highest risk areas would still be fully 
covered. In addition the coverage of all areas in the state to some higher 
level of protection would be accomplished in a shorter time period. 
Finally, as the state industrial base develops, the system could be 
upgraded at a later date so that some or all of the teams around the state 
could be brought up to Tier 3 capabilities as actual experience and 
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potential for risk occurs. The system is flexible enough that local 
government could also upgrade a Tier 2 team at their own expense if they 
believed the risks were sufficient to justify the extra expense. 

A final alternative would be to continue with the status quo. As discussed 
earlier, many jurisdictions out of concern for their employees and 
constituents are looking at available options for improving their hazardous 
materials response capabilities. In those areas that have the financial 
resources (generally the more urban areas), improvement in response 
capabilities will occur, but for other locales, the costs will be 
prohibitive and the present piece meal response system will continue. 

The advantage to this approach is that all the responsibility remains at 
the local level. Many jurisdictions will eventually improve their ability 
to respond. A major disadvantage would be that without central or regional 
coordination, much duplication and inefficiency will probably occur. In 
addition, the costs will. be borne by the ~ocal taxpayers, and because of 
the high costs, many areas of the state will remain unprotected with a 
resulting risk to the affected communities and individuals. Mutual aid 
agreements will probably not help these unprotected areas since they will 
have no resources to share mutually with a haz-mat team from another area. 

Discussion 

Of the three proposals, the second proposal calling for a three-tiered 
approach appears to be most acceptable at this time. It provides improved 
statewide protection within a reasonable response time and requires less 
initial money to implement. The following section provides more details on 
how the system is envisioned. 

Initial Response 

All agency people who could potentially be first on scene at an incident 
would be provided with Basic Haz-Mat Awareness training and would be able 
to size up a potentially dangerous situation, protect themselves from the 
hazard and know who· to call for help. The call would go to the local 
emergency response numb.er (9-1-1 if available) and a local response would 
be initiated. 

Tier 1 Response 

Tier 1 response would consist of local fire, police or any other emergency 
unit who at a minimum would be able to establish a secure perimeter at the 
scene, attempt to identify the hazard and protect the public until more 
specialized help arrives on scene. · 

Tier 2 Haz-Mat Teams 

The Tier 2 hazardous material response teams would consist of at least four 
well-trained individuals per shift, 12 total who could respond to any haz
mat incident and be able to undertake life-saving tasks, control the less 
complex situations and secure the area if the situation called for the 
services of an advanced capability team. The main difference between the 
Tier 2 and Tier 3 teams would be the amount of response equipment. All 
members of the team would be required to have certification to at least a 
Haz-Mat Tech II level. The team would have a response vehicle and 
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sufficient equipment to do the jobs described above, but they would not 
have fully encapsulated suits. 

Tier 3 Haz-Mat Teams 

The Tier 3 hazardous materials response teams would consist of a team of 
highly trained experts composed of at least five individuals on call during 
any work shift, At least 12 trained members would be available to cover 
all shifts. This team would be trained and equipped to respond to any haz
mat incident to stabilize and control the situation and assure public 
safety and well being. The captain of each unit would be required to have 
certification as an advanced haz-mat responder (Haz-Mat Tech III). This 
would require the completion of the proposed three levels of haz-mat 
training. Other members of the team would be required to have 
certification to at least Haz-Mat Teoh II. The team would have a larger 
vehicle and a variety of encapsulated suits enabling them to handle any 
spill. They would have a wide variety of reference material and aooess to 
a computerized data base. It is expected that most team members for Tier 2 
and Tier 3 teams would come from a full-time paid fire department but some 
jurisdictions have successfully integrated other disciplines into a team 
including law enforcement, emergency management, public works and health 
departments. 

Location of the Teams 

The appropriate locations for the Tier 2 and Tier 3 haz-mat teams would be 
determined by the following criteria. 

1 • Level of Risk 

a. Number of reported incidence in the area. 

b. Variety and complexity of hazardous materials in the area. 

o. The volume of hazardous materials transported and/or stored 
or utilized in the area. 

d. The number of potentially affected people. 

2. Response Time 

a. Protection of public health. 

b. Protection of the environment. 

3. Resource Commitments 

o Utilization of existing resources. 

The actual placement of the haz-mat teams would also be dependent on: 

2. 

ZB5923 

Mutual aid agreements with all jurisdictions in a region and a 
commitment to provide maximum protection to all citizens. 

Haz-mat plans that are consistent with all the local 
jurisdictions and the state plan. 
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3. Enough personnel to man a team on a 24-hour basis. 

4. A commitment to Haz-Mat Technician II level training for all team 
members. 

5. A location near the population center of a regional area. 

6. Secure housing for haz-mat equipment. 

Any entity within a regional area which met these criteria could apply to 
the state for a grant-to establish a hazardous materials response team. In 
most oases, fire departments appear to be the logical applicants. They 
have trained and equipped personnel who are on-call 24-hours a day. They 
already respond to hazardous material incidents. Other local agencies or 
cooperative groups would not be excluded, however. Particularly in rural 
areas where no paid fire departments exist, it may take a cooperative 
effort from a number of agencies to maintain a hazardous materials response 
team. 

Level of Risk 

Based on available information,· the main risk areas in Oregon are the major 
transportation corridors along I-5, I-84, and US-97 and the rail lines that 
follows these highways. The DEQ•s spill report data (See Table 1 & Figures 2 
& 3) indicate that the largest number of spill incidents, both chemical 
and petroleum, occur in the Portland metropolitan area followed by the 
Willamette Valley and the I-5 corridor from Eugene south. The I-84 and 
highway 101 corridors follow next with US-97 having the fewest reported 
spills. The eastern interior had very few incidents. Not surprisingly the 
number of spills roughly corresponds to the major centers of population, 
suggesting that those areas with the most population have the greatest risk 
of spills. 

Table 2 analyzes the spill data from 1985 with respect to the type of 
product spilled and whether it is a fixed site or transportation related. 
As can be seen, fixed site incidents. account for 2/3 of the reported 
spills. Petroleum products likewise account for about 2/3 of the total 
products spilled. Figure 2 depicts this breakdown on a county-by-county 
basis. Figure 3 shows actual location of spills. The 1981-85 data (Table 
1) indicate the percentage of chemical products spilled has increased, 
which suggests that the risk from chemical spills is likewise increasing. 

Risk can also. be examined by the volume, variety. and complex! ty of 
materials that can potentially be spilled. Using this criteria, the major 
industrial areas present a high risk as do the major transportation routes. 
for rail and truck. Lesser risks in terms of variety and volume of 
materials would be encountered in areas such as, the eastern interior and 
the coast where petroleum products, pesticides and fertilizers are the 
major hazardous materials utilized and transported. Data currently being 
collected by the State Fire Marshal (Hazardous Substance Survey) and 
proposed to be collected by the Public Utility Commission (Transportation 
Survey) will assist in a better analysis of the risks. 

Response Time 

The second criteria, response time, is also a key element. All of the 
state must be_ adequately protected. If we use the three-tier approach as 
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TABLE 2: ANALYSIS OF DEQ's 1985 .SPILL DATA 

Type of Spill or Release Number Percentage 

Petroleum 239 67 
Gasoline 42/239 17.5 

Chemical~ 117 33 
PCB 35/117 33 ---

Total 356 100 

Transportation 123 34.5 
Fixed Site 233 65.5 

Total 356 100 

Highway Related 112/123 91 
Railroad Related 11/123 9 

Petroleum 
Primnry State Highway 45/100 45 
Other Highways 55/100 55 

Chemical 
Primary State Highway 12/ 23 52 
Othe:r Highw,.ys 11/ 23 48 
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described, the Tier 3 teams must be able to cover the high risk areas in 
a timely manner, but the other areas of the state must have timely Tier 2 
coverage, which can provide protection and support the initial responders 
(Tier 1) until an advanced team arrives. The three-tier approach makes 
having an hour to two hours response time to most places in the state still 
appear to be a valid criteria. 

Existing Resources 

The final criteria is to build on already existing resources if possible. 
This provides two-fold benefits: first, initial costs can be minimized and 
secondly, it may be possible to speed up implementation since varying 
amounts of the planning, training and equipment procurement have already been 
done. Further, total initial costs are less thus allowing more areas of the 
state to benefit from fewer dollars. At present, two haz-mat teams exist in 
the Portland area, while other areas of the state including Eugene, Roseburg 
and Redmond have partly equipped haz-mat teams. Various aspects of haz-mat 
planning and implementation are occurring in other areas as well. 

Discussion 

The three criteria when taken as a whole suggests that advanced teams with 
the most highly trained and equipped responders would have to be located 
near the highest risk areas so as to provide the shortest response time and 
the best capabilities. The Portland metro area and I-5 corridor appear to 
need the best coverage. The I-84, Hwy 101, and US-97 corridors need good 
coverage as well, but the number of incidents, and smaller population base 
suggests that a longer response time may be acceptable. The eastern 
interior of the state appears to need the least amount of protection. 

This evaluation suggests an approach as depicted in figure 4 which shows 
the boundaries and home base for six (6) Tier 3 haz-mat teams. The 
boundaries are not absolute and it is expected that adjacent haz-mat teams 
would assist each other through mutual aid agreements. Team number 1 in 
East Portland, (City of Gresham/Multnomah County Team), would cover the 
eastside of Portland from S.E. 122nd east to The Dalles, south to Salem, 
southeast to Mt. Hood and to the north end of US-97. Team number 2 in 
North Portland (City of Portland Team) would cover the North Portland 
industrial area, the city west of S.E. 122nd, the coast to Astoria and 
Lincoln City and go south to Salem as a backup to the first team. Team 
number 3 in Eugene (City of Eugene's Team which exists in part) would cover 
north to Salem, west to the coast including Reedsport and Newport, east to 
the Cascades summit and south to Cottage Grove •. Team number 4 in Medford 
(which does not exist) would cover north to Cottage Grove, the coast from 
Coos Bay to Brookings, south to Ashland and east to the Cascade summit. 
Team 5 in the Bend/Redmond area (City of Redmond which exists in part) 
would cover north along US-97, south to Klamath Falls, west of the Cascade 
crest and east to the Burns and Lakeview area. The 6th team in Pendleton 
(which does not exist) would cover east to Ontario, west along I-84, south 
to Burns and north to the Washington border. 

Figure 5 depicts the establishment of nine (9) Tier 2 teams to cover areas 
that are distant from advanced teams and provide backup to the advanced 
teams. These teams include: Tualatin, Newport, Coos Bay, Salem, Roseburg, 
Klamath Falls, The Dalles, LaGrande and Ontario. All of these locations 
have paid fire departments and some have response mechanisms and training 
already established. Most notable of these is the Winston/Dillard Fire 
Department for Douglas County. 
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Using this format, most places west of the mountains would be within two 
hours response time of a Tier 3 haz-mat team or an hours time of any 
response team. Areas east of the mountains would be within 3 hours of a 
Tier 3 team and within 2 hours response time from a haz-mat team. The areas 
with the highest number of reported incidents would all be within one hours 
response time. 

Team Composition 

Although team composition may be largely fire service personnel, we also 
recommend the inclusion of auxiliary members suct.-as public works, law 
enforcement, environmental services and health. These individuals would also 
receive Haz-Mat Tech II training and could provide backup members to the team 
as well as respond with the team when the situation required their specialized 
expertise. 

If all members of both the Tier 2 and Tier 3 teams had at least a Haz-Mat 
Tech II training, then it would be possible for there to be an interchange 
of members, thus, for example, a Tier 3 team responding from Medford to 
Roseburg could actually pick up some of its team members from the Tier 2 
team housed in Roseburg. There might likewise be a sharing of equipment. 
This would mean that fewer people and less equipment would have to be 
called out from the Medford area, with a corresponding decrease in the 
amount of resources tied up out of jurisdiction. 

Another role cf haz-mat team members may be to act as trainers for first 
responders. This would not only increase the pool of first responder 
trainers but would also build communications between the teams and the 
regional area they serve. 

Earlier reference was made to the similarity between this regional concept 
and mutual aid agreements that already exist. The difference is that 
interagency costs may balance over time in mutual aid situations whereas 
haz-mat response will largely be one way because of the specialized 
training and equipment required. Since all citizens of the state will 
benefit by a regional program, it is proposed that the state financially 
support the capitol expenditures part of the program as well as to arrange 
for a statewide training program. 

Thus, most of the cost of training and equipping the teams and providing 
for equipment replacement would be borne bY the state. Costs for response 
outside a Department's jurisdictional boundaries would also be covered by 
the state, including the overtime cost for temporarily replacing people who 
are called out. The state, when possible, would try to recover response 
costs through actions against the spiller. As mandated by the legislature 
the cost of cleanup will be borne by the state through the existing Oil and 
Hazardous Material Emergency Response and Remedial Action Fund. Local 
jurisdictions, on the other hand, will be expected to cover the cost of 
employees salaries, insurance and equipment upkeep. 
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Table 3 on the following page provides our best estimates on the actual 
costs of equipping and operating Tier 2 and Tier 3 teams. The information 
comes from the Redmond Haz-Mat Team and the Gresham Haz-Mat Team who 
currently field Tier 2 and Tier 3 teams respectively. The figures are for 
discussion purposes only, further refinements will be necessary as the 
system comes closer to implementation. 

Table 4 on page 18 compares the total costs of Proposal 1 versus Proposal 2. 
As can be seen, the initial cost of Proposal 1 is estimated to be $2,850,000 
compared to $1 ,350 ,000 for Proposal 2. 
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TABLE 3 

ESTIMATED HAZ-MAT TEAM EXPENSES 

1. Team 
Members 

2. Present 
Equipment 
Costs 

3. Response 
Fees 

4. Estimated 
Cost of 
Response 

5. No. of 
Responses 
1985 

Tier 2 
Intermediate Team 
(i.e., Redmond FD) 

6 full-time paid 
volunteers 

$45,000 - includes $5,000 
for used van, $40 ,000 for 
other equipment plus 4 
encapsulated suits. 

$125/hr. - van 
$ 75 hr. - back up 
$ 10 hr./person 
no mileage 

Minor incidents $200-400 
Major • $1,500-4,000 
(based on 3 major incidents) 

2 major 
numerous minor which did 
not require haz-mat van 

ESTIMATED COST OF STATE FUNDED TEAMS 

Tier 3 
Advanced Team 

(i.e., Gresham FD) 

12 full-time pai1:1 

$250,000 - includes van 
and equipment plus 8 
encapsulated suits, an 
on-board computer, a 
radio phone, extensive 
reference library. 

$150/ hr. van 
$150/hr. back up 
$ 30/hr./man @ 1 1/2 time 
no mileage 

Minor $300-500 
Major $1,000-3,000 

30-40 major 
15 minor 

1. Intermediate Team: $50,000 includes van and equipment but no 
encapsulated suits. 

2. Advanced Team: $150,000 includes van and equipment and 4 
encapsulated suits, limited reference library, and 
no on-board computer initially. 

3. Equipment Repair: $5 ,000/team/year 

4. Response Expenses: Estimated 
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A. Intermediate Team: 

$2,000 X 10 major incidents = 
$300 X 20 minor incidents = 

Total: 

-16-

$20,000 
$ 6,000 
$26 ,ooo . 



TABLE 3 (cont'd) 

B. Advanced Team: 

$2,000 X 10 major incidents = 
$400 X 20 minor incidents = 

Total: 

$20,000 
8,000 

$28,000 

5. Replacement Schedule (depends on use) 

$150,000/team every 10-15 years 

6. Upgrades of Equipment 

Every 5 years $20,000/upgrade 
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TABLE 4 

TOTAL COSTS OF ALTERNATE PROPOSALS 

e Proposal 1: 19 Tier 3 - Advanced Capability Teams 

Initial 
Capitol Outlay 

Outfitting Teams 

Ongoing 
Expenditures 

Equipment Repair 
Response Expenses· 
Equipment Upgrade 

19 teams @ $150,000/team = $2,850,000 

$ 5 ,000/team/yr. 
$28 1000/team/yr. 
$20,000/team/5 yrs. 

= 
= 
= 

$ 95,000 
$532 ,ooo 
$ 76,000 

TOTAL: $703 ,000 yearly 

Long-Term Expenditures 

Replacement Schedule $150,000/team/10-15 years 

e Proposal 2: 9 Tier 2 Teams & 6 Tier 3 Teams 

Initial 
Capitol Outlay 

Outfitting Teams 

Tier 2 Teams 

9 teams 

Tier 3 Teams 

6 teams 
@ $50,000/team = $450,000 @ $150,000/team = $900 1000 

TOTAL: $1,350,000 

Ongoing 
Expenditures 

Equipment Repair 
Response Expenses 
Equipment Upgrade 

$ 5 ,000/team/yr. 
$26 ,000/team/yr. 
$20 ,000/team/5 yrs. 

Long-Term Expenditures 

= $ 45,000 
= $234 ,ooo 
= ~ 36,000 

$315,000 

TOTAL: 

Replacement Schedule $50 ,OOO/team/10-15 yrs. 
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$ 5,000/team/yr. = $ 30,000 
$28 1000/ team/ yr. = $168,000 
$20 ,000/ team/ 5 yrs. = ~ 20,000 

$218 ,ooo 

~533,000 yearly 

$150 ,000/team/10-15 years 



Funding 

At the present time, the Department of Environmental Quality is proposing 
the funding of a regional haz-mat team system through a series of fees on 
all businesses who manufacture, use, store and transport hazardous 
materials. Should the proposed funding methods be approved, the DEQ will 
establish a committee composed of representatives from all levels of 
government which would review the proposed criteria, the spill data, 
evaluate the risk and make final decisions on where state financed haz-mat 
teams would be located. 

Summary & Conclusions 

Hazardous materials incidents are occurring with increasing frequency 
around the state. Local emergency responders are expected to provide the 
initial response to such incidents but in most cases they are not 
adequately trained or equipped to handle the complex and potentially 
dangerous situations. Trained and equipped haz-mat teams_may be several 
hours away. 

Because of the high costs involved in putting together a haz-mat team, the 
state is proposing to assist funding a statewide system of trained and 
equipped haz-mat teams which would provide support to local responders. 
The proposed system would consist of three tiers of response. The first 
tier would be the existing local emergency responders such as fire and 
police. The second tier would be composed of nine strategically located 
teams that could respond to an incident to undertake life saving tasks, 
control the less complex situations and secure the area if the situation 
called for the services of the advanced capability team. The third tier 
would consist of six teams located in the highest risk areas of the state 
that would be trained and equipped to handle any situation. 

The location and composition of the teams would be determined by the level 
of risk, the time of response, available resources and local commitment. 
Costs of training and equipping the teams would be borne by the state as 
would the actual response costs involved in responding out of jurisdiction. 
Local government would cover the costs of maintaining the team. Funding 
for the program is being pursued through a series of fees on businesses 
which manufacture, use, store and transport hazardous materials. 

Resolution 

The DEQ•s'HB 2146 Policy Advisory Committee approved by a unanimous vote 
the concept of a three-tiered regional haz-mat team system. The committee 
also approved by unanimous vote the recommendations that the entire 15-team 
system be funded in the 1987-89 biennium. 
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STATE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RESPONSE TEAM 

Background 

Regional hazardous materials response teams would be called into service 
during any hazardous materials incident where technical expertise and/or 
specialized training and equipment are needed to deal with an emergency 
situation. The regional hazardous material team would be expected to 
provide assistance to local emergency response crews during the containment 
and control phase of the response as well as during short-term, minor 
cleanups (8 hours or less). 

For incidents requiring long-term cleanup to assure stabilization and 
restoration (days or weeks), a different response is needed. It is 
unrealistic to expect the regional hazardous material team to remain on
soene once the emergency aspects of the incident are under control. To 
continue to stay on-scene lessens the level of protection these teams 
provide to their local jurisdictions and the regional area. It also 
escalates costs to local government. Lastly, different technical expertise 
in a variety of disciplines may be needed to assure proper restoration of 
the site and the environment. 

Proposal 

For this reason, a state hazardous materials response team is also needed. 
It would be composed of one or more technical experts from· each of the 
state agencies most closely involved in hazardous materials. The team 
members should represent multiple disciplines such as biology, fisheries 
and wildlife, chemistry, geology, hydrology,· public health, fire, 
explosion, and radiation. Agencies represented on the team should include: 
Environmental Quality, Fish and Wildlife, Health, Agriculture, Fire 
Marshal, Oregon State Police, Forestry, and PUC. Depending on the type of 
situation, one or more of the agencies and disciplines could be involved in 
a cleanup response. 

Since the team would still be dealing with a potentially hazardous 
situation, all members would have to be trained and equipped to the Haz-Mat 
Teoh II level. A vehicle would be specifically assigned to this group that 
would be capable of carrying all potentially needed personal safety and 
other equipment. It would be housed in Portland and maintained on-call 24 
hours a day by a designated agency. The team would generally respond only 
during major emergencies or upon request. 

Costs 

Using the information from Table III, the cost of purchasing and equipping 
a haz-mat response team for the state would be $150 ,000. Employee wages 
and training expenses would be borne by the participating agencies. 

Conclusions 

At present the state cannot field an interagenoy haz-mat team. The 
expertise exists, but there is no coordinated training, specialized 
equipment or a vehicle available for those who might be responders. 
Several incidents in the past few years could have been handled better if a 
state team had been in existence. To complement the statewide system of 
regional response teams, a state hazardous material team should be 
established to handle the cleanup and site restoration phase of an 
emergency. The team should periodically exercise and train with regional 
response teams to ensure effective cooperation between teams. 
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The following report summarizes the work of the three technical advisory committees 
established by the DEQ to provide input into the hazardous materials planning 
process. The planning committees task was to advise on the adoption of a master 
plan and to determine local hazardous material planning needs. The training 
committee's task was to advise DEQ and others on the training needs of various 
emergency responders and to propose a statewide training program. The equipment 
committee's task was to determine presently available hazardous material response 
equipment and to propose a aeries of minimum equipment standards for all 
responders. The conclusions and recommendations of each committee are of 
particular importance. 
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THE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEES 
FINAL REPORTS 

SECTION I. Background 

The accidental release of oil and hazardous materials into the environment 
is a continual threat to the health, safety and well being of all 
Oregonians. Public concern of this issue prompted the 1985 Oregon 
Legislature to pass a number of bills relating to hazardous materials. 
Among those was Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 466.605 to 466.690 which: 

o Requires the Department of Environmental Quality to develop a 
statewide Oil and Hazardous Material Emergency Response Master 
Plan in cooperation with other state agencies, local government 
and industry; 

o Establishes an oil and hazardous material emergency response fund 
to clean up spills which are not handled in an appropriate and 
timely manner by the responsible party. Authority to seek 
recovery of these costs is also provided. 

To initially identify the issues.which should be addressed by the plan, DEQ 
staff reviewed planning documents and interviewed a cross-section of the 
Oregon emergency response community. As a result of this review/interview 
process, it was determined that the plan must: 

o Define the roles and responsibilities of local, state, federal 
and industry response personnel; 

o Establish the procedures necessary a~ the local, state, federal 
and industrial level to carry out the plan; 

o Outline the training needs for response personnel and identify 
ways it can be provided; 

o Outline equipment needs including personal safety equipment for 
response personnel and ways that it can be provided; 

o Describe the planning need at all levels to assure adequate and 
prompt response and ways to achieve it; and 

o Attempt to incorporate the Department of Energy radiation 
response plan into the hazardous materials plan. 

To accomplish these tasks, three technical advisory committees were 
established to advise the DEQ on the master plan development and evaluate 
the planning, training and equipment needs of the Oregon emergency response 
community and make recommendations for improving the spill response system. 

Extensive efforts were made to involve all interested parties by requesting 
their participation on the technical advisory committees. Industry, 
volunteer organizations, local emergency agencies (fire, police, public 
works), emergency managers (county and city), county health, state and 
federal agencies were all encouraged to send representatives. Public 
hearings on the plan were held in Portland, Eugene, Medford, Bend and 
Pendleton in early December. Final adoption of the plan by the 
Environmental Quality Commission is expected on January 23, 1987. 
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SECTION II. Hazardous Materials Planning Committee 

The membership of the Planning Committee is shown on pages 5 and 6. To 
assure that the experience of other state agencies was utilized and that 
they were closely involved in the process, the DEQ asked the Emergency 
Management Division (the state's emergency planning agency) to chair this 
committee. The chair also became a part of the four-agency steering 
committee made up of the DEQ, State Fire Marshal, Department of Energy, and 
Emergency Management Division, which met on a twice-monthly basis to 
oversee the activities of the various technical committees: 

A. Goals and Objectives 

Prior to the first meeting of the planning committee, DEQ staff 
developed a list of goals and objectives for the committee 
members. The two main goals for the committee were: 

1. To work with the DEQ to develop a draft master plan that 
accurately describes how the state system works and what the 
roles and responsibilities of all responders are, and 

2. To identify what planning activities are currently underway 
or have been completed around the state, and what are the 
planning needs of the various response groups. 

B. Process 

The process far attaining these goals focused on obtaining the 
most representative groups of committee members and meeting with 
them monthly to solicit their input, guidance and concensus on 
the draft plan (Goal 1) as it progressed through the various 
stages of development. The first meeting of the full planning 
committee was in February. It has met on a monthly basis since 
that time. The emphasis on representation resulted in a 
committee whose active membership averaged around 35 attendees 
per meeting. Because of its size, small subcommittees were 
occasionally formed to look into specific issues. 

The work on a draft plan began by reviewing the Department of 
Energy plan for radiation incidents and making slight 
modifications to see how it fit for hazardous materials. Over a 
period of time, this document was revised and modified into the 
draft hazardous materials plan. The concept and overall format 
of the radiation plan remained, but radioactive materials became 
one of the hazardous materials covered by the plan. 

Goal 2 called for an evaluation of hazardous material planning 
activities around the state. The committee began by evaluating 
existing plans but early on agreed that a questionnaire was probably 
the best way to obtain this information. A subcommittee was formed to 
draft a planning questionnaire which was then approved by the entire 
committee. The planning questionnaire (see Figure 1 ) was later 
combined with similar questionnaires developed by the training and 
equipment committees and mailed out on the 1st of August to 800 
agencies and industries. 
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Another aspect of the planning process focused on the development 
of a number of resource materials to the master plan. The 
authorities and references section was reviewed and approved by 
the Oregon Accident Response System Council. The proposal for 
the formation of regional hazardous material response teams was 
formulated by the DEQ staff and approved by its policy advisory 
committee. Model first responder guidelines were reviewed by the 
planning committee. The committee reports were prepared by the 
DEQ and the committee chairperson and approved by the committee. 

C. Conclusions 

The Oil and Hazardous Material Emergency Response Plan in its final 
form details how the statewide Emergency Response System is supposed 
to function. It is a consensus document having been derived through 
extensive participation from all levels of the response community. 
Its successful implementation is dependent on a continued spirit of 
cooperation and communication between all parties. A key factor in 
assuring its workability is providing hazardous material training so 
that all responders understand their role and responsibility and how 
to safely perform their respective functions. Maintaining the 
viability of the system is likewise dependent on an adequate funding 
source to provide necessary training to.responders on an ongoing 
basis. 

The committee generally felt that there was a need fer more 
planning and planning assistance fer hazardous materials 
incidents at the local level. The questionnaire, which has not 
been completely evaluated at the time of writing, is expected to 
provide more verification of this need. 

D. Recommendations 

In order to assure the viability of state Hazardous Materials Response 
System, the Hazardous Material Planning committee recommends that: 

1. State Legislature approve DEQ's request to establish fees to 
maintain .the master plan and to assure its implementation by 
providing assistance to local jurisdictions to train and 
equip emergency responders to carry out the responsibilities 
outlined in the plan. 

2. State Legislature approve the fee requests of the State Fire 
Marshal's office and consider the funding request of the 
Emergency Management Division to carry out their planning 
authorities for hazardous materials under ORS 453 and 401. 

3. State agencies, local government and private industry review the 
plan to ensure their understanding of the system and their 
responsibilities as well as to ensure the consistency of 
their plans with the statewide plan. 

4. Local governments work with their emergency manager, fire 
defense board, and others to: a) predesignate by 
geographic areas and hazard the lead local emergency 
response .agencies throughout their jurisdiction, b) identify 
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these agencies in their emergency operations plan, and 
c) develop mutual aid contracts to provide first response to 
hazardous materials incidents in areas otherwise 
unprotected. 

5, Local governments make use of the State Fire Marshal's 
Hazardous Substance Survey Data Base in developing local 
response pl ans. 

6. DEQ utilize questionnaire results to assist in the process 
of determining priority areas in need of hazardous materials 
planning assistance. 

7. A mechanism be established to coordinate hazardous materials 
planning assistance offered by various state agencies. 

8. Plarining assistance serve as a vehicle for implementation of 
the State Plan: a) by providing information to local 
government on "What the Plan says• (expects from/offers to 
local government), and b) by encouraging the process 
addressed in #4 above. 

9, State Legislature adopt the concept of regional hazardous 
materials response teams as an effective use of limited 
state resources, and begin to fund these teams through the 
DEQ's fee requests during the next biennium. 

10. State Legislature approve. the hazardous materials 
communications network proposed by the Interagency Hazard 
Communications Council. 
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Figure 1: 

Agency Name ----------

Address 

Name of Person 
Who Filled Out 
Form and Phone # ----------

PART I - Planning [Please check the appropriate boxes] 

1 • Does your agency have a written disaster plan? A. 
B. 

Yes 
No 

2. Does your agency have a written hazardous materials emergency response 
plan? 

A. ___ Yes, it is part of our basic disaster plan. 
B. __ Yes, we have a specific plan for hazardous materials 

emergencies. 
c. ~ No, but we are in the process of developing a plan. 
D. No. 

If your response-was ei tlier C or D, please skip to the training 
section of this questionaire. 

3. Does your agency's plan outline functional responsibilities of the 
following groups? Please indicate yes or no for each. 

Fire 
Law Enforcement 
Public Works 
Health 
Ambulance 
Hospitals 

g. 
--h. =i· _j. 
__ k. 

Dispatch 
Local Emergency Management 
Industry 
State Agencies 
Federal Agencies 

4. Does your agency have agreements or procedures with each of the 
agencies you have checked in question #3? (indicate by letter) 

A. ___ Yes, we have verbal agreements with ---------
B. __ Yes, we have written agreements with --------c. __ No. 

5. Do you meet regularly with the agencies checked in question #3? 
(indicate letter) 

A. ___ Yes, yearly with -----------------~ 
B. __ Yes, monthly with -,.,..,-----------------
c. ___ Yes, occasionally with ----------------
D. No. 

6. Has your agency ever implemented your hazardous materials emergency 
response plan? 

A. ___ Yes, during interagency exercises. 
B. __ Yes, during internal exercises. 
C. __ Yes, during emergencies. 
D. No. 

7. Does your plan address incident management responsibilities (who is in 
charge) for various types of hazardous material incidents? 

A. ___ Yes, for all agencies party to the plan. 
B. __ Yes, for our agency only. 
C. No. 
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Figure 1 (cont'd.) 

8. Do you feel your agency's hazardous material emergency response plan 
is adequate? 

A. Yes. 
B. ~ No, but we are in process of improving it. 
c. No, we would like to have assistance from the state. 
D. No. 
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SECTION III. Hazardous Materials Training Committee 

The membership of the Training Committee is shown on pages 11 and 12. To assure 
that the experience of other state agencies was utilized and that they were 
closely involved in the process, the DEQ asked the Oregon Department of Energy 
(ODOE) to chair this committee. ODOE coordinates emergency preparedness, 
including training for radioactive materials. The chair also became a part of 
the four-agency steering committee made up of the DEQ, State Fire Marshal, 
Department of Energy, and Emergency Management Division, which met on a twice
monthly basis to oversee the activities of the various technical committees: 

A. Goals and Objectives 

Prior to the first meeting of the Training Committee, DEQ staff 
developed a list of goals a~d objectives for the committee 
members. The goals for the-<iommittee were: 

1. To identify all the hazardous materials training courses 
that are presently available to emergency responders in 
Oregon. 

2. To identify the training needs of all individuals who might 
be involved in a hazardous materials incident. 

3. To develop a series of standarized hazardous material 
training courses for the individuals and groups identified 
as needing training. 

4. To use the standards as a basis for evaluating the training 
which is presently available. 

5. To propose the establishment of new courses where they are 
needed. 

6. To propose an approach for delivering the courses. 

B. ·Process 

The process for attaining these goals focused on obtaining the most 
representative groups of committee members and meeting with them 
monthly to solicit their input, and guidance in designing a training 
plan. The first meeting of the full Training Committee was in 
February. It met on a monthly basis through October. The emphasis on 
representation resulted in a committee whose active membership 
averaged around 30 attendees per meeting. 

The work began by attempting to obtain descriptions of all the 
hazardous material training courses presently available around 
the U.S. As this list was formulated, the committee worked on 
developing a questionnaire which would assess what hazardous 
material training potential responders presently have and what 
they feel they need to adequately and safely perform their 
specific responsibilities. 

The training questionnaire which finally evolved (see Figure 2) was 
later combined with similar. questionnaires developed by the planning 
and equipment committees and mailed out on the 1st of August. 
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A major aspect of the committee tasks focused on the identification of 
the various groups that need hazardous material training and 
developing a plan to train each group, To do this a number of 
subcommittees were formed composed of individuals with knowledge about 
the specific disciplines. The amount of detail each work group 
accomplished varied depending on staff time. Most of the plans 
include draft skills and competencies and some other course materials. 
Their recommendations were then presented to the whole Training 
Committee for review and approval. A summary of the plans is found in 
Section E below. More detailed information is available from the 
listed lead agencies. 

c. Conclusions 

The following groups of responders were identified as needing training 
in hazardous materials: 

- public heal th 
-- public works employees, 

law enforcement, 
- emergency medical personnel, 
- fire fighters, 
- emergency managers, 
- state technical assistants, 
- incident commanders, 
- hazardous material team members, and 
- any other potential first on-scene responders. 

There was a general consensus among the committee members that most of 
the above groups need more training. The questionnaire results, which 
are still being evaluated, are expected to bear out this need, 

Due to time constraints, the committee decided that an evaluation of 
the training courses presently available, with respect to the proposed 
training standards, was not possible. Such an evaluation needs to be 
undertaken, however, before a specific training program is 
implemented. 
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Figure 2. 

PART II - Training [Please fill in the blanks that apply to your agency or unit] 

1. Indicate the number of people in your agency or unit who might respond to a 
hazardous materials incident ~-· # of Paid Employees ~- # of volunteers 

2. Of the individuals identified in #1, hew many have received basic training in 
each of the following areas of hazardous material response? 

A. Basic Awareness 

recognition he al th hazards notification 

identification self protection emergency systems 

B. How many have received specialized in-d.epth. training in the following?-

incident analysis 

chemistry cf haz. mat. 

tactics & strategies 

radioactive materials 

medical treatment 
for exposure 

toxicology 

decontamination 

equipment usage 

planning for haz. mat. 

interagency coordination 

incident command 

cleanup procedures 

3. Of the individuals identified in #1, how many need training in each of the 
following areas of hazardous material response? 

A. Basic Awareness 

recognition heal th hazards notification 

identification self protection emergency systems 

B. How many need specialized in-depth training in the following? 

incident analysis 

chemistry of haz. mat. 

tactics & strategies 

radioactive materials 

medical treatment 
for exposure 

toxicology 

decontamination 

equipment usage 

planning for haz. mat. 

interagency coordination 

incident command 

cleanup procedures 

4. What is the best format for delivering training to your personnel? 
[Prioritize by number, 1 most preferred, 8 least preferred] 

slides and tape 

slides and instructor 

video 

video and instructor 
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written lesson plans 

written lesson plans w/ instructor 

educational institutions· (comm. colleges, 
universities) 

specialized training schools (BPST, Nat. Fire Acad.) 



D. Recommendations 

1. Based on the conclusion that there are large numbers of potential 
emergency responders who need training in hazardous materials, 
the Training Committee recommends the development of the courses 
listed in Section E below. A schematic of the system is depicted 
in Figure 3. That system will include training for all public 
employees who might become involved in a haz-mat incident with a 
mandatory course in Basic Awareness and specialized courses for 
specific disciplines (See Table I). 

2. To ensure that the development and implementation of that system 
occurs in a timely and coordinated manner, the Training Committee 
further recommends that: 

a) The DEQ coordinate the overall training program to ensure 
that -a-ppropriate training courses are available to any 
potential hazardous materials emergency responder. This is 
consistent with ORS 466.620. DEQ's activities will include: 

- Identify groups that need training. 
- Identify courses for each group. 
- See that training is available to all potential 

responders. 
- Give out information about courses. 
- Provide funds for training. 

b) The State Fire Marshal's office (SFM) facilitate the 
delivery of the Haz-Mat Technician and Basic Awareness 
courses. To accomplish this, the SFM will convene a 
Hazardous Materials Standards and Training work group to 
refine the training standards developed to date. The work 
group will first focus on the Basic Awareness and Haz-Mat 
Technician courses. 
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The Basic Awareness and Technician courses will provide a 
structure for refinement of other courses. Each lead agency 
responsible for a discipline specific course shall develop 
the detailed standards for that course. The lead agencies 
have the expertise to develop the teaching materials. The 
lead agencies will submit the standards for their course to 
the SFM for work group consistency review. 

The Standards and Training Work Group will help assure that the 
information taught in all the courses (Haz-Mat Technician and 
specialized. courses - see Figure 3) is not unnecessarily 
duplicative. Also, that the courses do not teach inconsistent 
information. 

Certificates shall be available from the SFM for all 
students who successfully complete a haz-mat course that the 
SFM has accredited. 
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c) The responsibilites of other agencies are as follows: 

o Standards for fire service personnel shall be adopted by the 
Fire Standards and Accreditation Board. Standards for non
fire service personnel will be adopted by the State Fire 
Marshal. 

o Standards for law enforcement officers shall be adopted 
by the Board of Police Standards and Training and the 
Oregon State Police. 

o Standards for Emergency Medical Technicians and 
hospital personnel shall be adopted by the Oregon State 
Health Division and the Board of Medical Examiners. 

o Standards for Emergency Managers shall be developed by 
the Emergency Management Division. 

o Standards for Public Works Supervisors and staff will be 
developed by the Department of Environmental Quality and the 
State Heal th Division. 

3. All standards shall include retraining needs, as well as initial 
training. 

4. Training should build on existing courses as much as possible. 

5. Training for radioactive materials should be integrated into each 
of the proposed courses (radioactive materials are just one class 
of hazardous materials). The Oregon State Health Division 
(OSHD), Oregon Department of Energy (ODE) and Oregon State 
University (OSU) should continue to provide specialized training 
as needed. ODOE and OSHD should see that the special character
istics of radioactive materials are covered in all courses. 

6. Training should be developed in •modules• or short units. The 
materials should be in a format that makes delivery easy, 
especially to volunteers. This includes self-tatight written 
materials, video tapes, and use of train-the-trainers., 

7. Whenever possible, people who will work together in an emergency 
should train together. Training should be delivered in each 
community to encourage this. 

8. Private firms that contract for cleanup of hazardous materials 
spills shall be required to have at least one supervisor on site 
who has completed the Hazardous Materials Technician series. 

E. Description of Proposed Haz-Mat Courses 

Courses are proposed below which will address the special needs of all 
public employees who may respond. Most are now in some stage of 
development. For further information about the courses, contact the 
people listed below in each lead agency: 

- Oregon State Fire Marshal's Office 
Elaine Day, phone 37 8-2885 
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- Oregon Emergency Management Division 
Joseph Murray, phone 378-3194 

- Oregon State Heal th Division 
Nancy Clarke, phone 229-6365 

- Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
Rich Reiter, phone 229-5774 

The course descriptions that follow may change, as the lead agencies 
develop and test the courses • 

• 
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Figure 3 - Oregon Hazardous Materials Training System (overview) 

Hospital Emergency Hazardous Materials 
Rooms and EMTs Incident Command 

(Health Division) (State Fire Marshal) 

-

Emergency Basic Awareness(1) 
Managers 

(EMD) (State Fire Marshal) 

State Agency 
Technical 

Advisors 
(Lead Agencies) 

Haz Mat Technicians 
Tech I-A, I-B, I-C 
(State Fire Marshal) 

Haz Mat Technicians 
Tech II 
Tech III 

(community colleges) 

(l)Special Modules Developed for: 
- emergency dispatchers 

County Heal th 
Departments 

(Health Division) 

Public Works 
Supervisors 

(EMD) 

-

Drinking Water 
Treatment 
Operators 

(Heal th Division l/ 

Advanced Certification 
open to all 

Emergency Responder 

- police officers investigating· illicit drug labs 
- others as determined necessary 
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Table 1: Overview of training needs 

CITY 
GOVERNMENT & 

FIRE DISTRICTS 

• E><pect:ed Participation 

O Recamllen:led Participation 
D 
I E 
S M c 
p E p I 
AR UT 
T G B y 
c • L 
H I 0 

MC F 
p CE F 
0 E D WI 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRAINING L F N I 0 c 
COURSES I I T c R I 

CR EA KA 
E E RL S L 

BASIC AWARENESS 
(recognition, identification, • 
health hazards, self-protection, •• •• •• notification, emergency systems) 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS FOR PUBLIC WORKS 
PERSONNEL • 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS FOR DRINKING 
WATER SYSTEMS OPERATORS • 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS FOR EMERGENCY 
MEDICAL PERSONNEL • 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS FOR PUBLIC 
HEALTH PERSONNEL 0 
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" 

1. Basic Awareness/Hazardous Materials Technician 

Audience: All public employees who may become involved in an 
incident. This course is a prerequisite for all other courses. 

Special modules will be developed for certain audiences such as; 
emergency dispatchers and police officers who investigate illicit 
drug labs. 

Lead Agency: Oregon State Fire Marshal's office for on-scene 
responders. 

Oregon Emergency Management Division for off-scene 
support people. 

Course Delivery: a) Fire Marshal's Field Training Officers, (3 
proposed new positions), and b) EMD Training Officer. c) "Train 
the Trainer• volunteers. 

Funding: Delivery of the course is contingent on a request of 
$493,500 from the State Fire Marshal. 

When Implemented: July 1, 1987, if funds made available. 

NOTES: 

A roughly equivalent course is now available on a limited basis 
through the State Fire Marshal and several private organizations. 

2. Haz Mat Technician I-A. I-B, I-C 

Audiences: 

I-A: Responder who needs advanced Basic Awareness. 

I-B: Responder who has access to a fire department pumper and 
regular protective clothing. 

I-C: Aimed at officers and supervisors, but open to others who 
have completed I-A and I-B. Should have access to" some 
special equipment and protective clothing. 

Lead Agency: Oregon State Fire Marshal's Office 

Course Delivery: a) Fire Marshal's Field Training Officers 
(3 proposed new positions) 

b) Other agencies and community colleges may 
also teach this course. 

Funding: Delivery of the courses are contingent on a request of 
$493 ,500 from the State Fire Marshal. 

When Implemented: July 1, 1987 if funds made available. 
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Notes: These courses are targeted for fire fighters who 
haz-mat specialists, but want more than basic awareness. 
course outline and materials will be reviewed by the SFM 
standards and 

Training Work group. They may change. 

3. Hazardous Materials Technician II and III 

Audience: 

are not 
The 

Technician II: Hazardous Materials Response Team member and 
others who are interested. 

Technician III: Hazardous Materials Response Team supervisor 
and others who are interested. 

Lead Agency: Coordinated by the Oregon State Fire Marshal's 
office. 

Course Delivery: Courses developed and delivered by specialists, 
including: 

a. Community colleges 
b. Oregon State University (radioactive materials) 
c. Multnomah County/City of Greshan (Chemistry of Hazardous 

Materials) 
d. Others 

Funding: Program coordination contingent on funding a Hazardous 
Materials Training Coordinator with the State Fire Marshal's 
office. 

Development of ~ special courses contingent on funding of 
$255,000 to Department of Environmental Quality for training 
development. 

When Implemented: Some courses available now. Full system 
depends on funding. 

4. Hazardous Materials Incident Command 

Audience: Emergency responders who may act as on-scene Incident 
Commanders. This includes senior command officers who may not 
fully complete the Haz Mat Technician Series. 

Lead Agency: Coordinated by the Oregon State Fire Marshal's 
office. 

Course Delivery: Oregon State Fire Marshal's office, Oregon· 
State Police, Oregon Police Academy, and others. 

Funding: Development of course contingent on a request of 
$493,500, from the State Fire Marshal. 

When Implemented: August 1, 1987, if funds made available. 
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" 

5. Hospital and Pre-Hospital Medical Response for Hazardous 
Materials Exposure 

Audience: EMT I(s) through IV(s), physicians and nurses in 
emergency rooms 

Lead Agency: State Health Division, Emergency Medical Services 
Section 

Course Delivery: Health Division staff 
- . 

Funding: -1987-89 --$51 ,-600_ ; Ongoing - $ 7 ,000/biennium 

When Implemented: As funds available. 

6. Drinking Water Systems Preparedness for Hazardous Materials 
Emergencies 

Audience: System operators and public health environmental 
specialists. 

Lead Agency: Oregon State Health Division, Drinking Water 
Section. 

Course Delivery: Health Division staff • 

• Funding: 1987-89 - $30,000 

When Implemented: As funds available. 

Proposal from the Health Division, Drinking Water Section. 

7. Community Health Protection in Hazardous Materials Emergencies 

Audience: County health department staff and health members of 
special teams. 

Lead J\gency: Oregon State Health Division 

Course Delivery: Oregon State Health Division 

Funding: • 1987-89 - $8,000 

When Implemented: As funds available. 

8. Hazardous Materials Emergency Planning and Off-Scene Support to 
On-Scene Operations 

Audience: Emergency program managers. Modules will be available 
for all who may serve at an emergency operations center, 
including elected officials and heads of departments • 

• Budget figures assume full funding for additional staff and resources in the 
Health Division's Agency Request (#328) and in the IHCC budget request. 
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Lead Agency: Emergency Management Division (EMD) 

Course Delivery: EMD 

Funding: Funds requested by EMD 

When Implemented: To be determined. 

9. Hazardous Materials Response for State Agency Technical Advisors 

Lead Agencies: 

Department of Environmental Quality (oil and chemically hazardous 
materials) 

State Health Division (radioactive materials at fixed sites) 

Department of Energy (radioactive materials in transportation) 

Course Deliver-11 In-service training for employees. 

Funding: Existing resources available. 

Implementation Schedule: Ongoing. 

Notes: Training now exists. More training is needed. 
•standards• or skills and competencies need to be developed to 
assure that training is adequate and comprehensive. 

10. Hazardous Materials Emergencies for Public Works Supervisors 
(see Attachment 13). 

Audience: wastewater treatment plant operators; parks program 
supervisors; building, health, and utilities inspectors; highway 
maintenance supervisors 

Lead Agency: Dept. of Environmental Quality/Emergency Management Div. 

Course Delivery: To be determined. 

Funding: As part of DEQ 1 s request fer $200,000. 

When Implemented: To be determined. 

Notes: Considerable work is needed here. 
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SECTION IV. Hazardous Materials Equipment Committee 

The membership of the Equipment Committee is shown on page 25. To assure 
that the experience other state agencies was utilized and that they were 
closely involved in the process, the DEQ asked the State Fire Marshal's 
office to chair this committee. The chair also became a part of the four
agency steering committee made up of the DEQ, State Fire Marshal, Department 
of Energy, and Emergency Management Division, which met on a twice-monthly 
basis to oversee the activities of the various technical committees: 

A. Goals and Objectives 

Pri-er to the first meeting of the equipment_committee, DEQ staff 
developed a list of ~goals and objectives for the committee 
members. The main goals for the committee were:_ 

1. To work with the DEQ to identify the hazardous materials 
response equipment presently available to emergency 
responders in Oregon. 

2. To evaluate the hazardous materials response equipment 
needed to provide adequate protection statewide. 

3. To propose standards for minimum levels of equipment needed 
to perform certain response tasks. 

4. To assure that the equipment standards are consistent with 
the proposed training program developed by the Training 
Committee. 

B. Process 

The process for attaining these goals focused on obtaining the 
most representative groups of committee members and meeting with 
them monthly to solicit their input, guidance and concensus 
during the development process. The first meeting of the full 
equipment committee was in February. It has met on a monthly 
basis since that time. The emphasis on representation resulted 
in a committee whose active membership averaged around 25 
attendees per meeting. 

The work began by attempting to list and categorize all the 
hazardous material equipment that responders might need. As the 
list was formulated, the committee worked on developing an 
equipment questionnaire to assess presently available hazardous 
material response equipment around the state. Numerous revisions 
finally resulted in an agreed upon questionnaire (see Figure 4) 
which was then combined with similar questionnaires developed by 
the Training and Planning Committees. The combined form was 
mailed out on the 1 st of August. 

Another aspect of the planning process focused on the equipment 
needs of different kinds of responders. The committee utilized 
the responders targeted for training by the Training Committee 
and identified the minimum amount of equipment each of these 
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targeted groups would need to adequately protect themselves and 
perform their respective tasks. 

C. Conclusions 

Based on the findings of the Training Committee, the following 
groups of responders were identified as needing training: public 
works employees, dispatchers, law enforcement, emergency medical 
personnel, fire fighters, emergency managers, state technical 
assistants, incident commanders, haz-mat team members, and any 
other potential first on-scene individuals. The equipment 
committee agr~ed that each of these groups need to have a certain 
level of equipment "to perform the tasks they have been trained to 
do. 

It was the general concensus of the committee that_many of the above 
groups do not presently have even the basic equipment. The 
questionnaire which is still being evaluated is expected to confirm 
this observation. 

The committee concluded that standards should be adopted that identify 
the bare minimum amount of equipment a responder should have for self
protection and to perform necessary tasks. The committee further 
determined that a detailed list of equipment should be drawn up for 
an advanced capability (Tier 3) haz-mat team. Pending approval of 
the DEQ budget request by the State Legislature, further refinement 
of the haz-mat team equipment list be necessary to differentiate 
between Tier 2 and Tier 3 teams. 
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llB 2146 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
EQUIPMENT COMMITTEE 

MEMBERSHIP 

State Agencies 

1. Mike Boyce - Chairperson 
2146 Steering Committee 
State Fire Marshal 

2. Bruce Sutherland - Proj. Coord. 
2146 Steering Committee - i)EQ 

Rich Reiter - Proj. Manager - DEQ 
2146 Steering Committee 

3 • Bob Robison 
2146 Steering Committee 
Dept. of Energy 

4. Joseph Murray 
2146 Steering Committee 
Emergency Management Div. 

Industry (cont'd.) 

4. Equipment 

Robert Rucinski 
. Mine Safety Appliances 

5. Chemical Manufacturel'S 

Lewis Wiedewitsch 
·Pennwalt Corp. 

Emergency Groups 

1 • Len Malmquist 
Oregon Fire Chiefs' Assn. 

2. Joe Reeves/Harold Kalleck 
Oregon State Fire Fighters Council 

5. 

6. 

Bob Crosby 
Health Division 

Dan Shults 
State Forestry 

7. . Curt Shaw 
Accident Prevention Div. 

8. Jim Stevenson 
Oregon State Police 

9. Bill James 
Dept. of Transportation 

Federal .Agencies 

1 • Gordon Goff 
Environmental Protection Agency 

Industry 

1. Trucking 

Bruce Johnson 
Speeds Towing 

2. Railroads 

Rick Sloan 
Southern Pacific 

3. Clean-up Contractors 

Bob Keesee 
Riedel Environmental Services 
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Indian Nations 

Jerry Huff 
Warm Springs Fire Department 

Other Participants 

1. Jim Corcoran 
Salem Pollution Control 

2. Alan McMahen 
Marion County Fire District #1 

3. Larry Von Moos 
Eugene Fire Department 

4. Gary Rose 
Douglas County Fire District #2 

5. Jeff Johnson 
Douglas County Haz Mat Team 

6. Mark Walkley 
Portland Fire Bureau 

7. Tom Almond 
Portland Fire Bureau 

8. Penny Malmquist 
Multnomah Co. Emerg. Mgmt. 
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Figure 4. 

PART III - Existing El:!uipment Survey [Please check the ones that apply to your agency and list amount 
where indicated] [If an equipnent inventory is available, 

please attach] 

1 • Basic Hazardous Material Recognitioo Equipnent 

A. -· DOT guidebooks . # 
B. - Other reference guides # 
C. - Field glasses # 
D. - Barrier ribbon/tape/cones-# 
E. Warning signs -· # 
F. = Other basic HAZ-MAT equip. (Attach) 

(List ) 

2. Respiratory Equipnent 

A. _ Positive press BIA 
1
i1 

B. Demand B/A 

AGE 
(AVG.) 

C. - Spare air bottles ii 
D. = Refill capability (Grade •D• air)? 
E. _ cascade system ii __ 
F. M:>bile cascade IJ 
G. = Statiooary cascade ii 

3. Body Protectioo 

A. Turnouts ii (bunkers) 
B. Gloves - leather # rubber II--
c. Boots 
D. Helmets 
E. - Chemical protective suits 
F. Encapsuled suits 
G. - Splash suits 
H. _ Proximity suits 

4. Camumication Equipnent 

A. Vehicle radio 
B. - Hand-held radio (portable) 

- ii of channels on radios 
frequency range mhz 

C. Headset - voice actuated 
(fer inside suits) 

D. _ M:>bile telephone 
E. Cellular telephone 
F. = Computer equipnent -

:--
# 
II 
ii # __ 

# __ 
# __ 

# __ 

: 
Hardware-------
Software =------G. _ Phone patch capability 

H. Cross channel re-broadcast 
I. =Pagers (Plectron) 
J. _._Microwave radio capability 
K. _ Highway advisory radio/ 

message system 
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4. Camumication Equipnent (Cont.) 

.L• _ Does your agency have radio commir
nication capabilities with agencies 
listed in Question il3 of Part One 
[List Letters] -------

5. Vehicle 

A. _ Dedicated HAZ-MAT apparatus 
B. _ Combination apparatus 
C. Base location -------
D. Primary use area ------

6. Detection Equipnent 

7. 

A. Oxygen monitors II 
B. - Combustible gas detector #-
c. - pH meter r--
D. = Radiation equipnent il--
E. Colcrimetric indicators ~ 
F. HAZ MAT ID kits 11--
G. PCB detectors 11--
H. Infra red detectors ,,_--
I. = Vapor detectors r--
Cootainment/Repair 

A. Absorbents If 
B. = Drums (overpack) #,---
c. Foam ii 
D. - Foam generator ---
E. = Plugs # __ _ 
F. _ Diking material 
G. _ Noo-sparking tools 
H. _ Transfer pumps # 
I. Cootainment boom ii of ft·-.--
J. Absorbent boom # of ft. 
K. = Patching materials 

8. Deoontamina ti on Equipnent 

A. Solution 
B. Showers 
c. Neutralizers 
D. Plastic 
E. - catch basin and soap 
F. = Disposable bags 

9 • Specialized Locally 
Available Resources (Attach list) 



D. Recommendations 

Based on the conclusions above, the Fqui!Jllent Committee recommends that 
the state adopt the following minimun equi!Jllent standards for the 
recognition and identification of hazardous materials.• The committee 
further recommends that the State Fire Marshal's fire equi!Jllent advisory 
committee be reconvened tc review, refine and update these standards as 
necessary. 

1 • Public Works - DOT Guidebook; commmication capabilities such as a 
mobile radio, binoculars; list of equi1J110nt that is available fer 
use; rt:i:>ber gloves; plastic liners to line cfilmp body of truck; 
traffic cones; sewer map; water supply and distribution maps and 
containment booms. -

2 • Dispatchers - DOT Guidebook and at least one other resource such 
as CHRIS Manual, Firefighters Guide or B. O. E. Emergency Handling 
of Hazardous Materials in Transportation; commmication equi!Jllent; 
checklist of imi:ortant notifications and telephone numbers (i.e. , 
OARS, CHEMrREC, etc.); detailed maps fer county, city and state. 

3. Emergency Medical Personnel (Ambulances) - DOT Guidebook; gloves; 
decontamination procedures; binoculars; disposable garments/suits; 
first aid manual fer chemical accidents; soap and plastic 
sheathing. 

4. Law Enforcement Personnel - DOT Guidebook; barrier tape; field 
glasses. 

5. Fire Service Personnel - DOT Guidebook; flares; barrier ribbon; 
field glasses; one other resource manual as listed above fer 
dispatchers. (It is assumed that SCl3A, protective clothing and 
other equi!Jllent required by National Standards is on the response 

. apparatus.) 

6. Emergency Managers - An UP-to-date Emergency Operations Plan which 
includes resource and call lists, reference materials, a 
designated Emergency Operations Center and access to 
commmications equi!J118nt compatible with that of on-scene 
responders. 

7. State Technical Assistants - DOT Guidebooks; binoculars; 
commmication equi!Jl18nt; list of reference numbers, agency fcrms, 
checklists; Emergency Operations Plan; standard operating 
guidelines fer hazardous materials incidents. 

8. Hazardous Materials Response Team - There are varying perceptions 
as to what constitutes a hazardous materials response tean. At 
present there are no established minimun equi1J11ent standards. The 
following list compiled by members of the Fqui!Jllent Committee 
represents what they believe to be the minimun equi!Jlle!lt needed to 
fcrm a Tier 3 advanced capability haz-mat tean. 
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(a) Library 

1 • N.F.P.A. Fire Protection Guide on Hazardous Materials 
2. Chemical Dictionary 
3. DOT Guidebook 
4. GATX Tank Car Manual 
5. B. O. E. Emergency Handling of Hazardous Materials in 

Surf ace Transportation 
6. Farm Chemical Handbook 
7. CHRIS Response Methods Handbook 
8. Firefish.ters Guide to Hazardous Materials 
9. Emergency Action Guide 

10. Bureau Qf Explosives 
11 • SAX Manual 
12. NISO:I (TLVS) Manual 
13. ACGIH Guidebook (Manual) 
14. Report fcrms 
15. Matheson Gas Book & First Aid 
16 • Radiological Heal th Handbook 

(b) Hazardous Material Emergency Response Vehicle 

1 • On-board generator 
2. Exterior quartz-halogen lights 
3. Emergency lights/ siren 
4. Tire chains 

NOTE: It is not feasible to assign the anount of equipnent 
needed to respond to a hazardous material incident to an existing 
piece of fire equipnent. Mitigating hazardous material incidents 
over large response areas will require special apparatus designed 
to be highly mobile and completely self-contained. When a final 
minimun equipnent list is determined, the basic inventory can be 
measured to determine the size, weight and capacity of vehicle 
needed to provide proper storage and easy access. Specifications 
and plans could then be developed. 

( c) Maps & Miscellaneous Equipment 

1 • Binoculars and spotting scope 
2. Large district map, topographical ( USGS) (Oregon 

Highway Map) City 
3. Various office supplies (pens, markers, paper, tags) 
4. Phone list ("Books•) 
5. Locked antidote drQ;! box 
6. First aid kit 
7. Wheel chocks 
8. Traffic cones 
9. Disposable cytle lights, "No ignition source• 

10. Extra batteries 
11 • Hand cleaner 
12 • Fuel credit cards 
13. Portable radios 
14. Mobile telephone 
15. Resuscitation/Ambu Bag 
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16. Powder fer acid suits 
17. Plastic bags 
18. One bull horn and portable lood speaker 
19. Scanner 
20. Vehicle radio w/ State Emergency Net, Police 
21 • Hi-energy food and instant hot beverages 
22. Response Plan 
23. Barricade tape 
24. Canara 
25. Hazardous material labels/placards (assorted) 
26 • Canputer 
27. Explosion proof flashlight 
28 • C. B. radio 
29. Suit-to-suit comm1.11ication system 
30. Drining water container 
31. Weather station 
32. 1/2" and 314" rope 
33 • Hand truck 
34. Au:lio timing device 
35 • Tire pump 
36 • Warning signs 
37. Shaving equi!Jllent 
38. Sterno stove and coffee pot 
39. Pagers 

(d) Protective Equipment 

1. Assorted selection encapsulated suits (nondisposable) 
2. Proximity suits 
3. Splash suits, rain coats (one type) 
4. EncapSulated suits (disposable) 
5. Gloves (Neo, Nitrile, Butyl, Viton, disposable, 

leather, surgical) 
6 • Helmets · and hard hats 
7. Safety glasses w/side shields 
8. SCl3A (No filter masks so there will be no chance of a 

mistaken filter) 60 minute duration 
9. Shoe covers 

10. Boots (various assorted types) 
11. Coveralls (disposable) 
12. Earplugs 
13. Face shield 
14. Eye wash equi!JlleDt 
15 • Nanex hoods 
16. High visibility vests 
17. Spare SCBA bottles and full assortment of refill 

adapters 
18. Emergency showers 
19. In-suit cooling and air lines fer extended use 
20 • Garden hose fer light rinse down 
21 • Personnel wash down kit 
22 • Full fire turnoots . 
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( e) Leak Control Equipment 

1. Chlcrine kit "A" 
2. Chlcrine kit "B" ) BASED ON LOCATION AND NEED 
3. Chlcrine kit ncn ) 
4. Absorbent booms, bag sheets 
5. Plugging and diking equi1J11ent (Petro-seal, aqua seal, 

•no mixing, n ttno dryoutn) 
6. Extra pails 
7. Patching kits 
8. Epoxy kits 
9. Air bag system 

10. PVC pipe of misc. size and length for' mderflow and 
overflow dams 

11 • Dome covers 

(f) SUppression Equipment 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

Foam - all types and minimun 100 gallons of AFFF 
&2 extinguishers 
Class D extinguishers 
ABC dry chemical extinguishers 
Foam eductor 
Foam generator 
Foam application nozzles 
Hal on 1211 extinguishers 
Emulsifier 

(g) Repair F.Quipment• 

1. Assorted plugs 
2. Fiberglass fabric basic 
3. Assorted pipe llllions, fittings, caps and couplings 
4. Clamps 
5 • Tape - all types 
6. Silicone, caulk, plastic· steel and rubber adhesive 
7. 0 rings, nuts and bolts 
8. Lead wool (sheet lead) 

•some kits on the market, review as per specific need/cost. 

(h) Tools 

1 • Assortment of non-sparking tools 
2. Assortment of basic sockets, wrenches, hammers, pliers, 

screwdrivers, brushes, drill bits, saws, etc. 
3. Miscellaneous air tools (chisels, drill, cutters, jaws, 

hole saws) 
4. Hack saw 
5. Scissors 
6. Shovels 
7 • Measuring tape 
8. Extra air hose 
9. Grollllding equilJllent 

10. Web strapping (won• t rust, less maintenance) 
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11 • Pill aski 
12. Axes 
13. Pry bars 
14. Bolt cutters 
15. Rake 
16 • Fmmels 
17 • Crowbars 
1 8 • Canalong 
19. Chain saw 

(i) Detection Equipment 

1. Flanmable vapor mooitor 
2. Radiological monitors 
3. Detection tubes 
4 • Heat scanner 
5. Thermaneters 
6. CO indicators 
7. Organic vapor mooitors 
8. Amnooia and dispenser 
9. pH paper 

10. PCB test kits 
11 • Assortment of sampling containers (plastic and glass) 

( j) Containment Equipment 

1 • Snall quantities of neutralizer 
2. Sponges 
3. Drun liners 
4. Brcans and dust pans (plastic, non-sparking) 
5. Vacuum (wet/dry type) 
6 • Leak bandage lei ts 
7. Gas leak kits 
8. Plug rug patch kits 
9. Rolled Vis:iueen/plastic 

10. One set of steel recovery druns (1-80, 1-55, 1-30, to 
fit inside the 80 gallon) - BASED ON NEED 

11 • Truck bed liners 
12 • Dry absor bant 

(k) Decontamination Equipment 

1 • Solution ingredients (asserted) 
2. Brushes 
3. Towels and rags 
4. Disposable bags (asserted sizes) 
5. Cootainment pool (as salvage covers draped over serbant 

booms offer mere of a wcrk area and containment) 
6. Shower 
7. Decon kits 
8. Canpressed air sprayer 
9. Body bags 
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( 1) Special F.guipment 

1. Small polycarbonate board with diving grease pencils or 
waterproof markers 

2. Magnifying glass 
3. Siphon pump - chemical compatible (barrel transfer) 
4. Ladder 
5. Helmet lights (explosion proof) 
6. Extension cords 
7. Trouble light and flood lights 
8. Plotting board 
9. Cola- smoke bombs 

10 • Ultraviolet light 
11 • Explosioo resistant tool box 
12 • Sewer cover 
13. Explosion proof fan 
14. Body harness ( w/ local responder discretion) 
15 • Hydraulic jack 
16. Cribbing blocks 
17. Salvage covers 
18. Rain fly and tent 
19. Tracing dye (solid and liquid) 
20. Small revolving light 
21 • Portable cutting torch 
22 • Manhole cover tools 
23. Sleeping bags 
24 • Depending on area, protection from weather may be 

needed as shelters, tents, etc. 
25 • Calculator 

tlNOTE: All equipnent shall comply with any and all Oregon 
Occupational Safety regulations and/or personal 
protective equipnent apparel and respirator protection 
requirements. 
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Attachment XII 
Agenda Item D 

1I23/ 87 EQC Meeting 

Resource Materials to the Oil and Hazardous Materials Emergency 
Response Pl an 

EXAMPLE PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES FOR EMERGENCY RESPONDERS 

The following example guidelines and resource information for first 
responders are provided to help local jurisdictions develop hazardous 
materials emergency response plans. They are only examples and will 
need modifications to meet the needs of each individual area. 
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January 1987 
EXAMPLE PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES* 

Initial Responders 
(fire, police, public works, others) 

Size-up/Identification 

o Approach from upwind and upgrade. 
o Observe from safe distance. 
o Use binoculars if necessary. 
o Examine shipping papers or I.D. numbers 
o Examine placards/labels. 
o Interview driver, conductors, dock manager, etc. 
o Refer to DOT Guidebook or Fire Fighters• Handbook of Hazardous 

Materials 

Isolate Area - Avoid contact with materials, fumes, dust, etc. 

o Eliminate or avoid ignition sources (no smoking or use of highway 
flares) 

o Determine if larger evacuation necessary to keep people away from 
chemicals 

o Establish control line at safe distance 

Rescue Injured Person if Prudent 

o Identify all people who might have been injured or exposed. 

Notification and Technical Help 

o Alert Dispatch Operators 
or 9-1-1 to begin notifications 

o State Agencies: OARS (1-800-452-0311) 
o Federal Agencies: NRC (1-800-424-8802) 
o Industry: CHEMTREC (1-800-424-9300) 
o Emergency Medical Advice: Poison Control Center (1-800-452-7165) 

or 
( 225-8968) 

Useful Information 

o Your name, agency, location and call back number 
o Type of material involved, amount spilled, when spilled, how 

spilled 
o Hazard involved (health, environment) 
o Actions underway 
o Injuries, contamination, exposure 
o Responsible party 

Establish Incident Command 

o Determine who is the incident commander 
o Set up field command post at safe location 
o Tell dispatcher exact location of command post. 
o Establish communications with off-scene help 
o Pass command as appropriate 
o Brief new commander 

* Subject to change based on user input 
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January 1987 
EXAMPLE PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES * 

Incident Commander 

Establish Incident Command 

o Clearly identify yourself as commander 
o Make sure command post is at a safe location. 
o Establish unified command, if appropriate, with agencies on scene 
o Identify lead state agency, if any. 

Determine the Hazard 

o Check placards, shipping, etc. 
o Use reference books and off-scene help (i.e. OARS & 

CHEMTREC). 
o Determine downwind, downstream and downslope exposures. 
o Identify ignition sources 
o Determine winds speed and direction 
o Use available detection equipment 

Notification and Technical Help 

o State agencies: OARS (1-800-452-0311) 
o Federal agencies: NRC (1-800-424-8802) 
o Industry: CHEMTREC (1-800-424-9300) 
o Emergency medical advice: (Poison Control Center (1-800-452-7165) 

Assign Team Responsibilities 

0 Evacuation 
0 Rescue 
0 Traffic and crowd control 
0 Containment 
0 Fire suppression 
0 Public information 
0 Communications 
0 Safety officer 
0 Emergency medical 

Evaluate Control Line and Revise if Necessary 

o Use tape, rope, fire-hose, etc. 
o Leave a margin of error. 

Decontamination · 

o Assign decontamination team and officer 
o Check people and equipment 
o Set up decon procedures. 

Establish Staging Area for Medical Treatment 

• Subject to change based on user input 
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EXAMPLE PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES* 

Evacuation/Shelter 

Determine Danger Area 

o Determine size of spill 
o Determine plume direction 
o Identify people and facilities in danger area 

Decide Between Evacuation or Shelter -- What will best Reduce Exposure 

Begin warning and/or evacuation procedures for those nearest the spill 
site, Work outwards from spill site. 

o Inform evacuees to lock doors, take small valuables and necessary 
medication 

o Provide information on safest evacuation route 

Notify Those Who need to Know 

o Law enforcement agencies 
o Emergency Management (city, county, state) 
o Red Cross 
o County Health Officer 
o Local T.V. and Radio 
o Dispatchers 
o Other Emergency Relief Organizations 
o Transportation Companies 

* Subject to change based on user input 
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EXAMPLE PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES* 

Traffic Control and Law Enforcement Officers 

1 • Obtain guidance from the Incident Commander on the need for an 
exclusion perimeter, and the distances. 

2. Establish perimeter, using rope, barricades, vehicles, etc. (avoid 
flares if any indication that combustible/flammable chemicals are 
present.) 

3. Reroute pedestrians and vehicles around perimeter ~- keep onlookers, 
news media and others from excluded area. 

4. Request additional assistance as needed. 

5. Be prepared, at the request of the Incident Commander, to remove 
persons hindering emergency operations. 

• Subject to change based on user input 
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EXAMPLE PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES* 

Local On-Scene Public Information Officer (PIO) 

What to Do First 

1. Report to field command post. Find Incident Commander. Work with 
Incident Commander on press statements. 

2. Set up press briefing area away from command post. Issue publio 
information from press area only. Do not talk to reporters_away from 
press area. 

Work with State PIO 

1. Communicate with the PIO from the lead state agency. Agree with State 
PIO before issuing updates. The State PIO will help provide 
information about health effects, environmental effects, state 
resources, etc. 

2. Set times for updates with State PIO and with on-scene press. 

What to Tell Reporters 

1 • They want to know: 

.!!!!Q had the accident 
Who has been injured 
Who is the Incident Commander 

(name, rank, who he/she 
works for, etc.) 

What is the material involved 
What are the public safety or health hazards 
What is estimated loss 
Where did the accident occur 
When did it occur 
How did it occur 

2. Describe response actions. (Work with State PIO on health effects). 

3. Do .!12.J< tell more than you know. Do not try to keep things from the 
press. (Except, of course, names of injured or dead before 
notification of families). 

4. Take notes about response actions and who you told what. The notes 
will help you later. 

NOTE: The media may be helpful in issuing emergency public announcements. 

• Subject tc change based on user input 
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EXAMPLE PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES* 

Medical Services/Health Officer 

1 • At incident scene: 

a. Be aware of dangers. 

b. Take proper precautions to protect yourself when handling 
casual ties. 

c. Coordinate actions with the incident commander. 

d. Coordinate support activities as required with response agencies 
present. 

2. Confinn heal th hazard. 

3. Investigate toxic levels of materials involved. 

4. Seek antidote options. 

5. Confinn evacuation area perimeters (includes establishment of triage 
areas as required). 

6. Coordinate with hospitals involved. 

7. Ensure no etiological agents involved. 

8. Coordinate with Reception and Care Coordinator regarding medical 
services required by evacuees. 

9. Decontaminate personnel/equipment as required. 

a. Hospital 

b. Ambulance 

10. Help question/examine responding personnel on state of health. Treat 
as required. 

11. Work with State Health Division and Department of Environmental 
Quality to address environmental health/sanitation impacts. 

12. Note: News releases are to be made by an authorized public information 
officer. Check with incident commander. 

• Subject to change based on user input 
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EXAMPLE PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES 

EMERGE3CY NOTIFICATION LIST 

Oregon Accident Response System (OARS) 
(for state assistance) 

Federal National Response Center 
(for federal assistance) 

CHEMTREC 
(for industry assistance) 

Poison Control Center 
(24 hrs) (for emergency 
medical information) 

Local Fire 

Local Police 

Local Ambulance 

County Sheriff 

State Police 

Local Hospital 

County Heal th 

Local Emergency Services ~~~~~~~~~ 

Local Public Works 

Regional Haz-Mat Team 

State Haz-Mat Team 

ZF6335 

-8-

1-800-452-0311 
or 

503-378-4124 

- 1 -800-424-8802 

1-800-424-9300 

1-800-452-7165 
or 

503-225-8968 



State Agencies 

January, 1987 

EXAMPLE PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES 

Resource Information List 
(non-emergency) (numbers subject to change) 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
Haz-Mat Section - Portland 

1 -800-452-4011 
229-5759 

Local area D.E.Q. Regional Office~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Oregon Department of Energy -
Siting & Regulation Division - Salem 

Oregon State Health Division - Portland 
Radiological Fixed Site Incidents 
Communicable Disease Agents 
Radiation Emergency Response Team 

Oregon State Highway Division - Salem 

1 -800-221 -8035 
37 8-6469 

229-5999 

378-6570 
Local Regional Off ice ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Oregon State Fire Marshal 
Hazardous Materials Section 378-2885 
Local Field Deputy ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Military Department - Salem 

State Forestry Department-Salem 

378-3903 

378-2560 
Local Headquarters ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Oregon Public Utilities Commission - Salem 

Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife - Portland 

378-5849 

229-5683 
Local Office ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Federal Agencies 

U.S. Coast Guard Command Center (Wash, DC) 

U.S. Coast Guard Seattle (RRT) (Seattle) 

U.S. Coast Guard (Portland) 

Local Coast Guard Station 

Environmental Protection Agency (Seattle) 

U.S. Forest Service (Portland) 

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration (Seattle) 
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1-202-426-1830 

1-206-442-5233 

240-9300 

1-206-442-1196 

503-221 -2931 

1-206-526-6343 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Portland) 

Dept. of Health & Human Services (Seattle) 
NIOSH 

U.S. Dept. of Energy (Richland) 

U.S. Dept. of Interior (Portland) 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (Portland) 

FEMA (Seattle) 

Agency of Toxic Substance & Disease Registry (Atlanta) 

U.S. Army Explosive & Ordinance Disposal (Maryland) 

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (Maryland) 

National Weather Service (Portland) 
(Salem) 

Tape 
Local 

Center for Disease Control-Night Emergency (Georgia) 

Bombing Investigations & Terrorist Bombing (FBI) 
(Wash, DC) 

Classification of Explosives Military Board (Wash, DC) 

Destruction of Explosives & Destructive Devices 
(Wash, DC) (AIF) 24 hrs. 

Bureau of Alcohol and Firearms (Wash, DC) 

Explosives Unit Laboratory (FBI) (Wash, DC) 

Federal Aviation Administration Information (Wash, DC) 

221 -2193 

1-206-442-0530 

1-509-376-2603 

231-6157 

231-6154 

1-206-403-7243 

241-6200 

1-301 ;;;r,77-5770 

1-301-492-7000 

281-1911 
363-7863 
363-4131 

1-404-633-5313 

1-202-324-466 4 

1-202-325-0891 

1 -20.2-566-7087 

1-202-566-7395 

1-202-324-2696 

1-202-426-4817 

Industry Information Sources (the numbers below need verification) 

American Petroleum Institute (API) 
Washington, D.C. 

Association of American Railroads (AAR) 
Portland, OR 

Dow Chemical Company 
Midland, MI 

DuPont Company 
Wilmington, DE 
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1-202-682-8134 

1-800-826-4662 

1-517-636-4400 

1-302-77 4-7500 



Institute of Makers of Explosives 
Wash, DC 

Southern Pacific Railroad Dispatch 

Union Pacific Railroad Dispatch 

Burlington Northern Railroad Dispatch 

1 -202-429-9280 

220-4424 

249-2711 

1 -206-625-6246 

Tank Truck Defuelers Companies ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Pennwalt •Chlorine Team" 
Portland, OR 

Major Oil Company Rapid Action Teams 
Shell Oil (24 hrs) - Portland 

Volunteer Organizations 

Volunteer Organizations 

228-7655 

224-0319 

Salvation Army ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
American Red Cross ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Radio Operators ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Explorer Scouts ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Search & Rescue 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
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Environmental Quality Commission 
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X5l!!ZJOOWf111WlffilP(5ffl(~ElC120lltl'l:(J!(NKlPO:RXSUOOI!( PHONE (503) 229-5696 
811 S~'V Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item E, January 23, 1987, EQC Meeting 

Informational Report: Oregon's Recycling Opportunity Act: 
Report on Implementation to the 1987 Oregon Legislative 
Assembly 

The Recycling Opportunity Act requires the Commission to review department 
reports on compliance with and implementation of the 1983 Act, and to 
submit a report to each regular session of the Legislative Assembly 
regarding compliance with and implementation of the Act (ORS 459.168). A 
report has been prepared by the Department and is attached to this staff 
report (Attachment I). 

Director's Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the Commission review the attached report on 
compliance with and implementation of the Recycling Opportunity Act and 
submit the report to the 1987 Oregon Legislative Assembly. 

Fred Hansen 

Attachment: Oregon's Recycling Opportunity Act: Report on Implementation 
to the 1987 Oregon Legislative Assembly 

Marianne Fitzgerald 
SM717 
229-5060 
January 2, 1 987 
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OREGON'S RECYCLING OPPORTUNITY ACT 

A Success Story , •• 

Today there are curbside recycling collection programs in 
100 Oregon cities. In 1982, there were only fourteen such 
~rograms. Cities and counties have found unique ways to 
implement their recycling programs ways that fit their 
own community's needs. For example: 

o west Linn provides weekly collection of recyclable 
materials to all single and multi-family dwellings 
as well as commercial accounts. The city has set 
up and operates a yard debris collection and 
processing site which has diverted from the 
landfill over 50% of the total amount of yard 
debris generated in the city. A solid waste 
advisory committee helps to plan the city's 
recycling programs, and numerous volunteers 
promote recycling in the neighborhoods. The city 
has dedicated staff and money to promote recycling 
in the community, in the schools, and in numerous 
other on~oing activities which publicize recycling 
o~portunities and encourage people to recycle. 
Fift¥ percent of West Linn households regularly 
participate in on-route recycling collection, and 
approximately 34 tons of waste is diverted from 
the landfill each month. 

o Astoria has set up a recycling program which is 
characterized by colorful recycling storage 
containers built by the local sheltered workshop 
and bearing the logo "Astoria Curbside Recycling". 
The colorful containers can easily be seen every 
other Monday when the recyclable materials are 
collected. An active public education and 
promotion program and strong community support 
have resulted in over 500 households regularly 
recycling in this community of 9,800 people. 

o In Baker, Baker Sanitary Service collects 
recyclable materials from households once a month 
and donates the materials to Step Forward, a local 
sheltered works hop. Step Forward' s handicapped 
employees sort, bale and otherwise prepare the 
materials for marketing. The community 
participates in the recycling program because it 
knows the materials will be used to provide jobs 
and income to a disadvantaged segment of their 
community. 



o In Bend, the solid waste collectors provide 
monthly recycling collection service while the 
nonprofit Bend Recycling Team operates a depot at 
the nearby landfill. Bend Recyc~ing Team has been 
hired by Deschutes County to set up a countywide 
education and promotion program to encourage 
people to recycle. Bend Recycling Team has 
aeveloped brochures and a video presentation, 
provided information to local media (monthly 
recycling volumes are published in ~ 
Bulletin), and made numerous presentations to 
schools and community groups. Since the program 
began, recycling volumes have increased 
aJ?proximately 35% over a similar period in 1985, 
with 15% of the increase attributed to the on
route collection program, and the remainder 
dropped off at recycling depots. 

But Not a Total Success • • • 

The City of Portland has not met the requirements of the 
Recycling Opi;>ortunity Act. In 1985 the city convened a 
technical advisory committee and hired a consultant to make 
recommendations on the city's recycling program options. In 
June, 1986, the City Council chose a program of monthly 
collection of recyclable materials at the curb by contracted 
recyclers and weekly collection of newspaper at the can by 
garba~e haulers. The city would be divided into six areas and 
the city would contract for monthly recyclin9 service in each 
area. The city would also set up a recycling education and 
promotion program. The Environmental Quality Commission 
granted the city an extension of time to January 31, 1987 to 
implement the program adopted in June. However, the City 
Council has twice delayed authorizing staff to issue the bids 
for recycling collection in the contract areas. The 
Environmental Quality Commission recently warned the city that 
if it did not move forward to implement an acceptable program, 
the Commission would have no cJ:ioice but to begin tlie steJ?S 
required by law to ensure that the opportunity to recycle is 
provided to all citizens in Portland. 

Milton-Freewater, LaGrande, Pendleton and Hermiston 
only other cities who have not yet provided the 
curbside recycling programs. 

SM732 
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OREGON'S RECYCLING OPPORTUNITY ACT 

Introduction 

Oregon's Recycling Opportunity Act emphasizes recycling as a solid waste 
management method. Recycling is viewed both as an aid in solving problems 
of waste disposal and as a means of conserving valuable natural resources. 
The Act is designed to make participation in recycling easy and to reclaim 
recyclable items where they are generated: in homes, businesses, and 
industries. 

With the enactment of the Recycling Opportunity Act by the 1983 Oregon 
Legislative Assembly, Oregon has embarked on a unique, comprehensive, 
statewide recycling program. The Act does not require that every Oregonian 
recycle, but does require that every person in the state must be provided 
the "opportunity to recycle.• "Opportunity to recycle" requires at a 
minimum: 

(1) A recycling depot at every landfill and transfer station; 

(2) Monthly curbside collection of.source separated materials in 
cities of more than 4,000 population and within the urban growth 
boundary of the Metropolitan Service District; and 

(3) A public education and promotion program which encourages people 
to recycle. 

The Act also set priorities for solid waste management: first, to reduce 
the amount of solid waste generated; second, to reuse material for the 
purpose for which it was originally intended; third, to recycle material 
that cannot be reused; fourth, to recover energy from material which cannot 
be recycled or reused, and fifth, to dispose of solid waste that cannot be 
recycled or reused or from which energy cannot be recovered, by landfilling 
or other method approved by the Department. 

Recyclable material is defined as •any material or group of materials which 
can be collected and sold for recycling at a net cost equal to or less than 
the cost of collection and disposal of the same materials." This flexible 
definition of recyclable material allows for market fluctuations, 
recognizes new markets, and takes into account regional differences in 
access to recycling markets. 

There are seventy cities in Oregon in which curbside recycling service is 
required. For the most part, the service is provided by franchised garbage 
haulers. Local public education and promotion programs range from slick, 
advertising agency produced multi-media campaigns to volunteer-produced 
brochures delivered door-to-door by Cub Scouts. In addition to curbside 
service in the larger cities, recycling drop-off depots are open at nearly 
every public disposal site in the state. 
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Local governments, recyclers, garbage haulers and landfill operators share 
responsibility for providing the recycling opportunities by July 1, 1986. 
They must report their method of implementation to the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality, who will decide whether the local recycling programs 
are adequate. 

The Oregon Recycling Opportunity Act has the potential to institutionalize 
recycling alongside garbage collection and disposal. If that happens, it 
will serve as an important demonstration to the rest of the nation of the 
potential to voluntarily change old habits and attitudes and to become a 
conserving rather than a throw-away society. Oregonians, who already 
recycle 90% of their beer and soft drink containers and 70% of their 
newspaper, ought to be able to make recycling work if anybody can. 

State Role 

The Department of Environmental Quality's governing board, the 
Environmental Quality Commission, was required to adopt rules necessary to 
carry out the Act. This was accomplished in December, 1984. The rules 
divide the state into wastesheds for reporting purposes, identify the 
principal recyclable materials within each wasteshed, and specify the 
criteria for acceptable alternative methods for providing the opportunity 
to recycle. The rules also set the standards for the recycling report to 
be submitted to the Department of Environmental Quality, and explain 
education and notice requirements. Finally, the rules outline the 
boundaries of a fair market value exemption and the consideration to be 
accorded existing recyclers and garbage haulers before a recycling 
franchise can be granted. By rule, the Environmental Quality Commission 
has also assessed a fee on disposal site permittees to raise part of the 
money necessary for administration of the Act. 

A wasteshed is "an area of the state having a common solid waste disposal 
system or designated by the Commission as an appropriate area of the state 
within which to develop a common recycling program". The Environmental 
Quality Commission generally followed county boundaries for determining 
wastesheds. However, Oregon's largest city, Portland, was itself 
designated a wasteshed, as were the cities of West Linn and Milton
Freewater. 

Once the Environmental Quality Commission divided the state into 
wastesheds, the Department of Environmental Quality notified each city and 
county and known garbage haulers, recyclers and landfill operators of their 
inclusion within a particular wasteshed. By the July 1, 1986 
implementation date, the wastesheds were required to submit a recycling 
report to the Department of Environmental Quality explaining how the 
opportunity to recycle is being provided within the wasteshed. The 
Department in turn has the responsibility to review each recycling report 
to determine whether the opportunity to recycle is adequately provided. If 
it is not, the Department may grant a variance or extension of time for 
correcting deficiencies. If the deficiencies are not corrected within a 
reasonable period of time, then the Environmental Quality Commission must 
be notified of the failure. 
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The Commission, after a public hearing within the affected area, can order 
the opportunity to recycle to be provided. The order may specify the 
materials to be recycled, designate who is to provide specified services, 
and establish a schedule for implementation. The Commission may also order 
a city or county to franchise collection service in order to provide the 
recycling program. 

The Recycling Opportunity Act requires that every person in Oregon be 
provided the opportunity to recycle. It does not require them to 
participate. Each person is thus given the chance to voluntarily help 
solve the state's solid waste problems. But if a large percentage of 
persons do not recycle voluntarily once the opportunity to do so is 
provided, the Environmental Quality Commission can mandate participation in 
recycling programs. 

The Department's rules currently require submittal of only one report, due 
July 1 , 1986, to report on the methods being used to implement recycling 
service. The rules do not require submittal of data which indicate how 
successfully the programs are operating. The Department is proposing to 
amend OAR 340-60-045 to require annual submittal of data on volumes of 
material recycled, generator recycling setout rates, any changes in the 
collection system, and education and promotion efforts. This information 
would enable the Department to monitor ongoing compliance with the rules 
and statutes and to evaluate the effectiveness of the recycling programs. 

Technical Assistance 

From the time the Recycling Opportunity Act was enacted, the Department has 
been providing technical assistance to local government officials and 
recyclers to help them set up the recycling programs required by law. 

A generic statewide education and promotion program was designed which 
could be personalized by local governments and recyclers. DEQ produced 
camera-ready flyers and doorhangers, a radio public service announcement, 
and a newspaper advertisement graphically illustrating the curbside 
recycling program. 

A bimonthly newsletter serves as a clearinghouse for education and 
promotion ideas and activities. DEQ co-sponsored a recycling education and 
promotion conference in April, 1986, with hands-on workshops to help local 
government officials, recycling collectors and educators learn how to set 
up an effective recycling promotion program. 

The July 1, 1986 deadline became a catalyst for recycling promotion 
activities. The week of June 29 to July 5 was declared "Recycling 
Awareness Week" by Governor Victor Atiyeh. DEQ delivered suggestions for 
kick-off events and promotion ideas to community representatives and 
volunteers, and drafted a model news release. Media response was good. 
The Department also placed newspaper feature articles and encouraged 
industries using recycled material to place their own ads. Finally, the 
Department arranged a media event with the Governor and his wife recycling 
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at home to illustrate the ease of curbside recycling. Local governments 
arranged similar media events in their cities. 

The DEQ distributed recycling report forms to wastesheds in the fall of 
1985, and held workshops throughout the state to explain the responsi
bilities of each wasteshed in meeting the provisions of the Act. DEQ also 
prepared a variety of informational materials explaining the new law and 
how recycling markets work. 

The Department is currently preparing a recycling education curriculum for 
grades K-12. The curriculum will explain Oregon's solid waste management 
policy and encourage families to reduce waste and recycle. The material is 
expected to be ready for distribution to schools throughout the state by 
the beginning of the 1987/88 school year. 

Compliance 

As of December 31, 1986, DEQ has received recycling reports from thirty of 
the thirty-eight wastesheds. The Department has notified the remaining 
wastesheds that their reports are delinquent. 

The Department has approved four recycling reports to date: Marion, 
Deschutes, West Linn and Clackamas. Other reports are being reviewed or 
have been reviewed and the Department has made suggestions for improvement 
which will bring the programs into compliance with the law. 

All of the 125 disposal site permits have been amended to include 
provisions for recycling depots. The depots are located either at the site 
or at a more convenient location. Exemptions have been granted for small 
rural sites, although these sites are still required to notify the users of 
the site of the closest recycling opportunities available. 

As of December 31 , sixty-five out of seventy cities have provided on-route 
recycling collection service. The only cities who have not yet implemented 
their recycling programs are Portland, Milton-Freewater, La Grande, 
Pendleton and Hermiston. The Department is working with these cities to 
develop programs which comply with the law. The city of Portland has been 
granted an extension to January 31, 1987, and the city of Milton-Freewater 
has been granted an extension to April 30, 1987, for providing on-route 
collection service. 

Many smaller cities and haulers in rural areas have chosen to voluntarily 
provide on-route recycling collection. These include most of the cities in 
Marion, Clackamas, Lane and Yamhill counties, as well as Tillamook and the 
rural areas around Roseburg. 

Alternative methods for providing the opportunity to recycle have been 
approved for the cities of Stayton, Roseburg, and Ontario, and for a 
portion of the Grants Pass urban growth boundary. 
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Oregon is fortunate to have strong markets for recyclable materials. Old 
newspaper is recycled at Smurfit Newsprint Co. in Oregon City and Newberg; 
old corrugated cardboard is recycled at three mills in North Bend, Albany 
and Toledo; tin cans are recycled at a de-tinning plant in Seattle; glass 
is recycled at Owens-Illinois in Portland; high-grade office paper is sold 
locally or exported overseas; and scrap metal is recycled at local steel 
mills or exported. 

State government has participated actively in encouraging demand for 
secondary materials since 1973, Tax credits encourage retrofitting 
manufacturing plants to use secondary material; credits are also available 
for purchase or construction of recycling equipment. 

Earlier concerns about the effect of increased supplies of materials on 
market prices have not materialized, and in fact, prices for some materials 
have increased over the last year. Newspaper has declined to $58 per ton 
compared to $62 per ton in 1983, but cardboard is now $80 per ton compared 
to $70 per ton in 1983. The price for green glass recently increased from 
$30 to $40 per ton, and is now the same price as for the other colors of 
glass. Scrap metal prices remain stable, although recent restrictions on 
the types of materials which will be accepted for recycling may affect 
market prices for scrap metals. Used oil prices have fallen 
proportionately with virgin oil prices to approximately 40 cents per gallon 
compared to a year ago, so commercial customers are now charged 15 cents a 
gallon to recycle their motor oil. Most used oil collectors have agreed to 
accept used oil from residential recycling programs and disposal site 
depots at no charge. End-market users of recycled materials claim that 
while the supplies of materials in 1986 have increased over 1985, the 
markets have not reached capacity and they continue to encourage more 
people to recycle. 

Conclusion 

In looking back, the Recycling Opportunity Act has caused a tremendous 
growth in the recycling opportunities available to Oregonians. In 1982 
only 14 cities offered residential recycling collection service, all of 
them west of the Cascades. Today, nearly 100 cities have the service. In 
1982 only 27 disposal sites had recycling depots, while today approximately 
130 sites offer multi-material recycling collection. Recycling promotion 
and education programs have been or are being introduced in local 
communities throughout the state to heighten people's awareness of the need 
to recycle and reduce waste. Though it is still too early to tell if each 
of these local programs will be successful, a system for recycling 
collection and marketing has been integrated into the solid waste 
collection system statewide. 
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811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item 'F, January 23, 1 987, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Informational Report: The Status of Implementation of the 
Metro Waste Reduction Program 

On June 27, 1986, when the Environmental Quality Commission approved the 
Metro Waste Reduction Program, the Commission asked Metro to make a status 
report on program implementation at the January EQC meeting. Metro has 
provided that Report as requested (see attachment). 

Senate Bill 662, which gave the EQC the authority to approve or disapprove 
Metro's Waste Reduction Program, did not give the EQC or the Department 
any role in monitoring compliance with the approved program. A copy of the 
approved waste reduction program is required to be submitted to the Sixty
fourth Legislative Assembly not later than February 1, 1987 (SB 662 
B Engrossed, Section 8(5)). 

Department Analysis: 

The Metro Waste Reduction Program has two main elements. First, a 
recycling program which is more comprehensive than that required by the 
Recycling Opportunity Act must be established. Second, alternative 
technology must be built to process and/or recover energy from the fraction 
of the waste that cannot be recycled. 

For the most part, Metro has accomplished the tasks it committed to 
undertake in the time period from July 1 to December 31, 1986 to begin to 
establish these programs. 

To establish the comprehensive region-wide recycling system, Metro has 
done the following: 

(1) A visible, well-planned promotional campaign. The chosen theme, 
"Together we can get out of the dumps," will, however, make DEQ' s 
landfill siting efforts more difficult because the Department 
will be selling the public a "state-of-the-art landfill" at the 
same time that Metro advertisements are showing a litter-strewn 
"dump". 
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(2) A successful marketing and technical assistance prcgram for 
yard debris. Metro's attempt to process yard debris collected 
at the St. Johns Landfill has been less productive. The disc 
screen purchased to process the ccntaminated stockpile of yard 
debris has not operated successfully. 

(3) Contracting for a waste stream composition study. The first of 
four "sorts" was completed in Ncvember. Adoption of waste 
reduction performance goals will be delayed six months until 
completion of the composition study in July. 

(4) Devia.ted from the Waste Reduction Program's plan for establishing 
a certification program for local collection services. Instead 
of establishing certification units and using rate incentives to 
encourage compliance with the Recycling Opportunity Act and other 
as yet to be established certification standards, at the request 
of a garbage haulers' organization, Metro is now pursuing an 
approach of "voluntary cooperation. 11 Metro is also exploring an 
alternative method of enforcement, legally untested, in which 
Metro would require all local governments to operate garbage 
collection and recycling programs consistent with the Metro Waste 
Reduction Program. 

To begin the process for choosing and siting an alternative technology, 
Metro has issued a request for qualifications and a subsequent request for 
proposals for alternative technologies. Response to the RFP is due 
January 30, 1987, ahead of the schedule anticipated in the Work Plan. 

It is still too early to tell whether Metro's Waste Reduction Program is 
successful. Most of the work carried out in the last six months has been 
planning or tasks preparatory to implementing the various components of the 
Program which will actually accomplish the desired waste reduction. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission direct the Department to submit to 
the 1987 Legislative Assembly Metro's Waste Reduction Program Status Report 
and this Informational Report along with the approved Metro Waste Reduction 
Program and June 27, 1986 DEQ staff report. 

~ 
Fred Hansen 

Attachment: Metro Waste Reduction Program Status Report and letter from 
Executive Officer Rick Gustafscn, December 24, 1986 

Lorie Parker 
SM716 
229-5826 
January 7, 1987 
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December 24, 1986 

Mr. Fred Hansen, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Executive Building 
811 s. w. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97203 

Dear Fred: 

ATTACHMENT 
Agenda Item F 
1/23/87, EQC Meeting 

With the adoption of its Solid Waste Reduction Program by 
the Environmental Quality Commission at their June 27, 
1986, meeting, Metro agreed to provide a status report on 
its implementation to the Department of Environmental 
Quality in January of 1987. 

The report to meet that commitment is attached. It will 
reflect that a substantial amount of the program has been 
addressed and the structure for the long-term effort is in 
place. It will also show that 10 of the 11 subprograms 
are on or ahead of schedule. 

Time and efforts over the past 18 months have been 
invested in project designs, task development, staff 
hiring and training, public involvement, and program 
implementation. What is required now to fulfill the 
long-term goals and objectives of the Solid Waste 
Reduction Program is experience, data and the continued 
involvement of all affected interests. Metro is committed 
to rapid action on ambitious goals but continued 
adjustments to the program schedule and design are also 
expected to be made because of these factors. Our success 
will be determined then on the results we derive from 
these judgments. 

Notable accomplishments that should be reviewed in this 
report include the Public Information Education and 
Promotion work, Alternative Technologies, Yard Debris 
Markets Development, System Measurement, Material Recovery 
and Rates. 

It also needs to be pointed out here that the original DEQ 
directive on the necessary components of the Waste 
Reduction Program included hazardous waste. In return for 
a commitment from Metro staff to develop a Hazardous Waste 
Program separately, the requirement was waived. DEQ has 



a copy of the plan which was developed and subsequently 
adopted by the Metro Council. 

The first phase of implementing this plan has enjoyed very 
favorable reception and results. Household hazardous 
waste collection days were very successful. A final 
report on this Metro coordinated effort will be issued in 
early January. The next phase will also begin in 
January. Recommendations and a work plan will be 
developed for non-regulated hazardous wastes and a 
document on alternatives for household hazardous wastes 
will be designed and published. 

It was necessary to make some modifications to the Work 
Program in this first phase. What follows is a brief 
summary of four subprograms whose original schedules 
and/or action elements were modified. 

The Certification subprogram was modified to address 
new legal understandings and the vigorous involvement 
of local governments and collectors. As a result, we 
are not meeting our schedule at this point in time, 
but expect to be by January 1988. Metro received a 
responsible alternative proposal for the cooperative 
development of the certification program from the 
tri-county association of haulers. Metro intends to 
work with them and local governments to make this 
approach successful. This is not to imply that Metro 
has abandoned the use of other methods for achieving 
its goals. If this arrangement fails Metro will 
apply an appropriate enforcement mechanism to the 
circumstances at that time. The concerns of affected 
interests notwithstanding, rate differentials could 
still be implemented. Research also shows that there 
is adequate, albiet untested legal authority for 
Metro to apply if the situation warrants it. It 
should be noted that the amount of the differential 
was not put into the rates. The framework and 
authority for using it was adopted into the Code, but 
the dollar figure will not be set until the specific 
conditions and circumstances are evaluated for an 
appropriate amount. (See discussion in certification 
section of report.) 

The Rate Program was also modified on legal grounds. 
Metro is required by law to base its rate structures 
on the cost of providing the service, not what it 
takes to bring about the behavior change. Metro is 
also limited, by law, in providing grants and loans 
to private businesses. 



The rate study will not take effect until April 1, 
1987. This three-month delay was due to the massive 
restructuring it took to build in cost and revenue 
data for waste reduction which includes multi-million 
dollar capital construction projects and a long-term 
financial study. This work required a commensurate 
amount of time for public involvement and input, but 
the delay is still within Metro's schedule commitment. 

Materials Market Assistance has been a notable 
success. Yard Debris Market sales increases have 
been dramatic. Sales during the peak annual sales 
period (May) increased 100 percent from 1985 to 
1986. On an annual basis, compost sales in 1986 
(through August) are running 96 percent ahead of 
1985. Metro's experience in yard debris markets has 
led it to redesign the overall markets program 
elements which extended the schedule for campaigns on 
other materials. 

We are ahead of schedule in the Alternative 
Technologies subprogram. A problem area is in the 
siting of a facility(s) once a decision on price and 
technology type is made. Metro's functional planning 
authority found in ORS 268 does provide a structure 
for siting, but lacks the certainty implied in the 
laws directing the development of the Solid waste 
Reduction Program. It therefore seems appropriate to 
request on amendment to Metro's enabling legislation 
that will allow certainty in public involvement, 
final site selection and facility development. 

I trust you will be as pleased with the results of our 
efforts as we are. Thank you for your ongoing support and 
cooperation. 

Rick Gustafs 
Executive Of icer 

RG/DM/gl 
6689C/D2 

Enclosure 



WASTE REDUCTION PROGRAM STATUS REPORT 

SUBPROGRAM RATING ACTION ELEMENTS SUBPROGRAM RATING ACTION ELEMENTS 

Promotion, Education • Market research 
and Public Involvement 

Post·Col1ection Recycling f) Material recovery centers 
Materials Recovery 

• Theme and graphic look f) Transfer stations 

• Multi·year campaign look 

• Specific campaigns 

1 
FA Auditing and consulting 

• Recycling Information Center 
Legislative Program f) Develop legislation for waste reduction 

f) Support for local jurisdictions 

f) Public Involvement 
Certification for Local 0 Collection Services Develop standards, measurements and process 

Reduce and Reuse • Plastics reduction task force 
Programs 

f) Packaging reduction 

f) Salvageable building materials 
1 

Rate Incentives f) Post-collection recycling/materials recovery 

f) Certification 

f) Program funding 
, FA Waste exchange 

" 
... 

Recycle- f) Technical Assistance 
405 Materials 

f) Recycling Information Center 

Materials Markets 3 1 

Assistance Program FA Markets assistance plan 

f) Yard debris markets plan 

f) Regional promotion and education 
1 

FA· Source separation technology 
1 

FA Grants and loans 

Recycle yard debris f) Material recovery centers 

f) Materials markets assistance 
1 

FA Credits, loans and grants analysis 

System Measurement f) Compostion study 

f) Resource recovery study 
1 

FA Waste reduction performance goals 
1 

FA System performance measurement 
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f) Alternative Technologies Select technologies 

f) Technical assistance f) Issue RFP to vendors 

f) Promotion and education 

• Principle recyclable analysis 
f) Select vendors 

f) Rate incentives KEY • COMPLETED ' FA SCHEDULED FOR FUTURE ACTION 

1 (} ON SCHEDULE 2 AHEAD OF SCHEDULE 
FA Ban on disposal Q BEHIND SCHEDULE 3 PROGRAM REDESIGNED 



Pl<_°-GRAM N_Al'IE: PROMOTION, EDUCATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Purpose To develop a comprehensive program to reach the general 
public and special interest groups with information and 
other opportunities to increase their awareness of the 
participation in waste reduction activities. 

A. Market Research: Promotion and education activities will be 
designed in light of market research findings to reach 
selected target populations with information they are most 
likely to respond to. Market surveys will be taken at 
regular intervals so we can evaluate the effectiveness of 
the promotion and education activities we undertake. 

* The Columbia Research opinion poll survey was completed 
in September, 1985. 

The Opinion Leader survey was completed September, 1985 
Metro used the compilation of results for guidelines 

for the advertising agency. The guidelines were 
written out in the scope of work for the advertis
ing agency in the Request for Proposals. 

A market survey will be conducted in December, 1986, to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the promotion and 
education activities to date. Request for written 
bids out on November 18. Due on November 24. 
Final report January 9, 1987. 

Other surveys will be conducted as needed. (Following 
each major campaign or as needed.) 

B. Theme and Graphic Look: A professionally developed theme, 
or slogan, and graphic look will tie together all elements 
of Metro's waste reduction promotion and education. 

* Metro's theme was developed in conjunction with the 
basic principles of the entire Waste Reduction cam
paign, "To reduce the amount of waste entering the 
regional landfills.'' April, 1986. 
A tag line was developed to promote the theme, "To 

gether we can get out of the dumps," April, 1986. 
Three in-house meetings and two meetings with local -
governments/interested parties were held in March and 
April, 1986. 

C. Multi-Year Campaign Plan: This will provide a detailed 
plan, schedule and budget to assure coordination of all 
Metro waste reduction promotion and education activities. 
The initial plan will cover a three-year period, focusing on 
the first year's effort. The plan will be updated and 
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revised yearly. 

* Phase I Report prepared by Coates Advertising Agency, 
April 15, 1986 Ordinance No. 86-200. 
Phase I Report included information on the theme and a 

full outline of the first year campaign. The 
second and third year were left open for the topic 
to ''be announced'' to provide for implementation of 
projects within the Waste Reduction Plan. 

D. Specific Campaigns: Two major promotions will be undertaken 
every year. Each will utilize a broad range of information 
outlets -- including such measures as newspaper and magazine 
articles and advertising; billboards and transit advertis
ing; radio ads; radio and television public service an
nouncements and station promotions; and various direct 
contact approaches such as direct mail. In addition, Metro 
staff will carry out at least eight promotions in the 
community each year such as exhibits and displays in trade 
shows and shopping centers. 

E. 

* The two major promotions developed by the Coates 
Advertising Agency 

1. Where will the Children Play. The campaign 
utilized radio, television and newsprint. The 
campaign ran for three weeks June '86. 

2. Save the Earth with a Brown Paper Bag. The 
campaign utilized radio, newsprint, grocery bags 
and a traveling exhibit. The campaign ran for 
three weeks in the months of July, August, 
September and October, 1986. 

Recycling Information Center: 
staff, will continue to be the 
for inquiries on recycling and 

The RIC, with adequate paid 
main point of public contact 
waste reduction. 

* RIC now has a staff of three. One full-time program 
coordinator, a full time program assistant and a half
time office assistant. The number of phone calls 
received continue to run between 40-50% higher than 
last year. (See Recycle - 405 Program) 

F. Support for Local Jurisdictions: Metro's promotion and 
education activities are intended to supplement those of the 
local governments. Metro will use primarily regional 
outlets and will cover topics and themes of interest across 
the region. Local jurisdictions will take the lead in 
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providing educational information with specifics about pick 
up, schedules and requirements. Metro will offer support by 
(1) compiling and distributing a monthly calendar of 
events, 
(2) developing, upon request, ready-to-print promotional 
materials incorporating Metro's overall logo and theme; and 
(3) providing general information and assistance on how to 
work with the media, also upon request from local govern
ments. 

* Bi-monthly calendar of events for recyclers, local 
governments and interested parties, included in the 
Recycling Information Center Monthly Report, October, 
1986. This calendar is in the testing phase to monitor 
the needs and information availability from local 
governments and recyclers. 

Recycling Information Center/Lions Recycling Flier for 
the telephone book recycling campaign, November, 1986. 

A flier was made available to United Chippers (Consor
tium of mobile yard debris processors) in August, 1986. 

Information and assistance is available at all times on 
how to work with the media. Media lists were made 
available to United Chippers. 

G. Public Involvement: Several elements of the Waste Reduction 
Program require ongoing efforts to involve the public and 
special interest groups from the metropolitan area. 
Examples include scheduling public meetings to review 
alternative technology proposals, and arranging meetings 
with local governments and private business to arrive at 
workable recycling goals. These public involvement activi
ties are referenced in the Work Plans for each program area. 
They will be planned, coordinated and carried out as part of 
this promotion, education and public involvement work 
program. 

* Public involvement meetings were held in March/April, 
1986 on the Coates advertising theme development. 

Public involvement meeting was held on August 9, 1986, 
to discuss regional recycling awareness week. 

Regular attendance at local government task force 
meetings and the Association of Oregon Recyclers. 

Coordinated with local governments on Recycling 
Awareness Day. 
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Coordinated with recycling industries on Recycling 
Industries Day and Recycling Awareness Day. 

The compilation of the off ice recycling handbook will 
involve input from local governments and private 
businesses who are involved with office recycling. 

Design of a curriculum implementation plan will involve 
meetings with individuals (teachers, curriculum 
specialists) and groups. Material developed by the DEQ 
will be distributed in spring and summer 1987 for fall 
1987 use. 
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Attachment for Promotion/Education 

Eight Metro staff produced promotions 

Spring Yard Debris Campaign, March/April/May, 1986 

Home recycling exhibit in coordination with local govern
ments to county fairs. July/August, 1986 

Curbside Recycling exhibit to shopping malls, July/August/
September, 1986. 

Curbside recycling brochure, July, 1986. Reprints, October, 
1986. 

Recycling Teacher In-Service (not held due to limited 
registration) 

Recycling Recognition Awards, October, 1986 

Recycling Industries Day, October, 1986 

Recycling Awareness Day at the Washington Park Zoo, October, 
1986. 

Far West Agricultural Show, August, 1986 

National Recycling Congress Conference display, September, 
1986. 

Fall yard debris recycling campaign October to December, 
1986. 

Upcoming events 

Christmas Tree recycling campaign, December, 1986 

Office Paper Recycling Campaign, February, 1987 

Spring Yard Debris Campaign, April, 1987 

Coates campaign, "Where will the Children Plan." Tentative, 
February, 1987. 

Planning for new Coates campaign (Year 2), April/May, 1987. 

5 



PROGRAM NAME: REDUCE AND REUSE PROGRAMS 

Purpose: Develop programs to achieve the maximum feasible 
reduction of materials that eventually become waste; 
and the salvage and use of reusable products retriev
able from the waste stream. 

1. Plastics Reduction Task Force: Participate in a statewide 
or regional task force to research strategies for reducing 
plastic material in the waste stream. 

* During the period June, 1986, through November, 1986, 
the Waste Reduction Manager served as Metro's repre
sentative on DEQ's Plastics Task Force. The Task 
Force's conclusions and DEQ's recommendations will be 
available in December, 1986. Any proposed legislation 
will be brought to the Metro Executive Officer and 
Council for action. Results of the Waste Characteriza
tion study (See System Measurement Program) which 
included plastics, will be shared with appropriate 
legislative committees. 

2. Packaging Reduction: Promote consumer attention to packag
ing issues, develop legislative action to address degree of 
packaging-type waste in waste stream. (See Promotion & 
Education and Legislative Action Work Plans.) 

* 1) 

2) 

Slide show includes packaging information (de
veloped, August, 1986). 
Poster Distribution (ongoing) deals with Buyer 
Beware. 

3) Distribution of curriculum materials (ongoing) 
that deal with buyer awareness of packaging. 

4) Topic will be under consideration for future 
Coates Campaigns and in-house promotions. 

5) Investigating videos and written material for 
library. 

6) Flier available - will be updated FY '87 (after 
legislative session) with any revisions 

7) Purchasing Policy being written - complete, 
January, 1987. 

3. Salvageable Building Materials and Items: Metro will 
examine the need and feasibility of programs to promote 
reuse of building and other materials before disposal, and 
develop salvage capability at disposal facilities. The RIC 
will expand and promote the use of salvageable material 
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database and hot line to encourage the reclaiming and reuse 
of salvageable materials before they are discarded as waste. 

* (See Promotion and Education and Post-Collection 
Processing - Materials Recovery Work Plans.) 

4. Waste Exchange: Metro will fully explore the utility and 
feasibility of expanding its current waste exchange activi
ties to develop information clearinghouse for industrial and 
manufacturing waste. 

* Waste Exchange is a work element under reduce and reuse 
programs. Background research on other existing waste 
exchanges has been completed and a library developed. 
Staff attended 3rd National Conference on Waste 
Exchange last March. Staff is considering how to 
establish a Northwest coalition tci attend the 4th 
National Conference on Waste Exchange in March '87. 
Additionally, an exempt/small quantity generator task 
force will be started in January/February. This task 
force will be developing a survey of what types of 
industrial wastes are being produced. Some of these 
may be recyclable. This will be valuable information 
for the Industrial Waste Exchange Program. Initiation 
of a feasibility study for an Industrial Waste Exchange 
program is anticipated to begin in February when DEQ 
has hired new personnel. 

gh_ap.g: e ~ __ ),_!l.__T_a, ~)<:§!_~ .s=he d_lJ.J.£!_ 
Initiate Study - February-May, 1987 

Develop Proposal - June, 1987 
Survey recycling and industry - July-August, 1987 

Develop final program - September, 1987 
Council deliberation - October, 1987 
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.~~_O_@AM NJl..ti!': RECYCLE -- 405 MATERIALS 

Purp9_~~= Establish and aggressively promote a variety of 
programs to assist local governments and other parties 
in developing curbside collection programs as required 
under the Oregon Opportunity to Recycle Act; to meet 
standards developed by the Department of Environmental 
Quality; and to achieve maximum feasible reduction 
through those programs. 

A. Technical Assistance: A program to provide technical 
assistance services to local governments in developing 
single and multi-family curbside collection programs and 
effective promotion and education campaigns in accordance 
with SB 405. 

* This program works in concert with the certification 
progarm. Involvement with local governments in setting 
up certification will provide information to make 
assessment of relevant services to offer. Local 
governments verification of appropriate services will 
then be budgeted. Initial services will be in 1987-88 
budget recommendations. 

B. Recycling Information Center Enhancement: A program to 
facilitate the development of recycling habits, attitudes 
and awareness in the general public; and to upgrade the 
information services of the RIC in response to the develop
ment of curbside collection programs. Specific activities 
include: 

Computer Capability: Develop a computerized informa
tion storage and retrieval system to manage the 
resources of the center. 

* Computer program developed for retrieval of 
information on markets, drop-off centers and pick
up services, i.e. curbside. Program can be 
revised to include recycling information on 
education curriculum, waste exchange, and report 
generation. A second computer will be added in 
January, 1987, to assist in handling ever increas
ing number of calls. 
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Public Education Materials: Develop a series of 
educational flyers and handbooks on waste reduction and 
recycling issues for distribution to the general 
public. 

* Office Recycling handbook - final print in January 
for dispersal at Office Products Show in February. 
Looking to update Art of Composting to include 
information on markets. Looking at doing a series 
on chemical hazards in the home that talks about 
what is hazardous, why it is, precautions and 
alternatives. Update packaging flier after 
legislative session. 

Other publications issued in 1986: 
Art of Composting handbook 
Curbside recycling brochure (By County) 
Fact sheet on the Recycling Information Center 
Trim, Prune, Clip and Recycle brochure 
Yard debris compost brochure 
Grocery bags/Save the Earth and Tin Bin, Glass 

Stash and Paper Pouch. 
Poster distribution 
Fact sheet distribution 
Curriculum and educational materials distribution 

Library Development: 
and printed materials 
issues for use by the 

Develop a library of audio-visual 
on recycling and waste reduction 
general public. 

* Existing in-house material cataloged August, 1986. 
Regional assessment to be completed by April, 
1987. Additional material list to be developed by 
May, 1987 and purchasing begun. 1987-88 budget 
will include funding for ongoing material pur
chasing. 

Volunteer Developme!1\;: Develop volunteer and/or 
internship program to provide opportunity for volun
teers to learn community information management 
techniques and awareness of recycling yard debris 
compost habits, attitudes and issues. 

* Contacts with potential volunteers will be made in 
February. They will be put to work by April 
answering phones, working with neighborhood groups 
and providing back-up for information booths at 
fairs, conferences, etc. 
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Community Recycling Projects: Develop active partner
ships with community groups and citizens to develop 
small-scale, neighborhood-based community recycling 
projects such as neighborhood clean-ups and compost 
programs, workshops, speakers bureau and others. 
Extend networking capabilities with community organiza
tions. 

* - Yard Debris Workshops Fall of 1986 - 3 each 
Spring of 1986 - 8 each 

- Environmental Education Association of Oregon 
Presentation, October 19 

- Speakers Bureau updated & mailed to other 
jurisdictions, November, 1986 

- Neighborhood Clean-Ups - N.E. Portland & Gresham 
in 1986. Will do more in Spring of 1987. 
Coordinate with the help of volunteers. 

- Composting workshops April to June, 1986/coord
inated by Metro and development of Posters 
and fliers to advertise them 

- RIC operates a speakers bureau for all recycling 
information 

- Recycling presentations made by staff to 
community groups. Average is three per 
month. 

- Beaverton Good Neighbor Days/Recycling exhibit 
September, 1986. 

- Home recycling exhibit at the Clackamas County 
Fair and the Multnomah County Fair -
staff volunteered to staff booths. 

Salvaqeable Materials and Waste Exchange: Appropriate 
functions related to waste exchange and salvageable 
material database and hot line will be expanded. 

* If it proves feasible to set up such a program 
(See Reduce and Reuse Program), RIC will incor
porate a special sub-section in our computer 
program to retain necessary information and 
facilitate reclamation of materials. 
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C. Local Collection Service Certification: A program to assure 
that curbside collection programs are optimally effective. 

* (See Local Collection Service Certification Work Plan.) 

D. Reqional Promotion and Education: A multi-year regional 
recycling promotion campaign. (See Promotion and Education 
Work Plan.) 

* Where will the Children Play campaign (June '86) -
news print, television, radio 

Save the Earth with a Brown Paper Bag (July, August, 
September and October, 1986 - newsprint, radio, 
grocery bags, exhibit. 

Trim, Prune, Clip and Recycle (April, May, 1986) -
transit ads and newsprint. 

Fall Yard Debris Campaign (October, 1986) - newsprint, 
media coverage 

Upcoming Campaigns: 
Christmas tree recycling (Dec. 1 86) 
Office Products Show (Feb. '87) 
Spring Yard Debris (April, '87) 
Coates Advertising Campaign (June-Oct. 1 87), est. 

E. Source Separation Technology Development: The development 
and distribution of home or office recycling containers. 

* An analysis of this system will be completed by 
February, 1987. If appropriate, funds and a program 
will be recommended in 1987-88 budget. 

F. Grants and Loans: Targeted to local governments, businesses 
and/or recyclers to support waste reduction and recycling 
programs. 

* An analysis of this approach will be completed by 
February, 1987. If appropriate, funds and a program 
will be recommended for inclusion in 1987-88 budget. 
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_EurJ:>o~_~: To achieve maximum feasible reduction of yard debris 
currently being landfilled through the use of regional 
processing facilities and on-route collection of 
source-separated yard debris. 

A. Material Recovery Centers: Metro will establish a yard 
debris processing facility at the St. Johns Landfill capable 
of processing up to 200,000 cu. yds. of materials annually. 
Fees for source-separated yard debris will be based on 
program costs, consistent with Metro's policy for the 
handling of recyclables. 

* Metro has acquired a disc screen to begin processing of 
stockpiled material, and has contracted for operation 
of the equipment. The stockpile of contaminated 
material has not been completely cleaned due to 
technical problems, and this has delayed the develop
ment of an on-site grinding/processing operation as 
scheduled. A RFP for the full scale processing center 
will be developed during the first quarter of 1987, to 
include an option for transferring of material to a 
private firm. The existing site is being used for 
stockpiling of incoming, uncontaminated material 
collected from both private individuals and commercial 
haulers. This material is being attracted at the 
projected levels through the use of rate incentives 
established in October of 1986 (see rate incentives). 

B. Materials Markets Assistance: Encourage the purchase of 
recycled yard debris products through the use of the RIC 
referral system, annual yard debris composting campaign, and 
inst.i tutional purchasing policies. 

* (See Materials' Markets Assistance Program.) 

C. Diversion Credits, Loans and Grants: Metro may use diver
sion credits (payments for yard debris which is processed) 
to private sector processors to encourage the processing of 
materials and market substitution. (See also the Rate 
Incentive Work Plan.) In limited circumstances loan or 
grant monies may be given to processing of source-separated 
yard debris. 

* Metro will examine the cost effectiveness of diversion 
credits to private processors of yard debris during FY 
87-88. If these methods are shown to be necessary and 
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cost effective, they would be implemented during FY 88-
89. Metro is ~jmi~ed i!}_J2£0Viding grants or loans to 
bus 4_ness~LQY.. __ ~ ta_1:~ _ _:)._§W ~ 

D. Technical Assistance: Share information from other states 
and countries with local processors, haulers, and munici
palities for the collection and processing of source
separated yard debris. 

(See Certification and Markets Assistance Program) 

E. Promotion and Education: Use to promote home composting, 
source separation, and market development. (See Promotion, 
Education and Public Involvement Work Plan and Markets 
Assistance Work Plan.) 

* - Spring Garden and Landscape Show - April, 1986 (Yard 
debris compost display) 

Developed Trip, Prune, Clip Brochure, April, 1986. 
Reprint August, 1986. 

Trim, Prune, Clip and Recycle Advertising Campaign -
transit signs and newsprint. 

Developed Yard Debris Compost brochure, April, 1986, 
Reprint August, 1986. 

Reprint and new cover for the Art of Compost Handbook. 

Workshops coordinated by Metro. Eight workshops from 
April to June, 1986. 

Yard Debris Compost displays developed for Grimm's Fuel 
and McFarlane's. 

Far West Agricultural Show. August, 1986. 

Yard Debris Recycling and Compost information provided 
at all community outreach activities (shopping malls, 
fairs) 

F. Provide Analysis for the Placement of Yard Debris on the 
list of "Principle Recyclables": Staff will present an 
analysis to the EQC regarding the placement of yard debris 
on the list of "principle recyclables." 

* In its March, 1986 testimony to the Environmental 
Quality Commission, Metro submitted technical analysis 
of curbside collection costs for yard debri.s. Based on 
subsequent information from program experience, Metro 
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is updating its analysis and will provide the Depart
ment of Environmental Quality with its findings in 
January, 1987. 

G. Rate Incentives: Metro will adjust fees at its processing 
and transfer points downward to encourage recycling as 
outlined above. 

* Metro adopted an interim rate reduction for source
separated commercial and public loads •at its St. Johns 
facility on October 6, 1986. Rates were reduced by 
approximately 50% for commercial loads and 66% for 
public loads. In its current rate study, staff is 
recommending the adoption of source-separated yard 
debris rates which are lower than for mixed loads. The 
recommended yard debris rates which would be effective 
April 1, 1987 are 56-57% of mixed loads. 

Metro will be incorporating a yard debris high-grading 
point at its West Transfer and Recycling Center which 
is scheduled for completion in the spring of 1988. 
This facility would have reduced rates for source
separated material. 

Metro will also be analyzing the need to retrofit its 
Clackamas Transfer and Recycling Center to accept yard 
aeoris. Rates would be reduced if this option is 
pursued and would occur in early 1988. The results of 
the composition study will be used to determine this. 

H. Local Collection Service Certification: Metro will develop 
standards for yard debris recycling by jurisdiction. Higher 
disposal rates may be assessed to local jurisdictions which 
do not implement adequate yard debris collection and/or 
processing systems. 

* (See local Collection Service Certification Work Plan.) 

I. Bans on Disposal: Metro will ban disposal of source
separated yard debris from landfills under its control by 
January, 1989. 

* Metro will institute such a ban if its reduction goals 
are not met. 
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P!'tOG.!'t.AM N~r:1.li:: POST-COLLECTION RECYCLING/MATERIALS RECOVERY 

Pu!'.P_~§~: To recover recyclable materials and reusable items from 
the waste stream through facilities which process waste 
which contains a high percentage of economically 
recoverable material. The mechanical processing of 
waste to produce compost, fuel or other by-products is 
considered Materials Recovery until it is looked at 
through the process outlined in Alternative Tech
nologies. 

A. Material Recoverv Centers: Private, franchised or public 
facilities will be established for waste substream which 
contain material or items which it is technically and 
economically feasible to recovery. 

* Metro currently has four private, franchised material 
recovery facilities operating in the region. The 
largest is the Oregon Processing and Recovery Center 
(OPRC). In addition to being a full-line buy-back 
center, they accept high-grade loads of cardboard and 
office paper. Metro, with OPRC, has provided spotters 
at St. Johns to identify potential high-grade loads and 
divert them to the OPRC facility. East County Recycl
ing received a franchise in August, 1986, to establish 
a processing center at N.E. 122nd and San Rafael to 
accept loads of waste from primarily private citizens. 
They are hand sorting the recyclable products and 
processing yard debris. East County is also hand 
sorting some commercially generated waste paper loads. 

After several months of operation of Oregon Processing 
Center OPRC, it became clear that it would be econom
ically prohibitive for waste collectors to deliver 
high-grade loads directly to OPRC from Clackamas and 
Washington Counties. As a result, several methods were 
tested to reload high-grade material at CTRC and 
deliver it to OPRC in larger trucks. In July a 
proposal was developed to modify CTRC by installing a 
stationery compactor to improve the eff !ciency of 
hauling high-grade corrugated loads. In September, 
1986, K-B Recycling Company informed Metro of their 
intention to apply for a franchise to add a high-grade 
corrugated picking line to their new recycling plant at 
the intersection of I-205 and Highway 224 in Milwaukie, 
Oregon. While Metro has not received the application, 
it has delayed the modification to CTRC 
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B. Use of Transfer Stations: To maximize waste substream 
differentiation, salvage programs and post-collection 
separation of recyclables. CTRC will be redesigned, and 
WTRC designed to meet this objective. 

* WTRC has been designed to allow segregation or several 
substances of the waste. The design allows for four 
materials to be stored and transported separate from 
the general solid waste stream. The different ma
terials will be compacted for efficient transport to 
existing processing centers. Metro anticipates 
shipping corrugated loads and office paper to facili
ties such as OPRC or K-B Recycling, yard debris to 
facilities such as Grimms or McFarlanes and construc
tion/demolition to limited-use landfills such as KFD or 
Lakeside Disposal. 

Marine Drop Box Company operates a processing center 
which primarily deals with the marine shipping and 
repair industry. They hand-sort loads from the various 
docks and terminals. Their major reclaimed products 
include shipping dunnage, cables, ropes and other 
materials. Sunflower Recycling operates a very small 
composting operation under a franchise from Metro. 

K-B Recycling has proposed adding a paper sorting 
operation to their new buy-back center at Hwy 224 and 
I-205. 

C. Waste Auditing and Consulting Service: Advise and assist or 
conduct audits and design programs for waste generators in 
cooperation with collectors to assist in the generation of 
high-grade loads. 

{See Materials Markets Assistance Program) 
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PROGRAM NAME: ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES 

Purpose: To recover material and/or energy from the implementa
tion of Alternative Technologies 

Solicit proposals for Alternative Technologies that process 
up to 48% of the waste stream. Specific processes to 
recover material will be evaluated through a RFQ/RFP process 
including material recovery technologies, composting, 
refuse-derived fuel (RDF) and Mass Burn. 

* In January, 1986, a Request for Proposals (RFP) 
was issued to secure management and technical con
sul ting services. In February, the firm Gershman, 
Brickner and Bratton, Inc., was hired to work in this 
capacity. 

In March, 1986, a Request for Qualification and 
Information (RFQ/I) was issued to systems contractors 
who provide waste processing techniques including 
composting, refuse-derived fuel (RDF) and mass burn. 
Thirteen responses were received, out of which six were 
selected for receipt of the RFP. 

The six firms selected to continue in Metro's 
procurement process for resource recovery systems 
contractors include American Ref-Fuel, Combustion
Engineering, Fluor Engineers, Schnitzer-Ogden, and two 
compost technology firms, Riedel-DANO and Reuter
Buhler/Miag. These firms were notified of their 
selection and eligibility to receive Metro's RFP in 
late July. In addition, decisions were made on the 
potential waste allocation for each technology, and 
acceptable costs for inclusion of alternative tech
nology(ies) in the solid waste disposal system. 

Firms utilizing incineration technologies, RDF and 
mass burn, have been requested to propose 250,000 TPY, 
350,000 TPY and 450,000 TPY volume size projects (BOO 
TPD, 1,130 TPD and 1,450 TPD respectively). 

Firms utilizing compost technologies have been re
quested to propose 100,000 TPY and 200,000 TPY volume 
size projects (320 TPD and 640 TPD respectively). 

The Metro Council also concluded that any project 
or projects selected for procurement should not 
increase the total system disposal cost 20%. If costs 
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presented do exceed 120% of the system cost, the 
Council will evaluate the relative merits of including 
the project despite the increase in cost, so long as 
other necessary criteria are met. 

Site information included in the RFQ/I responses 
was not transmitted to DEQ for inclusion in their waste 
disposal siting efforts. A joint decision was made by 
DEQ and Metro that preliminary site information 
supplied by the six systems contractors in July, 1986, 
would not provide adequate information in time for 
conducting a legally acceptable siting process. The 
siting process in SB 662 was not appropriate for 
Alternative Technologies, also 

The RFP for mass burn/RDF technologies was issued 
October 8, 1986. The RFP for compost technologies was 
issued October 24, 1986. All proposals are due on 
January 30, 1987. 

Responses will be evaluated from February through 
March, 1987, at which time Metro will enter into a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the top ranked 
firm(s). The MOU(s) will be negotiated by August 1, 
1987, at which time Metro Staff will recommend to 
Council which firm(s) is most appropriate with which to 
enter formal negotiation of a long-term service 
contract. This schedule varies from that printed in 
Metro's Work Plan, wherein the final selection would be 
made in April, 1987. 

In addition, the contract is now scheduled to be 
signed in December, 1987, with financial arrangements 
to be finalized the month thereafter, ground breaking 
and construction to ensue the next month, February, 
1988. These dates are heavily dependent upon the 
success with which the selected contractor secures a 
site and their willingness and/or ability to negotiate 
expeditiously. The dates in the original work plan 
assumed commercial operations to begin in December, 
1990. Though still progressing through a schedule 
wherein operation could be feasible in early 1991, 
given likely constraints in the siting process, a more 
realistic date for achievement of commercial operation 
is July, 1991. 

An evaluation is currently being done on methods 
to add certainty to the siting process through legal 
amendments to Metro's current authority. These 
conclusions to this assessment will be included in the 
1987 legislative package. 
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f_~_Q_(3_R,~11_TJTLE: LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

f_"\lc_J;QQ'?~: Develop and pursue a legislative action package to 
facilitate the implementation of the Waste Reduction 
Program and achieve certain recycling and waste 
reduction goals. 

,Action Elements: 

Legislative Proqram: Present packaging, plastics, effective 
public purchasing policies, and other proposals for legisla
tive action. 

* The Metro Council reviewed and adopted legislative 
principles at their November 20, 1986 meeting. 
Specific bills that will be worked on, as a result of 
this action, include expansion of the Container Deposit 
Laws, State Purchasing Policies, Packaging Restric
tions, Extension of Tax Credits ~or Recycled Plastic 
Manufacturing Processes, Solid Waste Facility Siting 
Authority, Hazardous Waste Disposal System Development, 
Letter of Credit Authority for Metro in siting Solid 
Waste Facilities. 
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f~Q_~l~h~-~j\.M~: CERTIFICATION FOR LOCAL COLLECTION SERVICES 

Purpos~: To assure participation of local jurisdictions and the 
collection industry in waste reduction efforts to 
accomplish maximum feasible reduction through those 
programs which require changes in the collection 
system. 

Action Elements: 

* 

Certification for Local Collection Services: Local juris
dictions, which have exclusive regulatory control over solid 
waste collection, will be encouraged to participate fully in 
waste reduction effort through Metro certification. 

Standards and measurements will be developed to assure 
effective local collection programs which meet source 
separation goals for principle recyclable materials, remove 
yard debris from the waste stream, and provide high-grade 
loads of mixed waste. 

The program will begin with the DEQ's standards to meet SB 
405 requirements. The standards for the second year will 
address collection systems for yard debris and, if appro
priate, the generation of high-grade loads. Each year in 
this phase new requirements for certification may be added 
depending on results of previous programs. 

Tasks Completed: 

The Solid Waste Policy Advisory Committee has been 
reorganized to address the certification program, the 
Local Government Advisory Committee on Certification 
has been formed and begun meeting, and the Tri.-County 
Council is actively providing advice and assistance. 

Future Tasks: 

The three advisory committees will continue to serve as 
a resource for developing the program. 

Tasks Completed: 

DEQ has reported to SWPAC that the .review of wasteshed 
reports is not completed, therefore, Metro is unable to 
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proceed with certifying jurisdictions. 

Future Tasks: 

When reviews of wasteshed reports have been completed 
by DEQ, Metro will certify jurisdictions accordingly 
(See Section III). 

III. 1987 Standards 

Tasks Completed: 

The certification goal of developing collection systems 
for yard debris was adopted by Council as a part of the 
Waste Reduction Program. Options for yard debris 
collection systems were defined in November and a cost 
evaluation of all options completed in January. 

Future Tasks: 

Certification standards are proposed to be adopted in 
February. Notification to local jurisdictions and 
development criteria will follow in February and March. 
Local jurisdictions will be encouraged and assisted to 
develop programs which meet those standards. Several 
methods are being considered, for example, technical 
assistance services and grants and loans. 

Each jurisdiction will submit a report by July '87 
which details the programs which will be implemen.ted to 
meet the standards. Metro will evaluate those reports 
and certify jurisdictions which meet the standards. 
Program implementation will begin in January '88. 

Tasks Completed: 

Methods to gain compliance from reluctant jurisdictions 
have evolved. Originally it was proposed that higher 
disposal rates would be paid by haulers from non-
certi f ied jurisdictions. It was determined, through 
the public involvement process, that this approach 
would be less effective and efficien,t than originally 
expected. 

Rate differentials could not be implemented in an 
equitable manner, especially in unfranchised Portland 
and Multnomah County. Haulers would be in a position 
of collecting a fee for service they did not provide or 
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control the quality of. In franchised areas, local 
governments must give the haulers permission to 
increase their fees. If a government chose not to 
provide a Metro-required service through the franchise, 
a hauler would have to either pay the increased tipping 
fee or offer the service at their expense. 

The rate differential could penalize the hauler rather 
than deal directly with the local government that has 
the primary authority to assure compliance with 
certification program standards. 

As a result of these findings, the rate differential 
ordinance adopted in December, 1986, will be applied 
only if other efforts prove unproductive or inap
propriate. An alternative approach has been imple
mented which is predicated on voluntary cooperation. 
In exchange for not implementing a rate differential, 
the representatives of the hauling industry have signed 
a pledge of cooperation and are actively participating 
in the development of program standards for yard debris 
collection. Local jurisdictions also have a direct 
voice in the design of the program and are cooperating 
in its implementation through the Local Government 
Advisory Committee on Certification. 

There are other alternatives being pursued to assist 
Metro in meeting the Waste Reduction Program commit
ments. Metro's legal authorities (ORS 459.100 and 
.095) require that waste collection programs be 
consistent with the regional waste reduction program. 
If they fail to do so, Metro has recourse to legal 
channels. See accompanying memorandum titled ''Certif
ication Enforcement.'' The efficacy of this method is 
being assessed on and will be applied if necessary 
and/or appropriate. 

The Metro Council also adopted the rate differential 
ordinance without setting a specific fee. This action 
was taken because it is impossible to set a fee ahead 
of time to apply in all cases. The fee will vary 
according to the type of program required and the 
circumstances of that situation. 

Future Tasks: 

The success of this cooperative approach will be 
monitored continuously. In October, 1987, a thorough 
review of the ability of the program to meet its 
purposes will be made and recommendations offered 
concerning actions on the rate differential in the 1988 
rate study. 
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The original time frame predicted that 1987 certif ica
tion standards would be adopted in July 1 66. However, 
some delay has occurred. This was due to three 
reasons: 

Staffing vacancies - this included hiring new 
staff (4) to take on the additional work committed 
to in the Waste Reduction Program and replacing 
those who resigned (5) in the last 18 months. 

Schedule overruns in other programs, e.g. Washing
ton County Transfer Station. 

Public Involvement - the unanticipated amount of 
time it took to involve and gain the cooperation 
of the collectors and local governments. 

In spite of this, the submission deadline for local 
jurisdictions is expected to remain July '87, with the 
requirement for implementation of programs to begin in 
January 1 88. 
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PROGRAM NAME: RATE INCENTIVES 

Purpose: To establish a variety of rate incentives to achieve 
the goals and objectives of the Waste Reduction 
Program. 

Status: Work scheduled in Action items A, B and C will be 
completed with the adoption of the 1987 rates. Due 
primarily to the review process required for the 
development of rate incentive programs, completion of 
the Rate Study was delayed three months. 

Action Elements: 

A. Incentives for Post-Collection Recycling/Materials Recovery 
Specific changes will be made in the Metro Disposal Fran
chise Ordinance, Rate Ordinance and Rate Policies by July 1, 
1986, to provide economic incentives for the Post-Collection 
Recycling/Materials Recovery features of the Framework Plan. 

* Ordinance changes exempting waste received at materials 
processing and recycling facilities from Metro User 
Fees and Regional Transfer Charges are to be adopted in 
December, 1986. Additionally, Metro will be evaluating 
the rate differential between materials processing 
operations and Metro facilities to determine its 
effectiveness in diverting wastes. The differential 
which has existed during 1986 will more than double 
following the implementation of Metro's 1987 rates. 
Changes in waste flows at processing centers following 
this increase will be compared with data from the 
System Measurement Study to determine targeted goals 
for the high-grading of waste. 

If it is found that the differential produced by the 
Metro rate increase in 1987 or future years is not 
effective in optimizing high-grade load generation, 
then processing facility operations will be evaluated 
to determine the best method of increasing their waste 
flows or improving efficiencies so that their tipping 
fees are kept low relative to land disposal rates. 
Rate regulations or assistance will be considered for 
these operations as appropriate. 

B. Rate Incentives to Assure Compliance bv Local Collection 
Services with the Standards of the Certification Program 
Rate incentives which assure compliance with the Standards 
of the Certification of local collection service program 
will be developed. A variety of options will be examined 
and a specific program of rate structure modification will 
be developed for implementation by January 1, 1987. 
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* An authorization for using a certification non-com
pliance fee (rate differential) was adopted by ordin
ance in the 1987 Rate Study. The amount of the fee for 
a non-certified jurisdiction was not selected and an 
alternative cooperative method is being successfully 
used in lieu of implementing the differential at this 
time. (See discussion in Certification Program and 
Rate Study.) 

C. Funding of Work Plan Commitments Through User Fee Rates 
Commitments made in the Work Plans for specific actions or 
programs will be assured of necessary funding through 
modification of Metro user fee rates as appropriate. A rate 
study incorporating these needs will be conducted prior to 
January 1, 1987. 

* 1987 disposal rates to be adopted in December, 1986, 
provide an increased level of support for waste 
reduction programs. The amount of the user fee will 
increase from $2.04 per ton to $3.20 per ton and will 
generate about $1 million more than in the past year. 
The majority of this increase is required to fund new 
waste reduction programs committed to in the plan which 
was submitted to DEQ, such as: Alternative technology, 
system measurement, yard debris, recycling and market
ing, recycling promotion and education as well as 
certification and materials recovery programs. 
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P~OG~AM !f_~_ME: MATERIALS' MARKETS ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Purpose: To develop programs and services designed to stimulate 
demand for certain recyclable materials to meet 
expected increased supply of those materials generated 
through the implementation of SB 405 and Waste Reduc
tion Program; to develop an annual information base on 
market conditions from which to evaluate market 
assistance programs. 

Action Element: 

The following projects are proposed as potential elements of the 
Materials' Markets Assistance Program: 

A. Annual Market Analysis 

B. Annual Market Survey 

C. Annual Supply Profile 

D. Recycled Products Survey 

E. Consumer Education 

F. Institutional Purchasing 

G. Legislative Action 

H. Grants and Loans: Research and Development 

I. Grants and Loans: User Assistance 

3. Materials Brokerage 

* The Yard Debris Marketing Program is a successful 
public-private venture. (See attached description, 
Yard Debris Program, Certification Program and Rates 
Program.) Action items A, B, C, E, F, and G were all 
applied in its development. 

Metro began a yard debris compost marketing program 
during March of 1986. In April of 1986, sales in
creased dramatically at both commercial compost 
processors; in fact, sales of composted yard debris 
during the peak annual sales period (May) increased by 
100% from 1985 to 1986. On an annual basis compost 
sales in 1986 (through August) are running 96% ahead of 
1985. 

This experience and recommendations from private 
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industry has caused some changes in the Markets 
Assistance Program design and methodology. The new 
program strategy will include a recommendation to hire 
a full-time staff person with experience and training 
in markets by July, 1987. This position will be 
responsible for: 

Designing and implementing a long-term plan for a 
Materials' Market Assistance Program. 

Develop and manage the audit consulting program. 

An existing staff position is assigned to manage the 
yard debris markets element in FY 86-87. 

A budget will be developed for FY 87-88 that includes 
funding for the staff increase, data for a task force 
and promotion of the program. 

A market assistance task force will be appointed to 
help identify problem areas and design an appropriate 
long-term program. The task force, composed of leaders 
in materials markets, will address the following tasks 
and time frame. 

Appoint task force members, establish operating 
rules, September, 1987. 

First task force meeting; priorities and research 
needs identified, September, 1987 

Preliminary conclusions drafted and general 
structure of program designed, November, 1987. 

Present long-term program design to Metro Council, 
December, 1987. 

In addition, Metro is analyzing its use of paper 
products and will produce an Office Paper Recycling and 
Purchasing Policy Handbook to be distributed to other 
organizations. Target dates are January for draft and 
Council adoption of policy and distribution of Handbook 
in February. 

During 1986, Metro aggressively implemented a short
term yard debris marketing program which serves as a 
foundation for a long-term (through 1991) task-specific 
marketing plan. In brief, the short term program has 
included the following activities: 
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Workshops for the general public are being 
conducted to explain what compost is, how to use 
it and where to obtain it. 

Providing a booth at the following regional 
product and trade shows which promoted applica
tions of composted yard debris. (Metro has already 
signed up for these same shows, or their equiva
lents, during 1987} 

Far West Regional Trade Show (August, 1986) 
Spring Landscape and Garden Show (March, 
1986) 
American Society of Landscape Architects 
Product Show (October, 1986) 

Set up a regular, periodic program of testing yard 
debris compost for the following general quali
ties: herbicide residuals, weed seeds, nutrients 
and toxicity. Technical reports have been 
prepared which describe the results of laboratory 
tests; two are complete and two other will be 
ready by the Spring of 1987. 

Displays of compost products have been set up at 
two commercial compost processing businesses. 

Compost sales trends are being recorded as a means 
of measuring progress toward goals and to identify 
flow problems. 

A 1,000 piece mail-out of selected informational 
literature has been made to target market indus
tries. 

Promotional literature, in the form of pamphlets, 
glossary of terms relating to compost, etc., have 
been prepared and disseminated during the Spring 
and Fall Yard Debris Campaigns. 

Technical use specifications have been prepared: 
compost is now a formally specified product in 
Oregon Department of Transportation landscaping 
regulations and is nearing completion for both the 
Port of Portland and the City of Portland. This 
action fulfills the "institutional purchasing'' 
policy goal of the Waste Reduction Plan and will 
have an extremely broad impact on the marketing of 
compost because hundreds of smaller users of 
landscape products "copy cat" the specifications 
prepared by these large institutional users. 
However, additional, specifically tailored 
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specification devices have also been prepared for 
landscape architects and landscapers and are being 
circulated for comments by experts in this field. 

Other marketing efforts include participation on 
radio talk shows, presentations to the local 
chapter of the American Society of Landscape 
Architects and direct communication with target 
market industries. 

LONG-TERM MARKETING PLAN 

Based upon the experience of the short-term marketing 
program, Metro is preparing a long-term plan for 
marketing yard debris compost. That plan, to be 
implemented in February of 1987, will guide Metro's 
efforts in pursuing its yard debris waste reduction 
goal through 1991 and contains the following elements. 

A comprehensive survey of market conditions for 
yard debris compost. The survey, completed in 
September, showed that through aggressive market
ing efforts, all of the yard debris, slated for 
recycling under the Waste Reductior- Plan (75%), 
could be successfully marketed as new products; 

A task specific marketing plan for guiding Metro's 
actions during the 1986-91 period; 

Recommended business plan strategies for use by 
private compost processors in doing their part to 
market products made from yard debris. 
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Purpose: To establish a system, .based on analyses of waste 
compositions, for determining which programs and 
projects will obtain the maximum economically and 
technically feasible waste reduction through each level 
of the hierarchy. · 

Action Elements: 

A. Waste Sub-stream Composition Study: 
This study will survey the volumes, composition and places 
of origin of waste generated by distinct generator types. 

• Four full waste stream "sorts" to determine volumes and 
composition, will be completed by July, 1987. The 
first sort was completed on November 20, 1986. 180 
samples ranging from 200 to 300 pounds were sorted into 
27 categories. Three other sorts will occur in 1987 
(February, April and July). Information on places of 
origin will be available January 2, 1987 (See B below). 
Information to make decisions on high-grade facilities, 
waste reduction goal setting, CTRC redesign and 
certification standards will be available within the 
Waste Reduction Program's six month limits. 

B. Sub-stream Resource Recovery Study: 
Based on the composition study, a set of waste sub-streams 
will be selected for a study of methods for the recovery of 
resources from those waste sub-streams. 

* A planning meeting will be held on December 15, 1986 to 
review the fall sort results and discuss test methods 
for reviewing resources from specific waste sub
streams. A program will be drafted in January and 
finalized in February, 1987. Results will be available 
in April and May. 

C. Set Waste Reduction Performance Goals: 
Specific performance goals for waste reduction will be 
defined as percentages of individual waste sub-streams. 
These will be based on an analysis of the material composi
tion of each sub-stream and the feasibility to recover that 
material. They will be reexamined periodically to assure 
that they are feasible. The Waste Reduction Program's 
effectiveness will be measured by the sub-stream percentage 
goals. 

' * Goals will be adopted upon completion of the four 
seasonal sorts and the results of the sub-stream study 
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in 1987. Some goals and/or decisions will be made on 
specific sub-streams as data is produced by the study. 
These will be reviewed and adjusted as necessary, based 
on subsequent data. A draft of performance goals based 
on the first sort will be available by March 1, 1987. 

D. Establish Ongoing Measurement of System Performance: 
An ongoing system for the measurement of the effectiveness 
of the program in diverting waste from landfilling will be 
established, based on the Waste Sub-stream Composition Study 
and technical and economic feasibility. 

* Personnel are currently being trained to enable Metro 
to conduct continuing system measurement analyses at 
the conclusion of the current contractual study. This 
program will be included in the FY 87-88 budget. 
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Memorandum 

Date: November 21; 1986 

To: Wayne Rifer, Analyst /' ·,,..-. .· 
··-~ ., !. / 

From: Eleanore S. Baxendale, General Counsel - • 

Regarding: CERTIFICATION ENFORCEMENT 

Metro's adopted Solid Waste Reduction Program (SWRP) has a 
component on certification of local government recycling programs 
and on rate incentives to encourage the adoption of appropriate 
programs. You have asked me whether Metro has other methods to 
require the adoption of certification programs. 

Three possibilities are discussed below: ORS 459.200, ORS 459.095 
and ORS 268.360. 

ORS 459.200 

Whenever local jurisdictions exercise the collection authority 
described in ORS 459.200, this exercise is predicated on 
•carrying out• the state solid waste management plan and waste 
reduction programs. ORS 459.200(4) (c) and (d). For 
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties, Metro's Solid 
Waste Management Plan (SWMP) and the SWRP are the applicable 
plans. 

•carrying out" these plans means the local jurisdictions' 
activities must be consistent with these plans. If the 
activities are not, then the local jurisdictions are acting 
outside 'their authority. 

If this occurs, Metro or Metro and DEQ can go to court for an 
injunction to stop these inconsistent activities (268.360) and 
seek a mandamus to require consistent ones. 

ORS 459.095 

This statute prohibits local governments from adopting an 
•ordinance, order, regulation or contract affecting solid 
waste disposal if such [document] ••• conflicts ••• with a solid 
waste management plan or program adopted by a metropolitan 
service district and approved by the department [of 



environmental quality} or any ordinances or regulations 
adopted pursuant to such plan or program.• This includes both 
the SWMP and the SWRP. . 

A local government document can conflict with a SWMP if the 
document is inconsistent with the SWMJ? or SWRP. If the 
document does not specifically conflict with the SWMP/SWRP, 
but fails to include required provisions, or if the local 
government fails to adopt a document required by the 
SWMP/SWRP, then the omission may create a conflict, especially 
if the local government then takes an action which the 
SWMP/SWRP intended to be taken in reliance on the policies 
omitted. Each case would be evaluated in light of the 
SWMP/SWRP language and the local government action. 

If there is a violation, Metro can seek either an injunction 
to stop an action (268.360) or a declaratory judgment that the 
document is invalid. 

Civil Penalities and Fines 

Under ORS 268.360 any person who violates any Metro ordinance 
or order is subject to a civil penalty not to exceed $500 per 
day for each day of violation. Metro would proceed in the 
manner described in ORS 468.090, which refers to ORS 183.310 
to 183.55: administrative agencies contested case rules. 
ORS 268.990 also authorizes a criminal penalty and up to 30 
days in jail. Person, as defined in ORS 268.020(6), includes 
"local government units." 

Such penalties apply only to those ordinance requirements that 
Metro is authorized to require. Clearly, Metro is authorized 
to regulate acts directly related to disposal, such as the 
type of material or the manner of transport. Metro also has 
authority to adopt a SWMP which includes general collection 
management. Although Metro cannot award collection 
franchises, local governments collection actions must be 
consistent with the SWMP, ORS 459.200. Therefore, failure to 
follow _SWMP ordinances would probably subject the local 
government to the civil penalty provision. 

ESB/gl 
6595C/D4-3 
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MITRO 
. 20CXlS.W.FirslAwnut.' 

Portland, OR 97201·539R 
5011221·1646 

Date: April 10., 1986 

To: Metro Council 

Memorandum 

From: Eleanore s. Baxendale, General Counsel 

Regarding: SOLID WASTE CERTIFICATION AUTHORITY 

Representatives of the garbage collection have asserted that 
Metro's certification program "repeals the cities' and 
counti~s' authority over collection provided in ORS 459.015 to 
459.200 under SB 405." They also claim Metro lacks legislative 
authority to regulate certain collection activities through the 
certification program or to establish disposal rates based on 
the certification program. This position is supported by an 
opinion from an attorney representing a union involved in the 
hauling industry. 

The above assertions are incorrect. Metro's authority to 
implement the certification program is derived from its 
designation as Solid waste Management Planning agency for 
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties, as part of the 
state's solid ·waste management plan, from ORS 268 and 459 and 
from SB 662. 

Although Metro does not have authority to franchise collection 
service, ORS 459.200(4)(c) and (d) clearly states that cities 
and counties exercise their collection service franchising 
authority subject to waste reduction programs and the state 
solid waste management plan. This means that local government 
collection franchise activities are subject to restrictions in 
addition to those expressly set out in ORS 459.200 (which 
incorporates SB 405). Furthermore, ORS 459.200(10) states that 
in establishing service areas local governments shall consider 
approved regional solid waste management plans and approved 
waste reduction plans. In fact, cities and counties are barred 
from adopting ordinances or entering into contracts which 
conflict with Metro's solid waste management plan ORS 459.095. 

Solid waste management includes management of collection. ORS 
459.005(19). Under ORS 459.015(2) and by SB 662 (1985 Or Laws, 
ch. 679, section 8), this planning authority is specifically 
channeled into planning to reduce waste delivered to 
landfills. Therefore, Metro's Solid Waste Management Plan and 
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Solid Waste Reduction Program appropriately consider collection 
factors to reduce disposal of waste at landfills. The issuance 
of specific collection franchises is left to the cities and 
counties as required by statute. 

Under ORS 268.317(6) and 268.515, Metro may establish rates for. 
disposal service to recover system costs. In addition, under 
SB 662, Metro can use rate structures to reduce the volume of 
waste going to landfills. It is appropriate, therefore, to 
charge higher rates for wastes which have been collected in a 
manner which tends to increase rather than minimize the volume 
going to the landfill. 

In conclusion, Metro is appropriately exercising its planning 
and rate-making authority. 

ESB/gl 
5466C/D2 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
IOOll!bxg:~sx.50;lltXW\OO',,oOORil'~x®l1\xll~"& 

S22::&lUillr~l!SiiX~~X!008'."Rtl(b(N£ll.O<Xlil~ PHONE (503) 229-5696 
811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: 

Background 

Agenda Item G, January 23, 1987 EQC Meeting 

Proposed Adoption of Temporary Rule that would Revise 
"Definitions" OAR 340-108-002(9)(b); "Subdivision B: 
Reportable Quantities" OAR 340-108-010(1 )(d) and (2) 
and Repeal OAR 340 - Division 108 Appendix I 

On September 12, 1986, the staff recommended major revisions to OAR Chapter 
340 - Division 108 as a result of the passage of HB 2146 (now ORS 466.605 -
466 .690). One of the recommended changes was to revise the level at which 
spills and releases of hazardous wastes need to be reported. 

In addition to revising the levels for hazardous wastes, approximately 300 
additional hazardous materials were added so that the state's list would 
be comparable to the federal hazardous substances list under the Federal 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA or Superfund). 

In determining an appropriate state reporting level, the staff spent 
considerable effort researching EPA's basis for their reportable quantity 
levels which range from 1 pound to 5 ,000 pounds. Staff reviewed the 
preamble discussions to the following Federal Register Notices, as well as, 
three technical background documents: 

1. Notification Requirements; Reportable Quantity Adjustments; Final 
Rule and Proposed Rule - April 4, 1985 

2. Notification Requirements; Reportable Quantity Adjustments; 
Proposed Rule and Designation of Additional Hazardous 
Substances; Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking - May 25, 
1983. 

3. Definitions, Designations, Revocation of Regulations, Proposed 
Expansion of Criteria of Designation and Proposed Determination 
of Reportable Quantities - February 16, 1979 

4. Hazardous Substance - March 13, 1978 

5. Technical Background Document to Support Rulemaking Pursuant to 
CERCLA Section 102: Volumes 1, 2 and 3 - March, 1985. 
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In the staff's opinion, EPA selected their numbers to distinguish between 
the relative hazards that substances present, to recognize their limited 
ability to respond with staff from distant locations and on the potential 
threat to public heal th and the environment if a spill or release of that 
quantity occurred. They caution repeatedly in the preambles, however, that 
"the reportable quantities do not themselves represent any determination 
that releases of a particular quantity are actually harmful to public 
heal th or welfare or the environment" (F. R. April 4, 1985 - Page 13459). 

One pound was picked to represent small containers normally used in 
commerce. 5,000 pounds was picked to represent bulk shipments of hazardous 
materials. Three intermediate categories of 10, 100 and 1,000 pounds are 
also used. 

Substances at the l pound level tend to present primarily acute or chronic 
toxicity problems (certain pesticide products, industrial solvents and 
other manufacturing chemicals) while substances at the 5,000 pound level 
present primarily handling problems (combustible or flammable products, 
strong acids, strong bases). EPA also expected that local and state 
agencies would be responding to smaller spills that are less likely to need 
federal involvement or assistance. 

After evaluating EPA's rationale for levels at which they require 
reporting, interviewing EPA's author of the reportable quantity rule and 
discussing levels with DEQ field responders, the Department concluded that 
the federal program had merit as to determining the relative hazards 
between substance but that the values of 10, 100, 1 ,000 and 5,000 pounds 
were too high for a state response program. Staff recommended a level of 
one-tenth the federal values or 1, 10, 100 and 500 pounds. No change to 
the federal 1 pound level was recommended. 

The principal criteria the staff used in selecting lower values were: 

l. When people report, we have the opportunity to review and 
determine that appropriate cleanup methods and levels will be 
used. From experience we knew some companies interpret the rules 
to mean that spills below the reportable quantity level do not 
have to be cleaned up because EPA has already determined (by 
setting the RQ level) that no hazard exists. 

2. For many companies, including many transporters, spills are a 
rare enough occurrence that DEQ's technical assistance and 
involvement is needed to arrive at cleanup methods and levels. 

3, Other state agencies and local government look to DEQ to provide 
timely response and oversight of spill cleanup activities. 

4. With our regional and branch offices, we are in a substantially 
better position than EPA in arranging technical assistance and 
response in time for it to make a difference. 
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5. A toll-free call was not a major economic burden on the regulated 
community yet allowed us to be involved early in spill 
containment and cleanup decisions. 

Of all the rules proposed on September 12, 1986, the reportable quantity 
levels prompted the greatest concern. The expressed concerns were and. 
remain: 

1. The federal levels are fully protective of public health and the 
environment. 

2. The confusion to be created by two different levels far outweigh 
the benefits to public heal th and environment by lower levels. 

3. DEQ had shown no basis in public health or environmental 
protection to support the lower levels, particularly at the 10 
pound level which includes such substances as PCB and chlorine. 

4. DEQ staff would not be able to respond to all the additional 
reports that would be called in. 

5. It is not the call that is difficult to comply with, rather it's 
the burden of preparing cl ear enough instructions for the 
production employee, utility lineman or truck driver that is 
burdensome. Each difference between federal and state rules 
requires additional instructions to employees. 

6. Companies that normally will comply will continue to try and 
comply even given the added complexity. Companies who don't 
currently comply with the federal program are unlikely to comply 
with the state's more stringent requirement. 

Although the Commission adopted the staff recommendation, the Commission 
requested a report on the impact of the reportable quantity rules within 90 
days. This report is responsive to that request and covers spills and 
releases that were reported between October 1, 1986 and December 19, 1986. 
It must be noted for the record that copies of the rules were not mailed 
out until early December due to delays in getting printed copies back from 
the state printer. 

Discussion 

Between October 1, 1986 and December 19, 1986, 84 spills or releases 
involving 88 products were reported to DEQ (see summary in Table 1). Based 
on reports forwarded to the Hazardous Materials Section, the analyses 
described in Table 2 were prepared. Some general observations are as 
follows: 

1. On an annual basis, 88 product spills or releases in 80 days 
correlates to 401 spills or releases. Table 3 summarizes 
the reported spills for 1981 through 1985. There is no 
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significant increase over the reported spills or releases for the 
last three years (372, 367 and 356 respectively). 

2. Three general classes of products were spilled or released; oil 
(primarily gasoline, deisel and other), listed hazardous material 
(acids, bases, solvents and pesticides) and non-listed materials 
(organic acids, nitrogen fertilizer and pesticides). Not 
surprisingly, 62% of the spills represented petroleum products. 
Hazardous materials represented 28% and others represented 10%. 

3. Of all products spilled or released, 40% involved transportation 
accidents while 60% occurred at a fixed location. These 
percentages were fairly consistent between the three product 
categories. 

4. Of all spills reported, DEQ went to the scene in 33% of the cases 
(29 of 88). It is more likely that DEQ will respond in the field 
on a transportation spill than a fixed site spill (40% vs. 28%). 
It is also more likely that DEQ will respond in the field to a 
fixed site spill of oil than hazardous material (42% vs. 7%). 
This can principally be explained because hazardous materials 
spills normally involve smaller quantities of product (See Table 
4). Furthermore, personnel at fixed locations are more likely to 
know how to clean-up spills than are truck drivers. Also, 
personnel at fixed sites are more likely to have equipment to 
contain and clean up a spill or release. 

5. Table 3 shows that historically DEQ responded in the field to 
more spills than currently as follows: 

1981 - 109 of 234 = 47% 
1982 - 118 of 263 = 45% 
1983 - 170 of 372 = 46% 
1984 - 181 of 367 = 49% 

This can principally be explained because more recently DEQ 
field staff have consciously attempted to provide technical 
assistance over the telephone to the responsible party and/or 
local government at the scene. We have also relied more heavily 
on local government to report to us on the quality of cleanup and 
only respond when local government is unable to represent our 
interests. 

6. Of all spills or releases reported, only 34% are initially 
reported by the responsible party. By group of products, 
responsible parties reported 29% of oil spills, 38% of hazardous 
material spills and 55% of other spills. From the data 
analyzed, no conclusion can be drawn relative to compliance with 
legal reporting requirement since the report only records the 
first call received. 
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7. Of all spills reported, the following breakdown occurs relative 
to reportable quantities (RQ): 

Greater than federal/state RQ 
Less than fed RQ but greater than state RQ 
Less than state/ fed RQ 
No fed RQ but greater than state RQ* 
Unknown quantity at time of spill 
Not regulated material 

Total Products Spilled 

Percent 

23 
4 

16 
19 
28 

-1Q. 

100% 

Number 

20 
3 

14 
17 
25 
--2. 

88 

*Note: For oil spills on land there is no federal reportable quantity at 
this time. The state reportable quantity is 42 gallons. Seventeen spills 
or 31% of all petroleum spills fell into the category. These same 17 
spills represents 19% of all spills). 

It is important to note that only 3 spills fell into the middle ground 
between the federal and state reportable quantity level and all those were 
initially reported by someone other than the responsible party. 

It is also important to note that more than half of all spills probably 
didn't have to be reported: less than state RQ, unknown quantity at time of 
spill or not a regulated material (48 of 88 or 55%). Oil and hazardous 
materials were similar (27% of 55 = 49%, 12 of 24 = 50% respectively) to 
the overall percentage. One other way of looking at these numbers shows 
that 14 of the 48 or 29% were reported by responsible parties while 34 of 
46 or 71% were reported by others. 

Because copies of spill rules were not available throughout this entire 
period, we also analyzed the data against the previous state reporting 
requirement in OAR 340 - Division 108 (see Attachment 1). In this case, 
the state 42 gallon level for oil spills on land did not exist so these 
spills are included in the not regulated category. The results are as 
follows: 

Greater than federal and state RQ 
Less than federal RQ but greater than state RQ 
Less than state and federal RQ 
Unknown quantity at time of spill 
Not a regulated material 

Total Products Spilled 

Percent 

19 
5 
8 

29 
--3.2. 

100% 

Number 

17 
4 
7 

25 
_li 

88 
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Because of the dominate influence of oil spills and unknown quantity at 
time of spills, we also analyzed separately that data that involved 
hazardous chemicals involving a known quantity of products. The results 
are as follows: 

Greater than federal and state RQ 
Less than federal RQ but greater than 
Less than state and federal RQ 

Total Products Spilled 

state RQ 

Percent 

42 
16 

....!!.£ 

100% 

Number 

8 
3 

_8 

19 

One other related issue is emerging that will complicate Oregon's attempts 
to maintain lower RQ values - the frequency with which EPA may evaluate and 
change their RQ values. On September 29, 1986, EPA evaluated the values 
for 102 substances on the RQ list. The results involved raising the RQ's 
for 31 chemicals, lowering the RQ's for 30 chemicals and leaving at their 
original level 34 chemicals. In addition, seven (7) hazardous waste 
streams had their RQ values raised. These changes became effective 
December 29, 1986 thereby changing 68 federal RQ entries on our Appendix I 
list which we just mailed out. In the same Federal Register of September 
29, 1986, EPA indicated that they were concluding a potential 
carcinogenicity and/or chronic toxicity evaluation on an additional 275 
chemicals. A notice of proposed rulemaking will apparently appear in a 
January Federal Register. EPA's List is also subject to future changes as 
a result of the new emergency planning and community right-to-know 
requirements of the recently reauthorized Superfund program. 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

The Department initially intended this tc be an information report as 
requested by the Commission at its September 12, 1986 meeting. As the 
Department continued to evaluate the data, however, a significantly 
different action appeared called for. 

Before starting its analysis, the Department felt that our lower values 
should have resulted in a significant number of additional calls than 
Within the next six months, the Department would hold hearings to make the 
rule final, analyze all of 1986 1 s data to see if this 80 day sample is 
representative and complete its work on establishing RQ values for 
communicable disease agents and radioactive materials regulated by the 
heal th division. 

Summary 

1 • No significant increase in the number of reported spills or releases 
has occurred between October 1 and December 19, 1986. 

2. More than half (55%) of all reported spills and releases probably 
involved amounts less than even the state's lower reportable quantity 
level. Another 23% represented spills in quantities greater than the 
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higher federal levels. Only 4% involved spills between the federal 
and state RQ level. Even the most conservative analysis shows only 
16% of spills and releases falling between the state and federal 
value. 

3. Persons other than the responsible party initially report nearly twc
thirds of all spills and releases. Most often these are local 
government agencies looking to DEQ for technical assistance/advice on 
proper containment, control and cleanup methods. Even though DEQ 
responds to the scene in only 33% of the reported spills, technical 
assistance/advice is given in almost all cases by telephone with a 
per son on the scene. 

4. EPA adjusted 68 federal RQ values on December 29, 1986. EPA plans 
further changes to up to 275 additional substances in early 1987. 
Continuous review of the federal list is planned as EPA receives 
additional technical data. Each change at the federal level will 
affect the accuracy of DEQ's Appendix I listing of federal reportable 
quantities. 

5. Dual RQ values do make it significantly more difficult for industry to 
give accurate instructions/procedures to its employees. Confusing 
instructions make it less likely that employees will take the proper 
actions that are required when a spill or release occurs. 

6. Adopting existing federal RQ values for reporting spills or releases 
to the Department will have little, if any, adverse impact on public 
health or the environment. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the above report, it is recommended that the Commission adopt 
proposed revisions to "Definitions" OAR 340-108-002(9)(b); "Subdivision B: 
Reportable Quantities• OAR 340-108-010(1)(d) and (2) and repeal in its 
entirety Appendix I of OAR 340 -Division 108. 

Attachment I: 
II: 

III: 
IV: 

V: 
VI: 

Fred Hansen 

OAR 340 - Division 108 - effective prior to September 12, 1986 
Proposed Temporary Rule 
40 CFR - Table 302 .4 as amended 
Statement of Need for Proposed Temporary Rule and Fiscal and 
Economic Statement 
Land Use Consistency Statement 
Public Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 

Richard P. Reiter 
SM710.C 
229-5774 
January 9, 1987 



Incident 
Number 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23. 
24 
25 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 

Table 1 

Oil & Hazardous Materials Spills and Releases 

Month October 

Reported By 
Responsible 

Party 

yes 
yes 
yes 
yes 

oil 
vinegar 
oil 
diesel 
gasoline 
Dinoseb 

Product 
Spilled 

Quantity 
If Known 

15 gallons 
50 gallons 
10 gallons 

1 ,200 gallons 
? no 

no 
no 
no 

diesel 
Pentaohloro-nitrobenzene 

8 pounds 
? 

200 pounds 
1/4 gallon yes 

no 
no 
no 
no 

no 
no 

yes 
yes 
no 

yes 
yes 
no 
no 

yes 
no 
no 

yes 
no 

yes 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 
no 

yes 
no 
no 

yes 
no 
no 

yes 
no 

kerosene 
diesel 
gasoline 
Nitrogen Fertilizer 
Pontamine Dye in 
Potassium Hydroxide 
oil 
gasoline 
diesel 
Sodium Hydroxide 
oil 
corrosive 
paint 
oil 
1, 3 dichloro-propene 
diesel 
oil 
Methyl ethyl ketone 
peroxide 
oil 
gasoline 
Ammonia gas 
gasoline 
diesel 
PCB oil 
gasoline 
diesel 
Paraquat 
Lamp black 
Battery acid 
oil 
diesel 
gasoline 
Malathion 
diesel 
PCB 
gasoline 

30 gallons 
433 gallons 
300 gallons 
450 pounds 

? 
5 gallons 

1 ,ooo gallons 
25 pounds 

275 gallons 
8 pounds 

10 gallons 
5 gallons 

166 pounds 
2,000 gallons 

? 
33 pounds 

50 gallons 
? 
? 
? 
? 
? 

20 gallons 
125 gallons 

? 
25 pounds 

500 pounds 
? 

150 gallons 
? 
? 

150 
17 
50 

gallons 
pounds 
gallons 

State• 
RQ 

42 gallons 

any amount 
42 gallons 
42 gallons 

100 pounds 
42 gallons 
l pound 

42 gallons 
42 gallons 
42 gallons 

10 pounds 

any amount 
any amount 
42 gallons 

100 pounds 
42 gallons 
10 pounds 

any amount 
500 pounds 
42 gallons 

any amount 
l pound 

42 gallons 
42 gallons 
10 pounds 
42 gallons 

any amount 
1 pound 

42 gallons 
42 gallons 

10 pounds 
any amount 
42 gallons 
42 gallons 
10 pounds 

any amount 
l pound 

42 gallons 

Federal• 
RQ 

any amount 

1 ,000 pounds 

l pound 

100 pounds 

any amount 
any amount 

1 ,000 pounds 

100 pounds 

any amount 
5 ,ooo pounds 

any amount 
10 pounds 

100 pounds 

any amount 
10 pounds 

100 pounds 
any amount 

100 pounds 
any amount 
10 pounds 

• Oil spilled into public water is reportable to both the state and federal government at 
any amount. Oil spilled on land is reportable to the state at 42 gallons. There is no 
comparable federal requirement. 
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Table 1 

Oil and Hazardous Materials Spills and Releases 

Month November 

Reported By 
Incident Responsible Product Quantity State Federal 

Number Party Spilled If Known RQ RQ 

1 yes Bromoxynil heptanate 8 pounds 
Bromoxynil bnterate 6 pounds 
Toluene 12 pounds 100 pounds l,000 pounds 
Xylene 7 pounds 100 pounds 1,000 pounds 

2 no diesel 100 gallons 42 gallons 
3 no chlorine 2-1/4 pounds l pound 10 pounds 
4 yes diesel 1,000 gallons 42 gallons 
5 yes diesel 50 gallons 42 gallons 
6 no oil ? any amount any amount 
7 yes diesel 200 gallons any amount any amount 
8 no diesel ? any amount any amount 
9 no oil ? any amount any amount 

10 yes diesel 1 gallon any amount any amount 
11 no gasoline ? any amount any amount 
12 no oil 20 gallons 42 gallons 
13 no Propane ? 10 pounds 100 pounds 
14 no diesel ? any amount any amount 
15 yes organic acids 1/4 gallon 
16 no Methanol ? 500 pounds 5 ,000 pounds 
17 yes PCB oil 0 .000049 pounds 1 pound 10 pounds 
18 no diesel 100 gallons any amount any amount 
19 no gasoline ? any amount any amount 
20 no gasoline ? any amount any amount 
21 yes oil l gallon any amount any amount 
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Table 1 

Oil and Hazardous Materials Spills and Releases 

Month December 

Reported By 
Incident Responsible Product Quantity State Federal 

Number Party Spilled If Known RQ RQ 

1 no Radioactive waste 1 drum any amount any amount 
2 no paint/paint sludge 2,750 pounds 10 pounds 100 pounds 
3 no diesel 55 gallons 42 gallons 
4 no diesel 50 gallons 42 gallons 
5 no diesel 50 gallons any amount any amount 
6 no diesel 25 gallons 42 gallons 
7 no diesel ? 42 gallons 
8 no gasoline 2,200 gallons any amount any amount 
9 no gasoline ? 42 gallons 

10 no oil ? any amount any amount 
11 yes diesel 200 gallons 42 gallons 
12 no fatty acid ? 
13 no Phosphoric acid 4'170 pounds 500 pounds 5 ,000 pounds 
14 no diesel ? any amount any amount 
15 yes diesel 200 gallons 42 gallons 
16. no acid solution 40 pounds 10 pounds 100 pounds 

no lime 100 pounds 10 pounds 100 pounds 
17 yes gasoline 400 gallons 42 gallons 
18 no gasoline 15 gallons any amount any amount 
19 no diesel 10 gallons 42 gallons 
20 yes Methyl Amine 8 pounds 10 pounds 100 pounds 

SM710.B 



Table 2 

NOTE: Table 2 ia an analysis of spill reports logged in by the Hazardous 
Materials Section for the period October 1 through Deoember 19, 1986. 
Eighty-four (84) spill incidents occurred involving eighty-eight (88) 
products. 

ALL SPILLS - 84: ALL PRODUC?S SPILLED - 88 

Total All Product Spills - 88 (100J) 

Reported by Responsible Party - 30 (30 of 88 = 34J) 
Reported by Governmental Agency - 45 (45 of 88 = 51%) 
Reported by Other Person - 13 (13 of 88 = 15J) 

Transportation Spills - 35 (35 of 88 = 40J) 

DEQ field response - 14 (14 of 35 = 40J) 
No DEQ field response - 21 (21 of 35 = 60J) 

Fixed Site Spills - 53 (53 of 88 = 60J) 

DEQ field response - 15 (15 of 53 = 28%) 
No DEQ field response - 38 (38 of 53 = 72J) 

Reported by Responsible Party - 30 ( 30 of 88 = 34J) 

Greater than fed/state RQ - 7 (7 of 30 = 23%) 
Less than fed RQ - greater than state RQ - O (OJ) 
No fed RQ - greater than state RQ - 9 (9 of 30 = 3oJ) 
Less than state/fed RQ - 7 (7 of 30 = 23J) 
Unknown quantity - 2 (2 of 30 = 7J) 
Not regulated material - 5 (5 of 30 = 17%) 

Reported by Other Party - 58 (58 of 88 = 66%) 

Greater than fed/state RQ - 13 (13 of 58 = 22J) 
Less than fed RQ - greater than state RQ - 3 (3 of 58 = 5J) 
No fed RQ - greater than state RQ - 8 (8 of 58 = 14%) 
Less than state/fed RQ - 7 (7 of 58 = 12J) 
Unknown quantity - 23 (23 of 58 = 40J) 
Not regulated material - 4 (4 of ·58 = 7J) 

SM710 .F 
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Table 2 

OIL SPILLS -- 55: OIL PRODUCT SPILLS - 55 

Total Oil Produot Spills - 55 (55 of 88 = 62J) 

Reported by responsible party - 16 (16 of 55 = 29%) 
Reported by government agenoy - 30 (30 of 55 = 55%) 
Reported by other person - 9 (9 of 55 = 16%) 

Transportation Spills - 22 (22 of 55 = 40%) 

DEQ field response - 8 (8 of 22 = 36%) 
No DEQ field response - 14 (14 of 22) = 64% 

Fixed Site Spills - 33 of 55 = 60%) 

DEQ field response - 14 (14 of 33 = 42%) 
No DEQ field response - 19 (19 of 33) = 58% 

Reported by Responsible Party - 16 (16 of 55 = 29%) 

Greater than fed/state RQ - 4 (4 of 16 = 25%) 
No Fed RQ - greater than state RQ - 9 (9 of 16 = 56%) 
Less than state/fed RQ - 2 (2 of 16 = 13%) 
Unknown quantity spilled - 1 (1 of 16 = 6%) 

Reported by Non-responsible Party - 39 (39 of 55 = 71%) 

Greater than fed/state RQ - 7 (7 of 39 = 18%) 
No Fed RQ - greater than state RQ - 8 (8 of 39 = 20%) 
Less than state/fed RQ - 5 (5 of 39 = 13%) 
Unknown quantity spilled - 19 (19 of 39 = 49%) 



Table 2 

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL SPILLS - 22: HAZARDOUS MATERIAL PRODUCT SPILLS - 24 

Total Hazardous Material Product Spills - 24 (24 of 88) = 27%) 

Reported by responsible party - 9 (9 of 24 = 38%) 
Reported by government agency - 12 {12 of 24 = 50%) 
Reported by other person - 3 (3 of 24 = 12') 

Transportation Spills - 10 {10 of 24 = 42') 

DEQ field response - 4 (4 of 10 = 40%) 
No DEQ field response - 6 (6 of 10 = 60%) 

Fixed Site Spills - 14 {14 of 24 = 58%) 

DEQ field response - 1 (1 of 14 = 7%) 
No DEQ field response - 13 {13 of 14 = 93%) 

Reported by Responsible Party - 9 (9 of 24 = 38%) 

Greater than fed/state RQ - 3 (3 of 9 = 33%) 
Less than fed RQ - greater than state RQ - O (O/%) 
Less than state/fed RQ - 5 (5 of 9 = 56%) 
Unknown quantity - 1 (1 of 9 = 11%) 

Reported by Other Party - 15 (15 of 24 = 62%) 

Greater than fed/state RQ - 6 (6 of 15 = 40%) 
Less than fed RQ - greater than state RQ - 3 (3 of 15 = 20%) 
Less than state/fed RQ - 2 (2 of 15 = 13%) 
Unknown quantity - 4 (4 of 15 = 27%) 
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Table 2 

OTHER SPILLS - 7: OTHER PRODUCT SPILLS - 9 

Total Other Product Spills - 9 (9 of 88 = 10J) 

Reported by responsible party - 5 (5 of 9 = 56%) 
Reported by government agency - 3 (3 of 9 = 33%) 

•Reported by other person - 1 (1 of 9 = 11%) 

Transportation Spills - 3 (3 of 9 = 33%) 

DEQ field response - 2 (2 of 3 = 67%) 
No DEQ field response - 1 (1 of 3 = 33% 

Fixed Site Spills - 6 (6 of 9 = 67%) 

DEQ field response - O (0 of 6 = OJ) 
No DEQ field response - 6 (6 of 6 = 100J) 

Reported by Responsible Party - 5 (5 of 9 = 55%) 

Reported by Other Party - 4 (4 of 9 = 44%) 

SM710.D 



TABLE 3: Reported Spills (1981-1985) 

Willamette 
Northwest Valley Southwest Central Eastern STATEWIDE 

. 1981 Region Region Region Region Reir;ion. TOTALS --.-
Petroleum Products 97 21 33 16 20 187 
Chemical/Hazardous Waste 22 _§_ -1. ..2. -1. _!!1 
Total Spills 119 27 40 21 27 234 

DEQ Field Response 30 18 33 9 19 109 

1982 

Petroleum Products 84 39 26 20 24 193 
Chemical/Hazardous Waste -32.. g ..2. -1. -1. ...12. 
Total Spills 123 51 31 27 31 263 

DEQ Field Response 39 40 20 ll 8 118 

1283 

Petroleum Products 131 59 31 27 27 275 
Chemical/Hazardous Waste _!!1 22 -2. ...l 11 -2:L 
Total Spills 178 81 40 35 38 372 

DEQ Field Response 65 48 31 15 11 170 

1284 

Petroleum Products 118 60 77 10 24 289 
Chemical/Hazardous Waste -3!.. il 12. ...l -1. ....ll 
Total Spills 149 78 96 18 25 367 

DEQ Field Response 48 40 75 7 12 t81 

1985 

Petroleum Products 97 52 50 18 22 239 
Chemical/Hazardous Waste -23. 24 20 ..2. 12. !11. 
Total Spills 150 76 70 23 37 356 
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TABLE 4 

SIZE OF SPILL BY PRODUcr CATPXlORY• 

OIL HAZ-MAT OTHER 

Lowest 2 lbs. 2 lbs. 2.25 lbs. 
Quantity 
Spilled 

Mean 2427 lbs. 475 lbs. 433 lbs. 
Average 
Spilled 

Median 417 lbs. 33 lbs. 25 lbs. 
Spilled 

Highest 18,348 lbs. 4170 lbs. 2502 lbs. 
Quantity 
Spilled 

Total 85,026 lbs. 8551 lbs. 3044 lbs. 
Spilled 

NIDDber of 35 18 7 
Spills 

• Of all reported spills, the initial quantity spilled was known in only 68% of the 
cases (60 of 88). 
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Attachment I 

E.Q.C. Agenda Item G 

January 23, 1987 

(c)(A) Report the spill or other incident to the Oregon Emergency 
Management Division (telephone 800-452-0311) if the amount of hazardous 
waste or hazardous substance exceeds the following reportable quantity (in 
the event a substance or waste falls into more than one category, the lower 
quantity shall be reported): 

Substance or 
Waste Type 

Ignitable, 40 CFR 261.21 
Corrosive, 40 CFR 261.22 
Reactive, 40 CFR 261.23 
EP Toxic, 40 CFR 261.24 
Listed, 40 CFR 261 .31 and .32 
Listed, 40 CFR 261.33(e) 
Listed, 40 CRR 261.33(f) 
Listed, rule 340-101-033 
PCB, rule 340-110-001(2) 

Reportable 
Quantity (pounds) 

200 
200 
200 

10 
10 

2 
10 
10 
10 

(Comment: •Ignitable• includes the DOT classifications 
"Flammable,• "Oxidizer," and some "Combustible.•) 

(B) Transporters must report spills of any quantity that occur during 
transportation. Transporters must also report spills or other incidents to 
the National Response Center (800-424-8802) as. required by 49 CFR 171.15, 
and, if a water transporter, as required by 33 CFR 153.203; 

(C) The spill or other incident need not be reported if: 
(i) It occurs on private property and is known to the owner of the 

property (or his representative); 
(ii) It occurs on an impervious surface where it is fully contained; 

and 
(iii) It is completely cleaned up without further incident. 
(Comment: For reporting purposes, quantity calculation involving 

hazardous waste shall be made independent of the concentrations of the 
hazardous components. For example, the table in this rule requires 
reporting a 10 pound spill of acrolein (a rule 340-101-033 waste). This 
shall be interpreted as requiring reporting a 10 pound spill of a waste 
containing acrolein whether the concentration of acrolein is 3, 30 or 
100%.) 

(d) Undertake, in the most practicable manner, the collection, removal 
or treatment of the hazardous substance or hazardous waste in accordance 
with the requirements of Divisions 100 to 110 and in a manner that will 
minimize damage to the environment. The Department may, in any case, 
evaluate the action taken and may require additional action to complete the 
cleanup and disposal. 

Cleanup Report 

340-108-021- The Department may require the person responsible for a 
spill or other incident to submit a written report within 15 days of the 
spill or other incident describing all aspects of the spill and steps taken 
to prevent a recurrence. 

• 
(Comment: Transporters are also required by the Public Utility 

Commissioner to file a Hazardous Materials Incident Report (DOT Form 
F5800 .o) within 15 days after a spill. A copy of this report may be sent 
to the Department in lieu of the report required by this rule.) 



Definitions. 

Attachment II. 

EQC Agenda Item G 
January 23, 1987 

340-108-002 As used in this Division unless otherwise specified: 
(1) "Barrel" means 42 U.S. gallons of oil at 60 degrees Fahrenheit. 
(2) "Cleanup• includes, but is not limited to, the containment, 

collection, removal, treatment or disposal of oil or hazardous material; 
site restoration; and any investigations, monitoring, surveys, testing and 
other information gathering required or conducted by the department. 

(3) "Cleanup costs" means all costs associated with the cleanup of a 
spill or release or threatened spill or release incurred by the state, its 
political subdivision or any person with written approval from the 
department when implementing ORS 466.205, 466.605 to 466.690, 466.880 (3) 
and (4) and 466.995 (3) or 468.800. 

(4) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission. 
(5) "Contingency plan" means a document setting out an organized, 

planned and coordinated course of action to be followed in case of a fire, 
explosion, or release of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents 
which could threaten human health or the environment and is prepared 
pursuant to 40 CFR Part 264- Subpart D or Part 265- Subpart D. 

( 6) "Department 11 means the Department of Environmental Quality. 
(7) "Director" means the Director of the Department of Environmental 

Quality. 
( 8) "Having control over any oil or hazardous material 11 includes, but 

is not limited to, persons using, handling, processing, manufacturing, 
storing, treating, disposing or transporting oil or hazardous material. 

(9) "Hazardous material" means: 
(a) Radioactive waste and material as defined in ORS 469.300 and 

469 ,530; 
(b) Substances and wastes listed in [Appendix I of this Division.] 

40 CFR - Table 302.4 (List of Hazardous Substances and Reportable 
Quantities) and amendments, promulgated prior to January 1, 1987. 

(10) "Modified Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) 
Plan" means the plan to prevent the spill of oil from a non-transportation
related facility that has been modified to include those hazardous 
substances and hazardous wastes handled at the facility. 

(11) 11 011 11 includes gasoline, crude oil, fuel oil, diesel oil, 
lubricating oil, sludge, oil refuse and any other petroleum related 
product. 

(12) "Person" includes, but is not limited to, an individual, trust, 
firm, joint stock company, corporation, partnership, association, municipal 
corporation, political subdivision, interstate body, the state and any 
agency or commission thereof and the Federal Government and any agency 
thereof. 

(13) "Reportable quantity" is an amount of oil or hazardous material 
which if spilled or released, or threatens to spill or release, in 
quantities equal to or greater than those specified in OAR 340-108-010 must 
be reported pursuant to OAR 340-108-020. 

( 14) 11SPCC 11 means Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan 
prepared in accordance with Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations - Part 112 
or Part 1 51 0 • 
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( 15) "Spill or release" means the discharge, deposit, injection, 
dumping, spilling, emitting, releasing, leaking or placing of any oil or 
hazardous material into the air or into or on any land or waters of the 
state, as defined in ORS 468.700, except as authorized by a permit issued 
under ORS chapter 454, 459, 468 or 469, ORS 466.005 to 466.385, 466.880 (1) 
and (2), 466.890 and 466.995 (1) and (2) or federal law or while being 
stored or used for its intended purpose. 

(16) "Threatened spill or release" means circumstances or events exist 
that indicate a spill or release of oil or hazardous material is likely 
and iminent. 

( 17) "Waters of the state" means lakes, bays, ponds, impounding 
reservoirs, springs, wells, rivers, streams, creeks, estuaries, marshes, 
inlets, canals, the Pacific Ocean within the territorial limits of the 
State of Oregon and all other bodies of surface or underground waters, 
natural or artificial, inland or coastal, fresh or salt, public or private 
(except those private waters which do not combine or effect a junction with 
natural surface or underground waters), which are wholly or partially 
within or bordering the state or within its jurisdiction. 

Subdivision B: Reportable Quantities 

340-108-010 (1) Reportable quantity means: 

(a) Any quantity of radioactive material, or radioactive waste; 
(b) If spilled into waters of the state, or escape into waters of the 

state is likely, any quantity of oil that would produce a visible oily 
slick, oily solids, or coat aquatic life, habitat or property with oil, but 
excluding normal discharges from properly operating marine engines; 

(c) If spilled on the surface of the land, any quantity of oil over 
one barrel (42 gallons); and 

(d) An amount equal to or greater than the quantity listed [under the 
state reportable quantity column in Appendix I of this Division for 
substances and wastes.] in 40 CFR - Table 302.4 (List of Hazardous 
Substances and Reportable Quantities) and amendments promulgated prior to 
January 1, 1987. 

(2) Spills or releases of mixtures or solutions containing any of the 
hazardous materials listed in [Appendix I of this Division] 40 CFR -
Table 302.4 (List of Hazardous Substances and Reportable Quantities) and 
amendments promulgated prior to January 1, 1987 are subject to the 
reporting requirements of this rule if the total quantity of all the 
hazardous materials in the mixture or solution (in pounds) exceeds the 
lowest reportable quantity listed in [Appendix I] 40 CFR Table 302.4 for 
any one of the hazardous materials in the mixture or solution. A person 
may rely upon actual knowledge and readily available information such as 
material safety data sheets, shipping papers, hazardous waste manifests and 
container labels, to determine the presence and concentration of hazardous 
materials in a mixture or solution. (3) The quantity determination 
required by Section 1 of this rule shall be the quantity of oil or 
hazardous material spilled or released prior to contact or mixing with any 
other material or substance (i.e., with soil, water, sawdust, etc.). In 
the case of a threatened spill or release, it shall be the amount of oil or 
hazardous material in the container or tank from which a spill or release 
is likely and imminent. 

APPENDIX I 
LIST OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ARD REPORTABLE QUANTITIES 

Repeal in its entirety Appendix I of OAR 340 - Division 108. 
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Attachment III 

E.Q.C. Agenda Item G 

January 23, 1987 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OU~TITIES 
[Sea footnotes at end ol Table 302.41 

' Statutory Final RO 

Hazardous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonyms RCRA Catego-RC Codet Waste Pouncls(Kgt 
Number "' 

Acenaphthene .................... 83329 ............................................... 1· 2 x 1fl-# (0.454) 

Acenaphthylene .............. ,., 208968 ............................................... 1' 2 x 1ffll (0.454) 

Acetaldehyda ..................... 75070 Ethanal ................................ 1000 1,4 U001 c 1000 (454) 

Acetaldehyde, chloro- ....... 107200 Chloroaeetaldehyde ........... 1' 4 P023 c 1000 (454) 

Acetaldehyde, trichtoro- .... 75876 Chloral, ................................ ,. 4 U034 x 1#(0.454) 

Acetamlda, N· 591082 1·Acetyl·2·thlourea ............ 1' 4 P002 c 1000 (454) 
(arnlnothioxomethyl)·, 

Acetamide, N·(4- 62442 Phenacetin .......................... 1' 4 U187 x 1# (0.454) 
ethoxyphenyt)·, 

Acetamide, N-9H· 53963 2·Acetylamlnofluorene ...... ,. 4 uoos x 1# (0.454) 
fluoren·2·yl·, 

Acelamide, 2-lluoro- .......... 640197 Fluoroocetamlde ................ ,. 4 P057 a 100(45.4) 

757 

'1 



§ 302.4 40 CFR Ch. I (7-1-85 Edition) 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

Hazardous Substance 

Acetic acid ... 

Acetic acid. ethyl ester •. 

Acetic acid, nuoro-. 
sodium salt 

Acetic acid, lead salt. .. 

Acetic acid, thallium{!) 

""-
Acetic anhydride .. 

AcetimKfie acid,N
[(methylc:arbaf1IO'fl) 
oxy}thiO-, methyl ester. 

Acelone ••••.• ,, _______ _ 

Acetooo cyanohydrin _,, .. 

Acetonitrile .•• 

3-(alpha
Acetonylbenzyl)· 4· 
hydroX)"COl.lmarin and 

"'"· 
Acelophenona •.• 

• 2-Ace¥amin0fluorene 

Acetyl bromide 

Acetyl chloride 

1-Acetyl-2-thiourea .. 

Acrolein ... 

Acrylamida .•... 

Acrylic acid .. 

Acry!onltnle ....... 

Adlpic acid. 

Alanine, 3-[p-bis(2· 
chloroethyl)amino] 
phenyl-, L-. 

Ald"tcaft>-...•... 

[Sea footnotes at end ol Table 302.4] 

CASAN Regulatory Synonyms 

64197 j ............................................ 1 

141786 ! Ethyl acetate .... 

627 48 t FIOOl'oacetic acid, 
sodium salt. 

301042 I Lead acetate ....... 

563689 I Thamum(I) acetate ... 

108247 

•16752775 J Methomyl-.......... - ............. . 

67641 I 2-Propanone •... 

75865 l 2-Melhyllaclonllr!le ........... _ 
Propanenitrile, 2·hy· 

droxy-2-melhyl-

75058 I Elhanenitrile ••.•... 

81812 J Warfarin .. __ _ 

•-1 Ethenone, 1-phenyl- •••••••••. 

53963 AcelBmlde, N-9H· 
nuoren-2-yl·. 

506967 

75365 I Ethanoyl chloride ............... , 

591082 I Acetamide, N-(aminolh
. loxomethyl)·. 

107028 I 2-Propenal .......... . 

79061 I 2·Prorinamide ••••.•.•... 

79107 I 2..Propenoic acid ............ _, 

107131 2-Propenenitnle .................. , 

124049 

148823 I Melphalan •••••.•. 

116063 Propanal, 2-melhyl-2-
(melhylthioJ·, 0-
((melhylamino) 
carbonyl]oxima. 

758 

SteMory 

RO """"' 
1000 

,. 4 

,. 4 

5000 "' ,. 4 

1000 

1• 4 

1• 4 

10 1,4 

1• 4 

1· 4 

,. 4 

1· 4 

5000 

5000 1,4 

,. 4 

1,2,4 

,. 4 

1• 4 

100 1,2,4 

5000 

1• 4 

1· 4 

RCRA I Catego-
Waste ry 

Number 

U112 

P058 

U144 

U214 

,,.., 

U002 

P089 

U003 

P001 

U004 

U005 

uooe 

P002 

P003 

U007 

uooa 

U009 

U150 

P070 

D 

D 

A 

D 

x 

D 

• 
D 

A 

D 

• 

D 

x 

D 

D 

c 

x 

D 

D 

• 
D 

x 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds{Kg) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

10 {4.54) 

5000# (2270) 

1## (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

100 (45.4) 

SOOD (2270) 

10 (4.54) 

5000 (2270) 

100 (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

SOOD (2270) 

5000 {2270) 

1000 (454) 

1 {0.454) 

5000 {2270) 

5000 (2270) 

100# (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

1# {0.454) 

1 (0,454) 

j 
11 

11 
;] 

~ 
ri 
•1 

:l 
ji 

~ I t 
H 
l! 
ii 
" 

I 
II \. 

ti 
i 

Environmental Protection Agency § 302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes al end ol Table 302.41 

Hazardous Substance' CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

Aldrin ............................. ..! 30900211,2,3,4.10.10· 
Heqchloro-
1,4,4a,5,8,8a· 
hel(ahydro- 1,4:5,9· 
endo, (1)(0- dimethan
onaphthelene. 

Ally! alcohol.. ...................... ! 107186 I 2.Propen-1-ol... .. . 

Allyt chloride •.••... 107051 

Aluminum phosphide ......... 1208597311 

Aluminum sulfate ............... 10043013 

S-(Amlnomethyl}-3-
isoxazolol. 

2763964 I 3(2H)-fsol(azo1one, 
{aminornethyl}. 

5-

4-Aminopyridlne ................. ! 504245 I 4-Pyridlnamlne .................... . 

Amltrote ............................... I 61825 I 1H·1.2,4-Triazol-3-emine ... 

Ammonia............................. 7664417 

~monlum aeetate ........... , 631618 

Ammonium benzoate ........ , 1863634 

Ammonium blcerbona!o .... I 1066337 

Ammonium bichromate.-.! 7799095 

Ammonium blDuoride __ l 1341497 

Ammonium bisulfite ........ _ 10192300 

Ammo~ earbamate .. __ , 

Ammonium carbonate ....... , 

1111780 

506878 

Ammonium chloride ____ ,l 12125029 

Ammonium chromate •.• _., 

Ammonium citrate, 
~ 

7798989 

3012655 

Ammonium fluoborate ....... 113826830 

Ammonium fluoride ........... 12125018 

Ammonium hydroxide ........ ! 1336216 

Ammonium oicalate ............ , 6009707 
5972738 

14258492 

Ammonium plcrate ............. I 131748 I Phenol, 2,4,6-binitro-, 
emmonium salt. 

Ammonium sllicoftuoride ... 116919190 

Arnmonlum aulfarnate ....... n73080 

759 
53-127 0-85-25 

RO 

100 

1000 

,. 
5000 

,. 
1· 

1• 

100 

5000 

5000 

5000 

1000 

5000 

5000 

5000 

5000 

5000 

1000 

5000 

5000 

5000 

1000 

5000 

1· 

1000 

5000 

StattJtory 

Cod•t 

1,2,4 

1,4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

RCRA I Cat-Wasle ry 
Number 

P004 

P005 

P008 

P007 

P008 

U011 

P009 

x 

• 
c 

• 
D 

c 

c 

x 

• 
D 

D 

D 

c 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

c 
D 

D 

• 
c 

D 

A 

c 
D 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

1# {0.454) 

100 {45.4) 

1000 {454) 

100 (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

1000 {454} 

1000 {454) 

1# (0.454) 

100## (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 {2270) 

5000 (2270} 

1000# (454) 

5000## (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 {2270) 

5000 (2270) 

50oo (2270) 

1000# (454) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

100 (45,4) 

1000 (454) 

5000 (2270) 

10 (4.54) 

1000 (454) 

5000 {2270) 



§ 302.4 40 CFR Ch. I (7-1-85 Edition) 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes at end of Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance CASAN 

Ammonium sulfide ....... ., •. .! 12135761 

Ammonium sulflte.. . .. ..! 10196040 

Ammonium tartra1e ....••..... 114307438 
3164292 

Ammonium thiocyanate •.. 11762954 

Ammonium thiosullate. •.• 7783188 •··· 

Aegulatoiy Synonyms 

Ammonium vanadate ..••.• .1 7803556 I Vanadic ·acid. ammoni
um salt. 

Amyl ~state .................... 1 ~~~:~ 

sec· 626380 
left· 625161 

Aniline ....•... 

Anlhracene ···-··· 

Antimony tt ····-··· . 

ANTIMONY AND 
COMPOUNDS. 

62533 
Benzenamina. ________ , 

120127 

7440360 

Antimony pentachloride ..• .I 7647189 

Antimony potassium ........ 28300745 

== :::.::::::::::1,::::: :==::~:~:::::~:~~~-~~:=~~::::::' 
Antimony trifluoride .•.•• 

Antimony trioKide .. 

Aroelor 1016 ... 

Aroc:lor 1221 .. 

Aroclor 1232 .... 

Aroclor 1242 ....... . 

n83564 

1309644 

126741121 Polychlorine.ted Blphan. 
}j1 (?CB1). 

111042921 Potyehlorinated Blph8n. 
yl1 (PCBI}. 

11141165 Polychlorinated B!phen.. 
yts (PCBs). 

53469219 I PolychlorinatadBlptlenyls 
(PCB1). 

Atoclor 1249.·--· .............. .112672296 I Potyehlorinated Bipl'leO.. 
yts (PCBS). 

Aroelor 1254 ..................... 111097691 I Potyehlorinatad Biphen. 
yl1 (PCBs). 

Aroelor 1260 ..................... 11096825 Potyehlorinated Biphen-
yl1 (PCBs). 

Arsenic t t ....... . 7440382 

760 

RQ 

5000 

5000 

5000 

5000 

5000 

1· 

1000 

1000 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1000 

5000 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

1· 

Slatuloiy 

Cod•t 

4 

1,4 

2 

2 

2 

1~ 

"' 
1~ 

"' 
1.2 

1,2 

1.2 

u 

RCRA 
Wasta 

Number 

P119 

U012 

Catego
"I 

B 

0 

0 

0 

0 

c 

0 

0 

x 

x 

c 

B 

c 

c 
c 

c 
A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

x 

Final AO 

Pounds{Kg) 

100 (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

1000 (454) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

1## (0.454) 

,,, (0.454) 

1000 {454) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

1000(454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

10# (4.54) 

10# (4.54) 

101 (4.54) 

10# (4.54) 

10# (4.54) 

10# (4.54) 

10# (4.54) 

1#(0.454) 

i 
I 

. I 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

(See footnotes at end ol Table 302.41 

HazardoUI Substance 

Arsenic acid ....... ___ , ... _, 

ARSENIC ANO 
COMPOUNDS. 

CASRN 

1327522 
7778394 

Ar8enle dllulfide .. ___ 1 1303328 

Regulatory Synonym1 

Arsen1e1m1 oxide ..•. _._...... 1a21533 Arsenic trloxlde ......... ___ 

1 ABenieM oxide................. 1303282 Arsenic pentoxlde .. ·-···· 

Araenlc pentoicide.............. 1303282 Atsenle(V) oxide ................. , 

Arsenic triehloricla .......... _ n94341 

Araer1ic trioxide-·-.. ···--! 1327533 I Atsenic:lllll oxide ................ , 

"' Atsenic trisulfide -·--........ , 1303339 

Arsine, dialhyl. .. ___ .... J 692422 I Oiethylarllna ....................... , 

Albeltol ttt ....... _,, ____ , 1332214 

Auramlne·--···-··· .... - 492808 Banzenamlna, 4,4'-
carbOnlmidoylbis(N,N· ..... ..... 

Azuerfne ... _ .. __ ,., ... _J 1150281 L-Sorine, diatoaeetate 

Azlrldlne ........... _____ ,, 

Azirino(2' ,3':3.4)pyrrolo 
(1.2a)indole-4, 7-diona. 
6-amino-8-
{((aminoearboxyl)oxy}
mathylJ-1, 1 a.2,8,8a.Bl>
hexahydro-8a
methoxy-5-meth~·· 

8ariutn cyanide .................. , 

..... <11•~~'"· 1,2-dihyd lhyl-. 

Benztelacridine .. , ·-··-·' 

3.4-Benzaaidine ·--....... ; 

Benzal eh1orlde ... - ..... .. 

(esler). 

1515641 EttlylenirBne ...................... . 

soo11 Milomyein c ................... __ 

542621 

56495 I 3·Mathyleholanthrane ........ . 

225514 I 3.4-Benzaericline .............. .. 

225514 I Ban:z:Celaeridine ..... 

dichloro-

RO 

1• 

1· 

5000 

5000 

5000 

5000 

5000 

5000 

5000 

1· 

1• 

1• 

1· 

1• 

1• 

10 

1· 

1· 

1• 

1• 

Bem:Calanthraeene __ ....... , 

888731 Benzene. 
methyl-. 

56553 1,2·Benzanthraeene .......... 1 1• 

1,2-Benzanthraeene .......... , 

1,2·Benzanthraeane, 
7.12-dimethyl-. 

Benzenamine ••. - ................. , 

Benzo[aJanllvacene 

56553 I Benz[a]anthraeena ......... ! 1• 
Benzo[a)anthraeene 

57s1a J 1.12- I 1· 
Dimelhylbenz(aJanlhra· 
eene. 

62533 I Aniline .... 

761 

1000 

SlaMo<y 

Code! 

4 

2 

1,4 

1,4 

,.. 

1,4 

• 
'" • 
• 
• 
• 

1,4 

• 
4 

• 
4 

'" 
'" 
• 

'" 

RCRA 
WU19 

"""""' 
P010 

P012 

,.,, 
,.,, 

P012 

P038 

U014 

U015 

P054 

U010 

P013 

U157 

U016 

U016 

U017 

U018 

U018 

U094 

U012 

ca" 
x 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

A 

x 

x 

x 

0 

x 

x 

x 

0 

F""inal RO 

Pounds( Kg) 

1Jll (0.454) 

5000# (2270) 

SOCOI (2270) 

5000#(2270) 

5000# (2270) 

5000# (2270) 

5000# (2270) 

50001 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

11 (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1(/ (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

11 (0.454) 

10 (4.54) 

1# (0.454) 

11 (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

,, (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES-
Continued 

(See foolnotes at end of Tabla 302.4] 

Sl.e.tutory Flnal AO 

Hazardous Substance I CASAN I Regulatory Synonyms I RCRA 
Ca~! RO Codot Waste Pounds{Kg) 

Number 

Bern:enamine, 4.4'· 492BOB Auramine •.•.. ············· ,. 4 U014 I x I 1# (0.454) 
carbonimidoylbis{N,N-
dimethyl-. 

Bern:enamine, 4-chloro- .. 106478 p-Chloroaniline .. ,,__ ········1 1· 

I 
4 

I 
P024 

I 
c 

I 
1000 {454) 

BenzenamiM, 4-chloro- 3165933 4-Chloro-o-toluidine, hy- 1· 4 U049 x 1# {0.454) 
2-methyt- drochforide. 
,hydrochloride. 

Beru:enamine, N,N- 60117 Oimethylaminoaioben-

I 
1· I • I U093 I x I 1# (0.454) 

dimeltlyl-4-phenylato-. . ..... 
Benzenamine, 4,4'- 101144 4,4'-Methylenebis(2- ,. I 4 I U158 I x I 1# (0.454) 

melttylenebls(2-chloro-. chloroani!ine). 

Benzerw.mine, 2-methyl-, 636215 ~Tor,•;M ""'=••~I 1· 

I 
• 

I 
U222 

I 
x 

I 
111 (0.454) 

hydrochloride. tide. 

Benzenamine, 2-melhyl· 99558 5-Nitro-o-toluilfme .............. 1• 4 U181 x ,, {0.454) 
5-nitro-. 

Ben?enamine, 4-nitro- •.••• 100016 P-Nitroan~ine ...................... ,. 4 POn D 5000 (2270) 

Banzene ... ·--··· .. 71432 ·····································---· 1000 1,2,3,4 U019 c 1000# (454) 

Benzene. 1-bromo-4- 101553 4-Bromophenyl .... ..,, 1· 2.4 l/030 • 100 (45.4) 
phenoxy-. ... ~. 

Benzene, chloro- .. 108907 Chltlfobenzene •• ····-··-·-·· 100 1,2,4 U037 • 100 (45.4) 

Benzene. chloromethyt- •••• 100447 Benzyl chloride .•.••••••••••••••• 100 1.4 P029 • 100# (45.4) 

Benzene: 1.2..<Jich!Clfo- .. 95501 1,2-0ichlorobenzene ····- 100 1,2,4 U070 • 100 (45.4) 
o-Dlchlorobenzene 

Benzene, 1,3-dichloro- .... 541731 1,3-0ichlorobenzene ·········! 
m-Oichltlfobenzeoe 

1· I 2.4 I U071 I • I 100 (45.4) 

Benzene, 1.4-dich!Clfo- .. 106467 1,4-0ichlorobenzene ..•••••.• [ 
p-Oichtorobenze119 

100 I 1,2,4 I U072 I • I 100 (45.4) 

Benzene, 98873 Benzal chloride .................. 1 1· I 4 
dichltlfomethyt-. I U017 I D I 5000 (2270) 

Benzene, 2,4· I 584849 j Toluene diisocyanate •••••••• [ 
diisocyanatomettiyt-. 

1• I • I U223 I • I 100 (45.4) 

91087 
26471625 

Benzene, dimethyl .. 1330207 Xylene ................................. 1 1000 I 1,4 I U239 I c I 1000 (454) ,,,. 108383 ,,,. 
~ 95476 ~ .. 106423 .. 

Benzene, hexachloro- .. 118741 Hexachlorobenzene ........... ,. 2,4 um x 1# (0.454) 

Benzene, hexahydro- .. 110827 Cyc!ohexane .• - .................. 1000 1,4 U058 c 1000 (454) 

Ben:i.ene, hydroxy-•..•• 108952 Phenol ............................... 1000 1.2.4 U188 c 1000## (454) 

Benzene, methyl-... 108883 Toluene ............................... 1000 1,2,4 U220 c 1000 (454) 

762 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANJITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes at end ol Table 302.4] 

S1alu1ooy Final RO 
Hazardous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonyms RCAA ca1ogo. RO Codot Waste Pounds(Kg) 

"""""' ~ 

Benzene, 1<fTl81hyl-2,4- 121142 2,4-Dinilrotoluene ••.•.....•..• 1000 1,2,4 U105 c 10001 (454) 
dinitro-. 

Benzene, 1-melhyl-2,6- 606202 2,6-Dlnitrotoluene ............... 1000 1.2,4 U106 c 1000# (454) 

"""'°"· 
Benzene; 1,2- 94597 Safrole.. ............................... ,. 

melhylenedloxy-4-aHyl-. 
4 U203 x 1# (0.454} 

Benzene, 1.2· 120581 lsosafrole ............................ 1• 
methylenedioxy-4- • U141 x 1# (0.454) ........ .. 

Beruene, 1..2- ..... 
meth)lanedloX)-4- Dtlydrosafrola ··-··-·-·-···· 1• • U090 x 11 (0.454) 

"-· Benzene, 1-methylethyJ- ••• 08828 CUmene ............................... 1• • U055 D 5000 (2270) 

Benzene, nllro-... - ............. ""' Nitrobenzena .......... _ .. __ ,, 1000 1,2,4 U169 c 1000 (.C54J 

Benzene, pentach1oro--.. ....,, Pantac:hlorobenzene .......... 1· 4 U183 x 11# (0.454) 

Benzene, 82688 Pentachloronitrobenzene •• t• 4 U185 x 1# (0.454) pantechloronitro-. 

Benzene, 1,2,4,5- 95943 1,2,4,5-
telrachloro-. Tetrachlofobenzene. 

1· 4 U207 D 5000 (2270) 

Benzene, eeon 
trichloromelhyf-. 

BenzotrichlOride ----· .. •• ,. • U023 x 1# (0.454) 

Benzene, 1,3,5-!Jinitro. __ 99354 sym-Trinitrobanzene .......... 1· • U234 x 1## (0.454) 

Senzeneacetic acid, 4· 510156 Ethyl 4,4'-dichlorobenzi. 1· 4 U039 x 1# (0.454) Chloro-alpha-(4- ••• chlorophenyl).alpha-
hydroxy-. ethyl ester. 

1.2-Senzenedlcarbo)l)'llc 
acid anhydride. 

..... Phthalic anhydride ..•.•••••••• 1· 4 U190 D 5000 (2270) 

1,2-Benzenedicarboxylic 117817 Bis(2- 1• 2.4 U029 x 1# (0.454) ackf,[bia(2-ethylhexyl)J elhylhelCyt)phthafate. 
ester. 

1,2-Benzenedicarboxyllc 64742 n-Butyl phlhalate ............ _, 100 1,2,4 U069 A 10 (4.54) ecld,dibutyl ester. 

Olbutyl phlhalate 
Di-n-butyl phlhalale 

1.2-Benzenedlcarboxylic 84662 Diethyl phlhalate ................ 1· 2,4 uoee c 1000 (454) acid.diethyl esler. 

1,2-Benzenecfcarboxylic 131113 Dimethyl phlha!ate... .. •.•. 1· 2.4 U102 D 5000 (2270) acid,dimelhyl ester. 

1,2·Benzenedlcruboxy11c 117840 Ol-n-octyt phthlllete .. 1· 2.4 U107 D 5000 (2270) acid,dl-n-oclyl ester. 

1,3-Benzenedlol ................. 108463 Aesorcincl ......................... 1000 1,4 U201 0 5000 (2270) 

763 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

{See footnotes at end ol Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance 

1,2-Benzenedio!,4-[1-
~droxy-2· 
(methylamino)ethyll-. 

Benzenesolfonic acid 
chloride. 

Benzenesullonyl chlor1de .. 

Benzenethiol ..... . 

Beruidine .• 

1,2-Benzisothiazolin-3-
one, 1 , 1-dioxide, and ..... 

Benzo[a]anthracene .••.. 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 
RO 

51434 ( Epinephrine ......... . ,. 

98099 I Benzenesullonyl chloride..! r 

98099 Ben:i:enesullonic 
chloride. 

108985 I Thiophenol.. ...... . 

acid ,. 
,. 

92875 I (1,1'-Biptienyl)- I 1• 
4,4'diamine. 

81072 ! Saccharin and salts. .......... ! 1• 

56553 I Benz[aJanlhraoone ......... J r 
1,2-Benzanthracene 

Benzo[b]lluoranthene .... ..1 205992 •·· ,. 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene •..••.• , 

Benzo[j.k]fluorene •. 

Benzoic acid ... 

Benzonitrile ... 

Bertt0[ghilperytene ·· 

Benzo(a]pyrene .. 

3,4-Benzopyrene ... 

p-Benzoquinone .•.•. 

Benzotm::hloride 

Benzoyt chloride .. 

207089 

206440 I Fluoranlhene .. 

65850 

100470 

191242 

5032813,4-Benzop)'l"Elmi ... . 

50328 Benzo[aJpyrene ... . 

106514 I 1,4-Cyciohexadienedione .. , 

98077 

98884 

Benzene, 
methyl·. 

trich1oro-

,. 
,. 

5000 

1000 

,. 
,. 
,. 
,. 
,. 

1000 

1,2-BenzphElflBfllhfene... 218019 Chrysene............................. 1 * 

Benzyt chloride.... 100447 Benzene, chlOJomethyl-,... 100 

Beryllium tt .. 7440417 Beryllium dust..................... 1* 

BERYLLIUM ANO 
COMPOUNDS. 

Beryllium chloride .... 

Beryllium dust ... 

Beryllium fluoride .. 

Beryllium nitrate .. 

7787475 

74404171 Beryllium .............. . 

7787497 ............................ . 

13597994 
n87555 

,. 
5000 

,. 
5000 

5000 

764 

Statutory 

Cod•t 

4 

4 

4 

4 

2,4 

4 

2.4 

2 

2 

2,4 

2 

2,4 

2,4 

4 

4 

2,4 

1,4 

2,3,4 

2 

2,3,4 

AGRA j Catego-
Waste ry 

Number 

P042 

uo20 

U020 

P014 

U021 

U202 

U0t8 

U120 

uo22 

U022 

U197 

U023 

uoso 

P028 

P015 

P015 

c 

• 
• 
• 
x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

0 

0 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

c 

x 

• 
x 

0 

x 

0 

0 

Rnal RQ 

Pounds(Kg) 

1000 (454) 

100 (45,4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

1# (0.454) 

,, (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454} 

1# (0.-454) 

1## (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

1## (0.454) 

,, (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1## (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

100# (45.4) 

1# (0.454) 

5000# (2270} 

1# (0.454} 

5000# (2270) 

5000# (2270} 

I I 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes at end ol Table 302.4} 

Hazardous Substance 

alpha· BHC -----·-·--·' 

beta • BHC -·-·--......... .. 

gamma· BHC ..... 

delta • BHC ....................... . 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

319846 

319857 

58899 I Hexachloroc:yclohexane 
(gamma Isomer}. 

Lindane 

319868 

RO 

,. 
,. 

,. 
2.2'-Bioxlrane .................... J 1464535 I t,2:3,4-0iepoxybutane ....... I 1* 

(1,1'-81phenyl)-
4.4'diarnlne. 

(1,1'·Biphenyl)-
4,4'diamlne,3.3'dk:hlcro-

92875 I Benzidlne --·--··- ............. .! 1* 

91941 I 3,3'·Dlchlorobenzidlne ....... 1 1• 

(1,t'-~lphenyl)- , I 119904 J 3,3'-Dlmelhoxybenzicline ... I 1· 
4,4 diamlne,3,3 d!metho:iY-. 

(1, 1'Biphenyl)-4,4'
di8fnlne,3,3' -dimelhyl-. 

119937 [ 3,3'-0imelhylbenzldine ...... ; ,. 
Bis(2-chforoethoxy) ......... 111911 I Ethane, 1.1'· I 1• 

Bis (2-chloroethyl) ether ... 111444 

[methyklnebis{ol()')ltlls{l
chloro-. 

Dlchloroetttyt ether .......... .. 
Ethane, 1,1'-o)C)'bis[2· .,..,... 

Bls(2-chloroisoptopyf) I 108601 I Propane, 2,2'-oxybi9(2-
elher. chlofo-. 

Bll(cllJoromethyl) ether ..... ! 542881 I Melhane, oxytils(chloro- ... 

Bl;dimelhylt111oce~ 137268 Thlram ..................... - ......... 1 

disulfide. . ..,_ 
elhylhexyl)phthalate. 

117817 1,2-Banzenedicarboxyllc 
acid, Cbis{2-elhyl-
hexyl)J ester. 

,. 

,. 
,. 
,. 
,. 

.Bromine cyanlde .. , ... ____ J 506683 J Cyanogen bromide ............ [ 1* 

Bromoacetona __ ........... , 598312 I 2-Propanone, 1-bromo-..... , 1" 

Bromoform.......................... 75252 Methane, tribromo-............ 1• 

4-Bromophenyl phenyl 
ether. 

Btucine ................. --...... 1 

1,3·Butad'111ne, 
1, 1,2,3,4.4-hexachtoro-. 

1-Butanamlne, N-butyl
N-nitroso-. 

1015531 earmme. 1-bromo-4· 
!>he"""Y-

357573 Stryctmidin-10-one, 2,3· 
dimethoxy-. 

,. 
,. 

87683 I HexachlOrobutediene ....... .I 1* 

924163 I N-Nitrosodi-n-butylamine .. ,. 

765 

StaMory 

Codet 

2 

2 

, .... 

2 

• 
2.• 

2,4 

• 
• 

2,4 

2.• 

... 
• 
4 

2,4 

• 
4 

2,4 

2,4 

• 
2.4 

• 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

U129 

U085 

U021 

U073 

U091 

U09S 

U02• 

U025 

U027 

P016 

""' 
U028 

U246 

P017 

U225 

U030 

P018 

U128 

U172 

Ca" 
x 
x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

c 

x 

c 

x 
A 

x 

c 

c 

• 
• 
• 
x 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

1# (0.454) 

1# {0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1fl# (0.454) 

1# (0.-454) 

1# (0.454} 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

10 {4.54) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0,454) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORT ABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[Sff footnotes at end of Tabla 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance 

Butanoic acid. 4·[b~(2-
ch!oroethyl)am1n0Jben· 
zene-. 

1-Butal"CI! .. 

2-Butanone .. 

2-Butanone pero:.:ide .. 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

305033 l ChlorambuciL ..... . 

71363 I n-Butyl alcohol .. 

76933 ! Methyl ethyl ketone .. 

1338234 I Methyl ethyl ketone per. 
oxide. 

2-Svtenal ··-··· ... .I 123739 I Crotonatdehyda .•• 
4170303 

RO 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1· 

100 

2-Butene. 1,4-dichloro- .. 764410 11,4--Dichloro-2-bulane ·······1 1 • 

Butyl acetate.. 123864 ·····-· .. ····-·-··················· ....... 5000 
iso- 110190 
sec- 105464 
tart- 540885 

rt-Butyl alcohol .. 71363 I 1-Butanol ................ . 

Butytamine ..• 
;~ 

~

~-
tart-

Butyl benzyl phthalata ...... 

n-Butyt phthalata ... 

Butyric acid ··-··· 
;~ 

109739 
78819 

513495 
13952646 

75649 

85687 

64742 

107926 
79312 

1,2-Bem:enedicarboxylic 
acid,dibutyl ester. 

Oibutyt phthalate 
Di·n-butyt phthatate 

Caeodylic acid ..•. 75605 I Hydroxydimathylarsine 
oxide. 

Cadmium tt .................... 1 7440439 

Cadmium acetate..... .. .. .! 543908 

CADMIUM ANO 
C9MPOUNOS. 

Cadmium bromide .. 7789426 

Cadmium chloride ............. 110108642 

Calcium arsenate ............. .1 7778441 

Calcium arsenite .............. .1 52740166 

Calcium carbide .. 75207 

Calcium chromate ........... .1 13765190 I Chromic acid, calcium 

••ll 
CalciUm cyanide ................ ! 592018 

766 

1· 

1000 

1· 

100 

5000 

1· 

1• 

100 

1· 

100 

100 

1000 

1000 

5000 

1000 

10 

Statutory 

Godot 

4 

4 

4 

4 

1.4 

4 

4 

2 

1,2,4 

4 

2 

2 

1.4 

1.4 

RCAA 
Waste 

Number 

U035 

U031 

U159 

U160 

U053 

U074 

UD31 

U069 

U136 

U032 

P021 

Catego

" 
x 

0 

0 

A 

• 
x 

0 

0 

c 

• 
A 

0 

x 

x 

• 

B 

• 
c 
c 

A 

c 

A 

Final AO 

Pounds(Kg} 

1# (0.454) 

5000 {2270) 

5000 (2270} 

10 (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

1 (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270} 

1000 (454} 

100 (45.4} 

10 (4.54) 

5000 (2270) 

11 (0.454) 

111 (0.454} 

1001¥ (45.4) 

100# (45.4) 

100/I (45.4) 

1000# (454) 

1000# (454) 

10 (4.54) 

1000# 1454) 

10 (4.54) 

I 

Environmental Protection Agency § 302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes at and ol Tabla 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

Calcium dodecylbenzene I 26264062 
sullonale. 

Caloiunl hypochlorite ......... 1 7778543 

Camphene, octachloro- ••.• 1 8001352 l Toxaphene ..... 

Caplan ................................. , 

Carbamic acid, ethyl 
ester. 

Carbamlc acid, 
methylnltroso-,ethyl 
ester. 

C&rbamicle, N-ethyl·N
nittoso-. 

Carbamlde, N·mathyl-N
ni!Joso-. 

Carbamlde, thlo- ................ , 

Carbamlmldoselenolc .... 
Cartiamoyl chloride, 

dimethyl-. 

133062 

51798 I Ethyl carbamate 
(Urethan). 

615532 l N·Nitroso-N
methylurelhane. 

759739 J N-Nitro~y!urea .•• 

684935 I N-Nitroso-N-melhy1llfea 

62566 I Thiourea ........ . 

630104 I Selenourea ......... . 

79447 I Olmethylcarbamoyl chfo
fide. 

Carbaryl ..... - •• - .• ·----··-·I 63252 

Carboturan._,_ ................... r 1563662 

Cerbon blsulftde ................. 
1 75150 I Carbon disutrtde ........ - ....... , 

Carbo~ disulfide ............ _ _! 75150 I Carbon bisullide ............... .. 

Carbonic acid, dithalrium j 6533739 I ThaUfum{I) carbonate ··--' 
(I) sail 

C8rbonochlorid!c acid, 
methyl ester. 

79221 I Methyl chlorocatbonate .•• 

RO 

1000 

100 

10 

1· 

1• 

1· 

,. 
1· 

1• 

1· 

100 

10 

5000 

5000 

1• 

1· 

Cerbon QlCYlluoricle ............ 1 3535(141 Carbonyl ftucnde .. -· ... ··1 1 • 

Carbon tetrachloride .... -.... 56235 Methane, tetrachloro-. 5000 

Carbonyl chloride ..... -·-···-' 75445 I P~ene ............... . 5000 

Carbonyl fluoride ................ I 353504 I C8tbon oxyflucride .• 1· 

Ch1orel ......... - ...................... , 

Chlorambual ....................... 1 

CHlORDANE 
(TECHNICAL 
MIXTURE ANO 
METABOLITES). 

75876 I Acetaldehyde, !Jichforo-.... , 1· 

305033 l Butanoic acid, 4-[bis(2· I 1• 
chloroelhyt)amino }benz+ne-. 

1· 

767 

Statutory 

"""'' 

1,2,4 

4 

4 

4 

• 
4 

4 

• 

1.4 

1.4 

4 

• 
• 

1,2,4 

1,4 

• 
4 

4 

2 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

P123 

U238 

U178 

U176 

U177 

U219 

P103 

U097 

P022 

P022 

U215 

U156 

U033 

U211 

P095 

U033 

U034 

U035 

Catego

" 
c 

A 

x 

A 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

• 
A 

0 

0 

x 

c 

c 

0 

A 

c 

x 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds,Kg) 

1000 (454) 

10(4.54) 

1# (0.454) 

10## (4.54) 

1# {0.454) 

1fl (0.454) 

111 (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# {0.4s4) 

11111 (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

tO (4.54) 

5000#1 (2270) 

5000## (2270) 

1## (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

5000# (2.270) 

10 {4.54) 

1000 (454) 

1#(0.454) 

1# {0.454) 



'+---
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
C6ntinued 

. Hazardous Substance 

Chlordane .. 

Chlordane, technical .. 

CHLOAlNA TED 
BENZENES. 

CHLORINATED 
. ETHANES. 

CHLORINATED 
NAPHTHALENE. 

CHLORINATED 
PHENOLS. 

Chlorine •..• 

Chlorine cyaiiide .. 

Chl~haZine .. 

Chloroacetaldehyde ..•• 

CHLOROALKYL 
ETHERS. 

p.Chtorcan~ine •• 

Chlorobenzene .... 

4-Ctlloro-m-cresol .. 

p-Chloro.m-cresol .. 

Chlorodibromomethane .•••• , 

1-ChlOJ0-2,3-
. epoxypropane. 

Chlofoettlane ... 

{See footnotes at end of Tabla 302.4] 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

57749 I Chlordane, teChnical ·····-·· 
4,7-Methanolndan, 

1,2,4,5,6,7,8,8-
octachloro- 3a,4,7,7a· 
tetrahydro-

577 49 I Chlordane ..... . 

7782505 

4,7-Methanoindan, 
1,2,4,5,6,7,8,B
octach!oro- 3a,4,7,7a
tetrahydro-

506774 Cyanogen chloride.--.. ··-··' 

494031 2-Naphthylamine, N,N. 
bis(2-dlloroelhyl)-. 

RO 

1· 

,. 
,. 
1' 

10 

10 

1· 

107200 Acetaldehyde, chloro- •••••• .! i• 

1· 

106478 I Benzanamine, 4-ch1oro-.. ..I r 

108907 I Benzene, Chloro- ............... , 

59507 

59507 

124481 

p-Chloro-m-cresol ••••••••.••••• , 
Phenol, 4-<:hloro-3-

methyl-

4-Chtoro-m-cresol ••.••.••••••.. , 
Phenol, 4.ctilofo-3-.,,..,,. 

105898 I Epichlorohydtln .................. , 

75003 

Oldrane, 
... lhyl). 

2-(chloro-

100 

1· 

1• 

1• 

1000 

1· 

Statutory 

Codet 

1,2,4 

1,2,4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1.4 

4 

4 

2 

• 
1.2.4 

2,4 

z4 

2 

1.4 

2-Chloroethyl vinyl ettter ... I 110758 I Ethene, 2-chlol'oethoxy-._! 1• 

2 

2,4 

1.2.4 

4 

Chloroform ••• 

Chloromethyl methyl 
ether. 

67663 I Melhane, bichloro- ............ 
1 

107302 Methane, chlorometh
oxy-•• 

768 

5000 

1· 

RCRA 
waste 
Number 

U036 

U036 

'°" 
U028 

P023 

'°" 
U037 

U039 

U039 

U041 

U042 

""" 
U046 

Catego
~ 

x 

x 

A 

A 

x 

c 

c 

• 
D 

D 

B 

c 

x 
c 
D 

x 

Final RQ 

Pounds(Kg) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 

,, {0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

100 (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

100 145.4) 

1000ff 1454) 

1## (0.454) 

1000 (~54) 

5000# 12270) 

1# (0.454) 

I 

Environmental Protection Agency § 302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITiES
Continued 

[See footnotes at end of Table 302.4) 

Hazardous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 
RO 

beta-ChlOfOMPhlhalenel .. 91587 2-Chloronaphlhalene ......... ! 1 • 
· Naphthalene, 2-chloro. 

2-ChlOfOMPhthal&ne......... 91587 beta-Chloronephthalene ... ] 1 • 
Naphthalene, 2..chloro-

2-Chlorophenol... .•. _ ... _ 95578 o-ChlorophenoL.. . ........... ! 1 • 
Phenol, 2-chloro. 

o-Chiorbphenol •.•••.•••••••.••..• I 95578 I 2-Chlorophenol. .................. I r 

4-Chlorophenyl p~ -· 7005723 

Phenol, 2-chloro. 

Chlornptlenyf)thlouru. phenyl) •• 

1· 

1• 1·(0. I """" I Thlourea, (2-chloro-

3-Ch~----· 542767 Propanenltnle, 3-chloro-.... / 1• 

Chtorosulfonlc ~-··-·I n90945 

4-Chloro-o-toluldlne, -· 3165933 

Chlorpyrifos ···············---., 2921882 

Chromic acetate ____ ··· 1066304 

Benzenamtne, 4-chtoro. 
2-methyl
,hydrochloride. 

1000 

1• 

1000 

Chromic acid_ ................... .111115745 / ............................................. _/ 1000 
me945 

Chromic acid, calclum - 1~765190 \ C8Jclum chromale ..... - ....... 1 1000 

Chrf"* aulfate_ .. _,_ .. _,110101538 1 ............................................... 1 1000 

Chromium tt .................... ./ 7440473 , .................................... . 

CHROMIUM AND 
COMPOUNDS. 

1-.-............ ] ................. . 

Chromous c:Norlde ............ 110049055 .......................... ,_ ................ , 

Clvysene ......... --............. 1 218019 I 1,2-Benzphenanlhreoo .... .J· 
Cobaltous bromide ........... .! n89437 

Cobaltou1 forme.te.--··1 544183 

Coba1touS IUlfamate ......... 14017415 

Coke Oven Emlsslonl ....... , 

Copper tt ................... , ...... , 

COPPER AND 
COMPOUNDS. 

NA 

7440508 

Copper cyanide .................. , $44923 •·····-·-·-·· ..................... - ...... . 

Coumaphos ..................... _., 56724 / ........................ . 

769 

,. 
1· 

1000 

1' 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1• 

1' 

1· 

1' 

10 

Sl8tulo<y 

Cod&! 

z• 

2.4 

2,4 

2,4 

2 

• 
• 

• 

1.4 

2 

2 

2.4 

' 
2 

2 

• 

RCRA 
wN""'"" 
U047 

U047 

U046 

U046. 

P026 

P027 

"°" 

U032 

uoso 

P029 

Cologo. 
~ 

D 

D 

• 
• 
D 

• 
c 

c 

x 

x 

c 

c 

c 

c 

x 

c 

x 

c 

c 
c 
x 

x 

A 

A 

Fina! RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 12270) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 {454) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

110.454) 

1000## (454) 

1000# 1454) 

1000# (454) 

1000## (454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000## (454) 

,, (0.454) 

1000(454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

1## (0.454) 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 



§ 302.4 40 CFR Ch. I (7-1-85 Edition) 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

(See footnotes at end of Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance CASRN Regulalory Synonyms 

Creosote.. . .... I 6001589 

Cresol(s).... 1319773 I Cresylic acid •••.••.•••.•... 
m- 108394 
0- 95487 
p- 1(}6445 

Cresylic acid... 13197731 Cresol{s} ..... ,_ .... 
m- 108394 
0- 954a7 
p- 106445 

Crotonaldehyde ................ 1 123739 I 2-Butenal •• 
4170303 

Cumene .•. 98828 I Benzene. 1-methylelhyl· •• 

Cupric acetate... . ......... ! 142712 

Cupric acatoarsenite .. . .... ! 12002038 

Cupric chloride ................. 1 7447394 

Cupric nitrate .... 3251238 

Cupric oxalate... ···········1 5893663 

Cupric sulfate ....... .. ........ n58987 

Cupric sulfate 
ammoniated. 

Cupric tartrale .. 

CYANIDES ....... 

Cyanides (soluble 
cyanide salts}, not 
81$ewhete specified. 

Cyanogen ..•. 

Cyanogen bromide . 

Cyanogen chloride ••• 

10360297 l····••·••·••··••••·••••• ....................... 1 

815627 

57125 t ···········-·-·--·····'"""""""' 

460195 

'""'' I Bromine cyanide ••• -----·· 

5oen4 Chlorine cyanide •••••••• , ....... , 

RQ 

,. 
1000 

1000 

100 

1• 

100 

100 

10 

100 

100 

10 

100 

100 

1· 

1• 

1· 

1· 

10 

1,4-Cyclohe11;adienedione .. I 106514 I p-Benzoquinona ....••• - ...... 1 1" 

Cyc1ohexane ..................... ! 110827 I Benzene, haxahydro- ••••••• .1 1000 

Cyclohaonone •. 

1,3.Qyc:lopantadlene, 
1,2,3,4,5,5-hexachloro-. 

Cyclophosphamide .... 

108941 

77474 I H911;actd«acyclopenta· 
diene. 

50180 l 2H-1,3,2· 
Oxazaphosphorine,2· 
[bis(2-
chloroethyl)amlnol le· 
trehydro-2-oxlde. 

770 

1· 

1· 

Statutory 

Codot 

4 

1,4 

"' 

1,4 

4 

2 

• 

4 

• 
"' • 
"' 
4 

1,2,4 

4 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

U051 

U052 

U052 

U053 

U055 

P030 

'°" 
U248 

P033 

U197 

U050 

U057 

U130 

U056 

Catogo
ry 

x 

c 

c 

• 
0 

• 
• 
A 

• 
• 
A 

• 
• 
A 

• 
c 

A 

x 

c 

0 

x 

x 

Final AO 

Pounds!Kg) 

1(1 (0.454) 

1000## (454) 

1000## (454) 

100 {45.4) 

5000 {2270} 

100 {45.4) 

100# (45.4) 

10## {4.54) 

100 {45.4} 

100 (45.4) 

10## {4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

100#1 (45.4) 

10 {4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

10 (4.54) 

1## (0.454) 

1000(454) 

5000 (2270) 

1# {0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

I 

Environmental Protection Agency § 302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES-
Continued 

[See footnotes al end of Table 302.4] 

Hezan:lous Substance 

2,4-0 Acid ...... - ... ·--·-·-· .. 

2,4-0 Esters ..................... . 

2,4-0, aalt9 and eslm ..... , 

CASRN 

94757 

94111 
94791 
94804 

1320189 
1928387 
1928618 
1929733 
2971382 

25168287 
53487111 

Regulatory Synonyms 

2,4-0, salts and esters •...• , .... 
Dichlorophenoxyacellc 
acid, Hits and esters 

94757 I 2,4-D Acid .......................... . .... 
OichlOJophenoxyacatic 
acid, salts end esters 

Daunomycin_ ..................... ! 20830813 5, 12-Naphlhacenedtone, 
(BS-cisJ.S-acatyl-10-
C3-amlno- 2,3,6-trt
deoxy- atpha-L-tyxo. 
h&llOpyranosyl)oxy}-

000 ..................................... , 

4,4' 000 ______ ···-··-·••• ... 1 

OOE.--·-----····-··---.. 1 

4,4' DDE ............................. 
1 

DDT ..................................... . 

4,4'DOT •.. _, ___ .... - .......... , 

DOT ANO 
METABOLITES. 

Oecachlorooctahydro-
1,3,4-meU,eno-2H
cyclobuta[c,d]
pentalen-2-ona. 

72548 

7 ,8,9, 10-telrahyclro-
6,8, 11·trihydroxy- 1. 
melhoxy •. 

4,4' 000 ............... - .. --···' 
Oichlorodiphenyl dichlor

oolhaoo 
TOE 

72548 I 000 ................................... .. 
Oichlorodiphenyl dichlor

ooth""' 
TOE 

72559 I 4,4' DDE-......... .. 

725591 DDE ...... _ ............................. I 
50293 4,4' DDT ............................ . 

Dichlorodiphanyl lrichlOJ· 
oolho"' 

50293 I DDT •• - ............................... . 
Dlchlorodiphenyl lrichlor

ootha"' 

143500 l Kepone •••••.•.•..•••• 

Oiallate ........................ _ ... ..I 23tl3184 I S-{2,3-DichloroaUyl} dii· 
sopropyllhiocarbamale. 

771 

Statutory 

RQ Godot 

100 1,4 

100 

100 1,4 

1· • 

1,2,4 

1,2,4 

1· 2 

1· 2 

1,2.4 

1.2,4 

1· 2 

"' 

1• 4 

RCRA 
Waste 

"""'"' 
U240 

U240 

U059 

U1l60 

uoeo 

U061 

U061 

U142 

U062 

Catogo
ry 

• 

• 

• 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45,4) 

100 {45.4) 

1# {0.454} 

1# (0.454) 

1N (0.454) 

111 {0.454) 

111 {0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 



§ 302.4 40 CFR Ch. I (7-1-85 Edition) 

TABLE. 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

(Sea footnotes at end of Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance CASRN Regt1latory Synonyms 

Diamine ............................. ! 302012 j Hydrazine ... . 

Oiaminotolue!'le ................. ! 95807 I To1uenediamine ...... .. 
25376458 

496720 
823405 

Oiazinon ....................... .1 5333415 

Oibenz[a,hlanlhracene ..... I 53703 I 1,2;5,&-

1,2:5,6-
Dibenzanthracene. 

Oibenzo[a,hJanthracene .. 

0ibenzanthracene. 
Diben:o[a,hlanllvacene 

53703 I Dibenz[a,hJanthraeene ....• , 

Dibenzo[a,hJaolhracene 

53703 I Oibenzia,hlanthracene .... 
1,2:5,6-

Dibentanthracene 

1,2:7,8-0iben:ropyrene ..... I 189559 I Oibenda,i]pyrene .............. , 

Oibenz[a.iJpyreruJ ............. ! 189559 I 1.2:7,B-Dibenzopyrene •..••• , 

1,2-0ibromcr3-
ctdoropropena. 

Oibutyl phtha1ale ... 

Oi-n-butyl phlhalate .. 

Oicamba ...... . 

Oichlobeoil ... 

Dichlone •••••••••... 

S.(2.3~Dichloroallyl) 
dilSOpropylthiocarba
mate. 

3,5-Dichloro-N-(1, 1-
dimethyl-2-
propynyl)ben?amide. 

96128 ! Propane, 1.2-dibromo-3-
chloro-. 

84742 I 1,2-Benzened'lC&l'boxylic 
acld,dibutyl ester. 

01-n-butyl phthatate 
n-Butyl phlhalate 

8474211,2-Benzenedicarbo~c 
acid,chbutyl ester. 

n-Butyl phlha1ale 
Dibutyl phtna1ate 

1916009 

1194656 

117606 

2303164 I Diallate ....... --·-···-....... , 

23950595 I Pronamlde ........................... , 

Dichlorcibenzene (mixed) •. l 25321226 

RO 

1" 

1" 

1" 

1" 

1" 

1· 

,. 
1" 

100 

100 

1000 

1000 

1" 

1• 

100 

1.2-0ichlorobenzene .• 95501 ! Benzene, 1.2-dlchloro- ...... l 100 
o-OichtorobenZ'ene 

1,3-Dichlorobenzene .. 

1,4-Dichlorobenzefle .. 

541731 l Ben?ene, 1,3-dichlol'o-.. 
m-Ok:hlorobenzene 

1" 

106467 l Benzene, 1,4-dichloro-...... ! 100 
p-Oich1orobenzene 

772 

Statutory 

Codot 

4 

4 

2,4 

2.4 

2.4 

4 

4 

4 

1,2,4 

1,2.4 

4 

4 

1,2,4 

2.4 

1,2,4 

RCRA I Catego-
Was1e ry 

"="" 
U133 x 

U221 x 

x 

U063 x 

U063 x 

U063 x 

U064 x 

U064 x 

U066 x 

U063 A 

U069 A 

c 
e 

x 

U062 x 

U192 0 

e 

U070 e 

U071 e 

U072 e 

Final RO 

Pounds( Kg) 

1(/ (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1 (0.454) 

111 (0.454) 

11/ (0.454) 

11/ (0.454) 

11 (0.454) 

1#(0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 

1000 (454) 

100 (45.4)· 

1 (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

I 

Environmental Protection Agency §302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORT ABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes at end ol Table 302.41 

Haurdous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonymt 

m-Dlchloroben?ene ............ I 541731 l Benzene, 1,3-dichloro-..... . 

o-Dich!Ol'Obenzene ............. , 

p-Dichlorobenzene ............. , 

DICHLOROBENZIDINE.. .•. , 

3.3'-0ichlorobenZ'idlne~. 

Oichlorobromomelhane_,_, 

1.4-0ic:hloro-2..IJulene ........ i 

Dk:hlorodiflooromethane ... ! 

Dlchlorodlphenyl 
dichloroethane. 

Didilorodlphenyl 
trichloroelhane. 

1,3-Dichloroben?ene 

95501 I Bemene, 1,2-dichloro-...... , 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 

106467 I Benzene, 1,4-dichloro- ...... , 
1,4-Dlchlorobenzene 

91941 I (1,1'-Biphenyl)-
4,4'd!amine,3,3'dlch1orc 

75274 

764410 I 2-Butene, 1,44chloro- •••• 1 

7571 B I Methane, 
nuoro-. """"'odJ. 

72548 I 000 ........................... . 

4,4' ODO 
TOE 

50293 l DOT ..................................... ! 
4,4'DDT 

Ra 

1• 

100 

100 

1" 

,. 
1• 

1· 

1" 

1,1-0ichloroelhane ........... J 75343 j Ethane, 1,1~chloro- ... __ ,.j 1* 
Ethylldene dichloride 

1,2-0lchforoathane ............ 11070621Ethane,1,2-dlchloro-....... I 5000 
Ethylene dichk:lride 

1, 1-Dichloroethylene.......... 75354 Ethane, 1,1-d"lch!oro-....... I 5000 
1 Vinylidene chloride 

1,2.trans
Dlchloroethylene. 

DichloJOelhyl ether ............ , 

2,4·Dichlorophenol ............. , 

2,6-0ichlorophflnol ............. ; 

2,4-
Dichlorophenoxyacetic 
acid, salts and esters. 

156605 I Ethane, trans-1,2-d!ch· 
loro-. 

111444 I Bis (2-chlotoelhyl) ether ... , 
Ethane, 1, 1'-oxybis(2· 

chloro-

120832 Phenol, 2,4-dlchloro- ......... j 

87650 Phenol, 2,6-dichloro- ......... : 

94757 2,4-0 Acid ...................... . 

2,4·0, salt! end esters 

Oichlorophenylarslne ....... .J 6962661 Phenyl dichtoroersfne ........ 

Oich1oropropane ................. , 
1, 1-Dichtoropropane 
1,3·Dichtoropropane 

26636197 
78999 

142269 

,. 
,. 

1" 

1" 

100 

,. 
5000 

1,2-Dichforopropane ......... . 76875 I Propylene dlchtoride .......... I 5000 

773 

StaMo<y 

Codet 

2.4 

1,2,4 

1.2,4 

2 

2.• 

2 

4 

4 

1,2,4 

1.2,4 

2,4 

1,2,4 

1,2,4 

Z4 

2.4 

2,4 

4 

1.4 

4 

1,2,4 

RCRA I Ca•ogo. 
Waste IY ··-
U071 

U070 

U072 

U073 

U074 

UD75 

U060 

U061 

U076 

uon 

U07B 

U079 

UD25 

UD81 

U082 

U240 

""" 

U083 

e 

e 

e 

x 

0 

x 

0 

x 

• 
c 

0 

0 

c 

x 

e 

e 

e 

x 

c 

c 

Final RC 

Pou~Kg)_ 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

1# (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

1 (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

,,, (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

5000# (2270) 

5000# (2270) 

1000 {454) 

1# (0.454) 

100 {45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

1# {0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 
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TABLE 302.4-UST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes at end of Table 302.4) 

Statutory Final AO 

Hazardous Substance / CASRN ! Regulatory Synonyms RCAA Catog~ I 
AO Cadet Wasta Pounds(Kg) 

Number ry 

Oichloropropane - 8003198 . ... ..................... 5000 1 j 0 ! 5000## (2270) 
Dichloropropene 
{mixture). 

Dichtoropropene ..... . 
2,3-Dichloropropene 26952238 J..... . ............ ] 5000 J 1 J J 0 I 5000## (2270) 

78886 

1,3-Dichloropropene.. • 5427561 Propane, 1,3-dichloro-..... I 5000 11,2,4 I U084 I D 15000## {2270} 

2.2-Dichloropropionic 75990 ..•••• ;................................... ... 5000 1 0 5000 (2270) 
acid. 

o;'"""" ························1 "'" I·. . . ...... ·1 10 I 1 I I A I 10 (4.54} 
Dieldnn.. ............ 60571 1.2,3.4.10,10· 1 1,2,4 P037 X 1f# {0.454) 

Hexachloro-6,7-epoxy. 
t,4,4a,5,6,7,8.Ba- oc-
tahyd~ndo.exo-
1,4:5,8· dimethanon- 1 I I I I I 
aphthalene. 

1,2:3.4-Diepoxyt;Jutane.... 1464535 2,2'-Bioxirane.... ............... 1° 4 U085 X 1# (0.454) 

Dielhylamine... 109897 .....•• ,,,,,,, ______ .,,............ .••••••• 1000 1 C 10001# (454) 

Oiethylarsme... 692422 Arsine. diethyl-................. 1° 4 P03B x 11 (0.454) 

1,4-0iethylene ciolcide..... 123911 1,4-0ioxane............... 1" 4 U108 X 1# (0.454) 

N.N"·Diethy1hydra%ine... • 1615801 Hydrazine, 1,2-dielhyl·....... 1" 4 U086 X 1# (0.454) 

0,0-0iethyl S.[2· 298044 Disulfoton... ....................... 1 1,4 P039 X 1 {0.454) 
(ethylthio)elhy!Jphos-
phorodithioate. 

0,0·Diethyl $-methyl 3288582 Phosphorodithioic acid, ! 1 • I 4 / U087 I 0 / 5000 (2270) 
dithiophosphate. 0,0-diethyl $-melhy-

"'""· 
Dlethyl-p-nitfophenyl 311455 Phosphoric acid,diethyl I 1" I 4 I P041 I B 1 100 (45.4} 

phosphate. p.nitrophenyt ester. 

Dtethyl'phthalate.. 84662 1,2-Beittenedicarboxylic J 1° J 2,4 I U088 J C J 1000(454) 
acid,dielhyl ester. 

O.Q.-Oiethyl 0-pyrazinyl 297972 Phosphorothloic acid, I 1° ! 4 I P040 I a I 100 (45.4) 
phosphorothioale. 0,0-diethyl 0-pyra· 

linyl es1er. 

Diethylstilbestrol..... 56531 4,4'-Stilbenedlol, \ 1" J 4 I U089 I X ! 1# (0.454) 
alpha.alpha' -diethyl •• 

1,2·tJ!hyd~o·3:6· 123331 Maleic hydrazlde .............. ] 1° I 4 [ U148 I D I 5000 (2270) 
pyridaz1ned1one. 

0111ydrosafrole •. . 94586 Benzene, 1,2·methylane· / 1° ! 4 ! U090 I X I 1 # (0.454) 
diO)[f-4-propyl-. 

Oiisopropyl 55914 Phosphorofluoridic I 1• I 4 \ P043 J B I 100 (45.4) 
fluorophosphate. acid,bis{1-methylelhy1) 

ester. 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes at end of Table 302.4) 

Statulory Final RO 
Hazardou:s Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonyms RCRA 

Catego-RO Godot Wute Pound:s(Kgl 
Number " 

Oimathoale ···-···~ ... 60515 Pt\osphorodiUioic 
acid.O.O-dimethyl S. 

1· 4 P044 A 

[2{methylamino)· 2-ox-
oethyl] ester. 

3,3".0imethoxybenzh:line ... 119904 (1.1'-Biphenyl)-
{4,4'diamine,3.3'dlmelh-

,. 4 U091 x 
oxy-. 

Dimethylamlne .. --...... 124403 Methanamine, N-methyl-... 1000 1,4 U092 c 
Oimethy1eminoazoben- 60117 Benzenamine. N,N-d'· 1· 4 U093 x zene. methyl-4-phanylazo-. 

7,12· 57976 1.2-Benzenthracane, 
Dimethylbe~a)anlhra- 7, 12-dimethy!-. 

1· ' U094 x 
cane. 

3,3'-0imelhylbenzidine,, . 119937 (1,1 'BiphenyQ-4,4'- ,. 4 U095 x 
diamine,3,3' -dimethyl., 

alphe,etpha- 80159 Hydroperoxide, 1 ·methyl· 1· 4 U096 A Oimelhylbenzy\hydro- 1-phenyle\hyl-. 
peroxide. 

3,3-Dimelhyl· 1· 39196184 Thiofanox •.....• - ................. ,. 4 P045 • (methyfthio)-2· 
butanone, 0-
((methylamino)· 
carbony1Joxime. 

Dlmethylcarbamoyl 79447 Ctlrtiamoyl chloride, di· ,. 
4 U097 x chloride. methyl-. 

1, 1-0lmethylhydrazine ••. .. 57147 Hydrazine, 1, 1-dimethyl ... ,. 4 U098 x 
1.2-0imethylhydrazine. ____ 540738 Hydra%ine, 1,2-dimethyl- ... 1· ' U099 x 
o,p.Oimethyl 0-p- 298000 Methyl parathion ................ 100 , .. P071 • nitrophenyl 

,, 
phosphorolhioate. 

Dimethylnltrosamlne ......... 62759 N·Nltrosodimelhylamlna .... 1• 2.4 P082 x 
atpha,alpha· 122098 Ethanamine, 1,1-clima!h- 1• • - D Oimethyfphenelhyla· yl-2·phenyf-. 

mine. 

2,4-Dlmethylphenol •.•••....• 105679 Phenol, 2.4-dlmethyl· ........ 1· 2,4 u101 • 
i)imethyl phthelate ............. 131113 1,2-Beruanedica.rboxyl!c ;• 2.4 U102 D 

acid,d'imethyl eater. 

:>lmethyl sullate .............. 1na1 Sulfuric acid, 
eater. 

dimelhyl 1· • U103 x 

:>lnltrobenzene (mixed) ... " 2515~545 ........................................... 1000 1 • ~ 99650 
~ 528290 .. 100254 

l,&-Oini!To-o-cresol and 534521 Phenol, 2,4-dinllfo-6- ,. 
2.4 P047 A Mil> methyl., and salts. 

775 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continuecl 

[See footnoles at end ol Tabla 302.4] 

Hazardous Sl.lbstance 

4,M>initro-o--· DiMrophenol ,MO-••• 

~ .. 
2 ... 

2,4-CirVtrophenol ... 

OinitJototuene ... • 
3..4-0initrotolueno 

2."'"0initrototuene .. 

Oinoseb ... 

Oi-n-oety1 ptllhalate •. 

CASRN RegulalO!'f Synonyms 

131895 I Phenol, 2-cyclohexyl-4,8-
dinitro-. 

25550587 I·-.. ·-·-.. ··-•••••••••••••••••••••••••' 

329715 
573568 

51285 I Phenol. 2,4-dlnitro- ........... . 

.• 25321148 
810399 

121142 I Benzene, 1-!Mthyl-2.4--... 
88857 I Phenol, 2.4-dlnitrt>&-(1· 

n.c:hylpropyl)-. 

t 17840 I 1.2-8enzenedicwbox 
add,dl-n-octyl fttef. 

RO 

1• 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1• 

1· 

1,4-0ioicane ••••• 123911 I 1,4-0iethy1ene dioxide ••••••• ! 1• 

DIPHENYLHYORAZINE ....•.•. 1· 

1.2·0iphenylhydrazlne ...... / 122667 /Hydrazine, 1.2~ ..• I 1" 

Diphosphoramide, 
octamethyl·. 

Oipropytamine •••••••••.•• 

Qi.n..propylnitrosamine •• 

""""······················ 

Oisulfoton •... 

2,4-0lthiobiurel .. 

Oithiopyrophosphoric 
acid, tetraethyl ester. 

Oiuroo .......... . 

Oodecylberu:enesultonic 

""'· 

152169 ! Octamethylpyrophos_.,,.,._ 
142847 l t-Propanamlne, ..-. 
621647 l N·Nltrosodl-,..._ -· 85007 

2784729 

N· 

298044 I o.O-Oiethyl s.c2-
1ethyllhiCl)ethyl] phos
phorodithloate. 

5415371 Thiolmidodlcatb dla· -3689245 T etraethyldhhiopyrophos· 
phale. 

330541 

27176870 

Endosutlan ...................... .! 115297 I 5-Norbomen&-2,3-

alpha • EndoBUllan ............ ! 959988 

bela - Endosullan ............. .I 33213659 

dimethanol,1,4,S,8,7,7-
heJtachloro, cyclic SUI· , .... 

776 

,. 
1• . 

1• 

1000 

1• 

1· 

100 

1000 

1· 

1· 

StaMOfY 

Code! 

4 

1,2.• 

1.2 

1,2,4 

• 
~· 
• 
2 

Z< 

• 
4 

2.4 

1,4 

4 

4 

1,2,4 

2 

2 

RCRA 
Wute 

"""'"" 
P034 

..... 

0105 

P020 

U107 

U108 

U108 

P085 

U110 

U111 

P039 

.... 
P109 

P050 

Catogo
"I 

B 

A 

A 

c 

c 

c 

0 

x 

x 

B 

0 

x 

c 

x 

B 

B 

B 

c 

x 

x 

x 

""81 RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

100 (45.4) 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 

1000# (454) 

1000# (454) 

1000 (454) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

1# {0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1 (0.454} 

100 (45.4} 

100 {45.4) 

100 {45.4) 

1000 (454) 

1 {0.454) 

1 (0.454) 

1 10.454) 

f 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes at end of Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance 

ENOOSULFAN AND 
METABOLITES. 

Endosullan sulfate •••.• 

Endotha11 ...•• 

Endrin •. 

Endrin aldehyde ...•... 

ENORIN ANO 
METABOLITES. 

Ep1ch1orohydrin ........ . 

Epinephrine ... 

Ethanat .... _ ....... - ............. . 

Elhanamlne, 1, 1· 
dlmelhyl-2-phenyl-. 

Ethariamine, N-elhyi·N
nitroso.. 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

1031078 

145733 I 7-0xabicyc!o[2,2, 1]hep
tane-2,3·dicarboxyllc 
acid. 

7220811,2,3,4,10,10-
Hexachloro-6. 7-epoxy-
1,4,4a,5,6,7 ,B,8a- oc· 
tahydro-endo,endo-
1,4:5,8-
dimethanonaphlhalena. 

7421934 

106898 I 1-Chtoro-2,3-
epoxypropane. 

Oxirane, 2-(chloro-
methyl}-

51434 I 1,2-Seruenediot, 4-[1-
hydroxy-2-
(methylamino)elhy!]-. 

75070 I Acelaldehyde .•. 

122098 alpha,alpha
Oimathylphenethyla--· 55185 l N-Nilrosodielhylamlne ••••••• 

RO 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1000 

1· 

1000 

1· 

1• 

Ethane, 1,2-dibromo-......... 106934 Ethylene dibromide . ..: ......... I 1':° 

Elhane, 1,1-dichloro-......... 75343 1,1-Dlchloroelhane............ 1 
Ethylidene dlchlorlda 

Ethane, 1,2-dlchloro-......... 107062 1,2-0lch!oroathane •••••••••••• J 5000 
Elhylene dichloride 

Ethane, 1, 1, 1,2,2,2· 67721 Hexachloroathane ....••.•••••• ! 1 • 
hexachloro-. 

Ethane, 1,1·
[melhylenebis(oxy)J 
bis{2-chloro-. 

111911 I Bis(2-chloroethoxy) 
methane. 

1• 

Ethane, 1, 1'-oxybls-........... 1 60297 I Ethyl ether .......................... ! r 

Ethane, 1,1'-oxybls(2. ' 111444 f Bis (2-chloroelhyl) ether ... J 1• 
chloro-. 

Dlchloroathyl ether 

Ethane, pentachtoro-......... , 76017 I Pentachloroethane ........... .J 1• 

777 

Statutory 

Codot 

2 

2 

4 

1,2,4 

2 

2 

'" 

• 

1,4 

4 

• 
1.4 

2,4 

1,2,4 

2.4 

2,4 

4 

2.4 

4 

RC11A 
Waste 

Number 

P009 

P051 

U041 

P042 

uoo1 

P040 

U174 

U067 

"'"' 
uon 

0131 

0024 

0117 

U025 

U194 

c.!ego
~ 

x 

c 

x 

x 

c 

c 

c 

0 

x 

c 

c 

0 

x 

c 

• 
x 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds( Kg) 

1 (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1 {0.454) 

1 (0.454) 

1000# {454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

1000# {454) 

1000 (454) 

5000# (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

100 {45.4) 

1# {0.454) 

1## (0.454) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes at end ol Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance 

Ethane, 1,1,1,2-
letraetdoro-. 

Eltlane, 1,1,2,2-
""8ohlo<o-. 

Ethane, 1, 1,2-trichloro- ..... , 

Ethane, 1,1,1-lric::htoto-2.2....,_ 
~--

. 1,2-·dithioic acid. 

Ethanenitrile .... 

Ethaoethiollmide ••• 

CASRN AegulalOIY Synonyms 

630206 11.1,1,2-
Tetrachloroethane. 

79345 I 1,1,2.2-
Tetrachlofoethane. 

79005 I t,1.2·Trichloroethane ........ , 

72435 1 Methoxychlor .................... .. 

111 ... 1.~ --
750581--·········-·······-····1 
62555 Thioaeetamide .................... 1 

RO 

1• 

1• 

1· 

1• 

1• 

1• 

Elhal10l, 2,2'- I 1116547 l N-Nltrosodiethal'llamlne _] ,. 
(nitrosoimino)bis-. 

EthBnone, I-phenyl-..... ·1 988621 Ac:elophenone .................... I 1• 

Ethenoyl elllorida...... .... . 75365 Acetyt chloride................... 5000 

Ethenamine, N-methyl- J 4549400 J N- I 1 • 
N-nitroso-. Nitrosomelhylvlnyla-

Ethene, chloro- ..•• 

Ethene, 2-chloroethoxy-.•. 

Ethene, 1,1-dichloto- .. 

Elhene, 1,1,2,2-
tetrach!oro-. 

Ethene, trans-1,2-

"'"'°'""· 
ElhiOn ..... 

Ethyl acetate .. 

Elhyl aaytate .. 

EthylbenzenL.. ... 

Ethyl C811)amate 
(Urethan}. 

Ethyl cyanide •..• 

Ethyl 4,4'
<flChlO«lbenzilate. 

--75014 Vinyl chlorid8 ................... . 

110758 2-Chloroethyl vinyl ether ... , 

753$4 1.1-0ichloroethylene .......... , 
Vinytidene chloride 

127184 I TetJachforoethylene. 

156605 I 1.2-b'ans
OichlOtoethylene. 

5"3122 

14178El I AC&tic acid, elhyf ester .•... 

140885 2-Propenoic acid, ethyl 
ester. 

100414 

51796 1 C&rtiamie acid, elhyt .. ... 
107120 I Propanenitrlle .•.•.•... 

510156 Benzeneacetic acid, 4-
chlOto-alpha-{4-
chlorophenyl} alpha
hydroxy·, ethyl ester. 

778 

1· 

1· 

5000 

1· 

1· 

10 

1• 

1· 

1000 

1· 

1• 

1· 

StaMOIY 

Codot 

4 

2,4 

2,4 

1,4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

1,4 

4 

2,3,4 

2,4 

1,2,4 

2,4 

2,4 

4 

4 

1.2 

4 

• 
• 

RCRA w .... 
""m"" 
""'' 
U209 

U227 

U247 

U114 

U003 

0218 

U173 

U004 

uooo .... 
U043 

U042 

U<J78 

U210 

U079 

U112 

U113 

U238 

P101 

U038 

Ca" 
x 

x 

x 

x 

D 

D 

x 

x 

D 

D 

x 

x 

c 

D 

x 

c 

A 

D 

c 

c 

x 

A 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

1# {0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1 (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

5000# (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 {454) 

10## (4.54) 

5000 {2270) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

10 (4.54) 

1# (0.454) 

, 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES

Continued 

Hazardous Substance 

Ethylene dibrom!de ..•. 

Ethylene dichloride .... 

Ethylene oicide ••.•• 

Ethylenebis(dilhkx:arbami1 
acid). 

Ethylenediamine .. 

Ethylenediamine 
tetraacetic acid 
(EOTA). 

Ethylenelhiourea. 

Elhylenlmine ....... . 

Ethyl ether·········---····-··-· 

(See footnotes at end of Table 302.4] 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 
RO 

106934 I Ethane, 1.2-dibromo- ....... 1 1000 

107062 I 1,2-0ichforoelhane ...•.•..•. ! 5000 
Ethane, 1,2-dlchloto-

75218 I Oxirane •... 

111546 11.2-
Ethanediylbiscarbamo
dithioic acid. 

107153 

60004 

96457 ! 2-lmida;zolidinelhlone ••.•••... 

151564 1 Aziridine --·-··· 

1· 

1· 

1000 

5000 

1· 

1• 

1• 

Statutory 

Codot 

1,4 

1,2,4 

4 

• 

• 
4 

• 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

U067 

U077 

U115 

U114 

U116 

P054 

U117 

Catego
'Y 

c 

D 

x 

D 

0 

0 

·x 

x 

B 

Final RQ 

Pounds(1< 

1000# (4~ 

5000# (22 

,, (0.45· 

5000 122: 

5000 122: 

5000 (227 

1# (0.45L 

1# (0.45~ 

100 (45.4 

' Ethylidene dichloride··~····· 

602971Elhane,1,1'-oxybis-...•. 

75343 1.1·0ichloroelhane ........... . 1· 2,4 U076 c 1000 {45.: 

' Elhyt methaaylate ............. , 

Ethyl methanesullonate •••• , 

Famphur ............................ 
1 

Fenie ammonium citrate .•• , 

Ferric ammonium 
oxalate. 

Ferric chloride ••••••••••.••.• 

Ethane, 1.1-dichloro-

97632 I 2·Propenoic acid, 2· 
methyl-, ethyl ester. 

62500 { Melhanesulfonlc acid, 

52857 

1185575 

2944674 

55488874 

7705080 

ethyl esler. 

Phosphorolhloic acid, 
O,O-d'"11T1elhyl-O-(p. 
((dlmethylamlno)· 
sulfonyllpheoyt] ester. 

Ferric dextran ____ ····1 9004664 J Iron dextran ........ . 

Ferric fluoride ..... ·------··· 7783508 

Ferric nl!rate ....••.. 10421484 

Fenic sullale ..................... .! 10028225 

Fam>Us ammonium 
sulfate. 

10045893 

Ferrous chloride ••.•...••.•••••• .! 7758943 

Ferrous sulfate •.••. n20767 
ne26so 

Fluoroacetic acid, 
sodium sail 

62748 I Acetic acid, fluoro-, 
sodium salt. 

779 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1· 

100 

1000 

1000 

1000 

100 

1000 

1· 

• U118 

• U119 

4 P097 

4 U139 

• POSO 

c 

x 

c 

c 

c 

c 
x 

B 

c 

c 

c 

B 

c 

A 

1000 (45" 

1# (0.45'= 

1000 (45L 

1000 (45~ 

1000 (45~ 

1000 (45~ 

1## (0.45 

100 (45 ~ 

1000 (45~ 

1000 (45-: 

1000 (45L 

100 (45.4 

1000 {45L 

10 (4,54) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES-
Continued 

{See footnotes at end of Table 302.4) 

--
Statutory I Final RO 

. Hazardous Substaoce I CASRN I Rogul .. O<Y Synonymo I RCRA I RO ~ Wa!ID Celego- ! Pounds( Kg) 
Numbef ry 

Fluoranthene ..... - •.••. ·-··· . 206440 Benzo[J,klnuorene •••••••••••• ,. ••• U120 x 1#11 (0.454) 

fluorene._ ....... ················ 86737 ·····································--·-- 1• 2 x 1## (0.454) 

AuofQ •••••. , ... _ ............. na2414 --·-·---·-·--········· .. ··········· 1· • """' A 10 (4.54} 

F1uofOacetamidl.. . ........... 640197 Acetamlde, 2-lluoro- •••••••••• 1 • • f'057 B 100 (45.4) 

Formaldehyde ···-··- ······- 50000 Methylene oxide ····---· 1000 1.• U122 c 10001 (454) 

FormlC acicL ........ ···---··· 64186 Methanoic •cld ................... 5000 '·' U123 0 5000 (2270) 

Fulmlnic acid. 628664 Mercury fulminate.-.•....... 1· • P065 x ,,, (0.454) 
merCl6')'(11)sall 

Fumarie acid... ·····-····· . 110178 .. -.................................... ,_ 5000 1 0 5000 (2270) 

Furan __ ··-····· ................. 110008 Furturan.--·---·-············· ,. • U124 B 100 (45.4) 

F...-an, tetrahydro-•... 109999 T etratlydrofwan--·-·········· 1· • U213 c 1000 (454) 

2·Furanearbo1C81dehyde 86011 Fwfural--························ .. ·· 1000 1.• U125 0 5000 {2270) 

2,S.-Fursndione ........ 108316 Maleic anhydride ••••.....•... 5000 1.4 U147 0 5000 (2270) 

Fum.a1 ... -.. -'- ........... 98011 2-Furancarboxaldehyde -· 1000 1.4 U125 0 5000 (2270) 

Furluran. ............ 110008 Furan ............. ___ .............. 1• • U124 B 100 (45.4) 

0-Glucopyranose, 2- 1- Streptozotocin ···········-····· 1· • U206 x 1# (0.454) 
daoxy-2-(:J..methyl-3· 
nitrosotJ'e;do)-. 

Glycicfylaldehyde .............. 71l534' 1-Propanal, 2,3-epoxy-•••••• , ,. 
I • I U126 I x I ,, (0.454) 

Guanidine, N-nitroso-N- 70257 N-Mflthyt..N'-nitro.N- 1· • U163 x ,, {0.454) 
methyl-N'-flitro.. nitrosoguanidlne. 

Guthion ..•• ·•····••••••• ••••• 86500 ·················-·-····-···············•• .. 1 1 I I x I 1 {0.454) ..... ,. 2 HALOETHEAS ••..• ··-···· ····-············· ·-············· .. ··· .......... ,_,_,,,,, 
~ 

HALOMETHANES •••••••••• ·~ ................ . ····-······ .. ····-··-······················· 1· 2 

Heptachlor ........................ 76448 4,7·Methano-1H· 1 1,2,4 
indene, 1,4,S,6,7,B.8-

I """ I x I 1#(0.454) 

heptachloro-38,4, 7 .7•· 
tetrahydro-. 

HEPT ACHLOR AND 
MET ABOllTES. 

~ --· L. ... -· . . .... 1 1· I 2 

Heptaehlor epoxide .... 1024573 ·····················--·-················· 1· 2 x 1# (0.45"4) 

Hexachloroben:i:ene ••.... 118741 Benzene. heQChloro- .•... 1· 2.4 U127 x 1# (0.454) 

Hexachlorobutad'ene ..••••. 87683 1.3-Bu1a1fiene, 1· 2.4 0128 x 1# (0.454) 
1, 1,2,3,4,.4-hexachloro-. 

HEXACHLOROCYCLO· 
HEXANE (all isomers). 

... 731 ..................•........................... .! 1' I 2 

780 

.. 
' 

/ 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

CSee footnotes al end of Table 302.4] ., .. .,,,., Fina! RO 

Haiardous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonyms RCRA Ca-RO Godot Waste Pounds( Kg) 
Number " 

Hexach!orocyclohexane 58899 gamma • SHC ................ 1 1.2,4 U12!l x . 1# (0.454) 
{gamma isomer} . 

Lindane 

Hexach!orocyclopenta· 77474 1.3-Cyclopentadieoe, 1 1,2.4 U130 x 1# {0.454) 
diene. 1,2,3,4.5.S·hexachloro.. 

1,2,3,4,10,10- 72208 Endrin ............................... 1 
He1C8chloro-6,7-epoxy-

1.2.4 """ x 1 (0.454) 

1,4,4a,5,6,7,B,Ba-
octahydro-endo,endo-
1,4:5,8-
dimethanonaphlhalene. 

1,2,3.4,10,10- 60571 Ole!drin .•.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••.. 1 
Hexachloro-6,7-epoxy. 

1,2.4 f'037 x 1# (0.454) 

1,4,4a,5,6,7,8,6a-
octahydro-endo,eico-
1,4:5,8-
dimelhanonaphtha!ene. 

Hexachloroelhane •••••••••.••• sm1 Ethane. 1.1, 1,2,2,2-hex· 1• Z4 U131 x 1# {0.454) 
ach1oro.. 

HexechlOfOhexahydro- 485736 1,2,3,4,10,10- 1· 4 P1l60 x 1 (0.454) 
endo,endo- Hexacti1oro. 
ctimelhenoriaphthalane. 1,4,4a,5,B,6a· 

heicahydro- 1,4,5,B-
endo,ancro. dimethan-
onaphthalane. 

1,2,3.4,10,10. 465736 Haxachlorohexahydro. 1· 4 P1l60 x , (0.454) H- endo,endo-
1,4,4a,5,B,Ba· dimethanonaphlhalana. 
hexahydro. 1,.C,5,11-
endo,endo-
dlmelhanonaphlhalene, 

' 1,2,3,4,10.10- 309002 
Hexachloro-

Aldrin ... _._, ........................ 1 1.2,4 P004 x 1# {0.454) 

1,4,4a,5,B,6a· 
hexahydro-1,4:5,B-
endo, exo-
dlmelhanonaphthalene. 

Haxachloropn&na ....... _._ 70304 2,2'·Melhylanabls{3,4,6- 1· 
trichlorophenol). 

4 U132 x 1## {0.454) 

HeK8Ch1oropropena .......... 1886717 1-Propene, 1, 1,2,3,3,3-
hexachloro-. 

1• 4 0243 c 1000 {454) 

Hexaethyl 757564 Tetraphosphorlc 8ci~ 1· • ... , B 100 (45.4) telrllphosphate. h&IC89thyl 8!11er. 

Hydrazlne_,, .... p ......... _ ... 302012 Diamlna ............................... ,. • ""' x 1# (0.454) 

Hydrazine, 1.2-diethyl-••••••• 1815801 N,N'-Oiethylhydrazlne .••••••• 1· 4 uoa9 x ,, (0.454) 

Hydrazine, 1, 1-dimethyl- ... 57147 1, 1-Dlmethylhydrazlne ••••••• 1· ' uoea x 1# (0.454) 

Hydrazine, 1.2-dlmethyl- •• 540738 1,2·Dlmethylhydrazlna ....... 1· 4 U099 x 1# (0.454) 

Hydrazine, 1.2-dlphenyl· •• 122867 1.2-01Phenylhydrezhe ....... 1· 2.4 U109 x 1# (0.454) 

781 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

Hazardous Substance 

Hydrazine. methyl- •. 

Hyc!razinecarbothioamide . 

Hydrochloric acid .. 

Hyc!rocyanie acid •.•• 

Hydrofluoric acid .. 

Hydrogen cyanide ..• 

Hydrogen fluoride ... 

[See footnotes at end ol Table 302.4] 

StaMmy 

Regulatory Synonyms CASRN 
RO Codot 

60344 I Methyl hydrazine ••••••••••••••.• , 1· 4 

79196 l ThiOsemicarbazide .•.• 1• 4 

7647010 5000 

7'901! I Hydrogen cyanide •••.•.••••.••• ! 10 

7664393 Hydrogen lluoride .............. 5000 

1,4 

1.4 

74909 I Hydrocyanlc acid ••••••.•....... , 

7664393 Hydrofluoric ackf.. .............. , 

10 

5000 

1,4 

1.4 

Hydrogen phosphide ••••..•. 1 7603512 I Phosphine ...................... ___ , 1· 4 

Hydrogen sulfide .. '. 

HydroperOxide, l·methyl-
1-phenylelhy\.. 

HydroS1Jlfurie acid .. 

Hydroxydimethylartil"IEI 
oxide. 

2-lmid_azolidinethione ...... 

lndeno(1,2,3<d)pyrene .. 

Iron de~ ........ . 

lsobutyl alcohol. 

lsocyanic acid, methyl 
ester. 

Jsophorone .. 

lsoprene .. 

1sopropanolemil'!8 
dodecylbenzenesu~on
ate. 

lsosafrole .•... • 

3(2H)-lsoxazo!one, 5-
(aminomethyt)-. 

Kelthane ..... 

Kepono •.•. 

~ ..... . 

n83064 1 Hydrosulfuric acid ............. . 
Sulfur hydride 

80159 ! alpt;a.a1pha
Olmethylbl!lnzylhydro
peroiOOe. 

100 

1· 

77830641 Hydrogen sulfide ................ ! 100 ,,,, ... ,,,..,.. 
75605 I Cacodytic at:id ••••.....••••.••.••. ! r 

96457 l EthylenelhioYrea .••••••..•..• 

193395 , 1,10-(1.2· 
Phenyleoo)pyrene. 

9004664 Ferric dextran ........... . 

78831 11 ·Propanol, 2-methyt-•.•.. -1 

624839 Methyl Isocyanate-••...••..... , 

78591 

78795 

42504461 

120561 I Benzene, 1,2-methytene
dioxy-4-propenyk 

2763964 5-(Amil'lomethyf)-3-
isoxuolol. 

115322 

143500 

303344 

Oecachlorooctahydro-
1,3,4-metheno-2H
cyclobuta[c,dl· penta
len-2-one. 

782 

1" 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1• 

1000 

1000 

1· 

1• 

5000 

1" 

1,4 

4 

1,4 

4 

4 

2.4 

4 

4 

4 

2 

4 

.. 
1.4 

4 

RCRA I catego-
Weste ry 

Number 

P068 

P116 

P063 

U134 

P063 

U134 

P096 

U135 

U096 

U135 

U136 

U116 

U137 

U139 

U140 

P064 

U141 

P007 

U142 

U143 

A 

• 
0 

A 

• 
A 

• 
• 
• 
A 

• 
x 

x 

x 

x 

0 

x 

0 

c 

c 

x 

c 

A 

x 

x 

Final Ra 

Pounds(Kg) 

10 {4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

10 (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

10 {4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

100 {45.4) 

100## (45.4) 

10 (4.54) 

100## (45.4} 

11 (0.454) 

11 {0.454) 

111 (0.454) 

111tl {0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

1#1111(0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

100011# (454) 

1000 (-454) 

1# (0.-454) 

1000 (454) 

10 (-4.54) 

1# (0.454) 

1# {0.454) 

, 

Environmental Protection Agency §:iov 
TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTlllES

Continued 

[See footnotes al end of Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance CASRN Regura1ory Synonyms 
RO 

lead tt ... 7439921 1" 

lead acetate .. 301042 I Acetic acid. lead salt : ...•.. ! 5000 

LEAD ANO 
COMPOUNDS. 

Lead arsenate ... 

lead chloride ...... . 

Lead fluoborate ••.••.• 

lead fluoride-· 

lead iodide ... 

lead nitrate. 

7784409 
7645252 

10102484 

n5B954 

13814965 

na34e2 .................. . 

10101630 

10099748 

lead phosphate ...... _ ........ ! 7446277 J Phospt-oric acid, lt!ad ,.,l 
lead slearate .................. .I 7428480 

1072351 
56189094 
52652592 

lead subacetate .. - ........... , 1335326 

lead sullate........................ 15739807 
7446142 

lead su1flde. ______ ., 

le.lfd thiocyanate .•.•.•... 

Undene •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Lithium chromate ... 

Malathion .. 

Matelc acid ...... 

Maleic anhydride ... 

Maleic hydrazide •••••••• 

Ma!ononitn1e .. 

Melphslan ~-·· 

Mercaplodimethur .••••... 

Mercuric cyanide ... 

1314870 

592870 

58899 I gamma - BHC ......•..•.•••.••.• 
Hexachlorocycloheune 

(gamma isomer) 

14307358 

121755 

110167 

108316 I 2,5-Furandione ...•. 

123331 I 1.2-0ihydro-3,6-
pyride:zinedione. 

109773 I PropanEKfm!trile ...•.•.•. 

148823 

2032657 

592041 

Alanine, 3-[p.bis(2· 
ch1oroethyl)amino]pheni 
.l-. 

783 

1· 

5000 

5000 

5000 

1000 

5000 

5000 

1· 

5000 

1· 

5000 

5000 

5000 

1000 

10 

5000 

5000 

1· 

1· 

1" 

100 

Statutory 

Codot 

2 

1.4 

2 

4 

• 

1.2.4 

1,4 

4 

• 
4 

RCRA I Catego-
Wes!D ry 

Number 

U144 

U145 

U146 

U129 

U147 

U148 

U149 

U150 

x 

0 

0 

0 

0 

c 

0 

0 

x 

0 

x 

0 

0 

0 

x 

c 

• 
0 

0 

0 

c 

x 

A 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

,,, (0.454) 

5000# (227(' 

5000# (2270 

500011# (227( 

5000## (227( 

1000## (454 

SOOO#ff (227( 

5000## (227( 

1# (0.454) 

5000## (227( 

1# (0.454) 

5000## (227. 

5000## {227c 

5000## (227( 

111 (0.454) 

1000fll (454) 

100 (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

10 (4.54) 

, (0.454) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HA2ARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

{See lootnoles at end of Table 302.41 

Haurdous Substance CASAN RegullllOfY Synonyms 
AO 

Mercuric nitrate.. . ..... I 10045940 •-· .............. -·-···-··-·-····-······' 10 

Merel.ric tultale ... 

Mercuric thiOcyar'IBte -···· 

MerC!.l'ous nilrate ... 

Mercury ...• 

MERCURY ANO 
COMPOUNDS. 

Mercury, (acetato
O)phonyl-. 

Mercufy fulminate •. 

Methacrylonitrile ___ _ 

7783359 

592858 

10415755 
n82861 

7439978 

10 

10 

10 

1· 

1• 

62384 I Phenylmereul1c aceta1e •. ..l 1• 

628884 Fulmlnlc acid, 1· 
mereury(ll)sall 

~26987 2-~. 2- 1· .,..,,... 
Melhanamine, N-methyl-... 1 124403 Oimethylamlna ••• --••• 1 1000 

Methane, br~ ............ _. 

Methane, chtoro-•••••• 

Melhane, 
chloromethoxy-. 

Methane, dibromo. 

Methane, dlchforo. •. 

Methane, 
dichlorodiHuoro-. 

Methane, iodo-....... . 

748391 Methyl bromide .................. , 1' 

7 4873 Methyl chloride................... , • 

m..., 1· 1073021 Chlommelhyl -· 7 4953 Methylene bromide ........... .! 1 • 

75092 I Methylene chloride .......... ..! 1° 

75718 1 Oichlorodlfluoromethane • ..1 1" 

74S84 I Methyl iodide •••••••••••••••••••••• 1• 

Melhane, oxybls(chloro- •• 542881 Bis(ch1oromethyl) ether·~··· 1 • 

Methane, tetrachloro-........ 56235 carbon letrachlorlde.......... 5000 

Methane, telranitro- .......... 509148 Tetranilromethan ••••••••• 1" 

Methane, tribromo- ........... 75252 Bromoform •• ----···-·-········ 1" 

Methane, trichforo- .. 67663 Chloroform.......................... 5000 

Methane, trichloronuoro-... 1 75694 I Trichloromononuoro- I 1• ......... 
Malhanesu!fonlC acid, I 62500 l Ethyl metl'lllnesuHonata •• ..1 1 • 

elhyl ester. 

Methanelhiol ..................• .1 74931 I Malhytmercaptan .............. J 100 
Th<omethonol 

Methanesulleoyl I 59«231 Trichloromethanesulliqf I 1• 
chloride, trichloro-. chloride. 

784 

Sla"1o<y 

Codot 

2,3,4 

2 

• 
• 
• 
,,. 
2.4 

2 .. 

• 
4 

2.4 

4 

• 
4 

1,2,4 

4 

2,4 

1,2,4 

4. 

4 

1,4 

4 

ACAA I Ca-Wasle ry 
Number 

U151 

P092 

,,.., 
U152 

U092 

U029 

U045 

U046 

U068 

U080 

U075 

U138 

P016 

U211 

P112 

U225 

UO« 

U121 

U119 

U153 

P118 

A 

A 

A 

A 

x 

x 

x 

c 

c 

c 

x 
x 

c 

c 

0 

x 

x 

0 

A 

B 

0 

0 

x 

B 

• 

Final RO 

Pouocls(Kg) 

10## (4.54) 

10#1 (4.54) 

10#1 (4.54) 

101# (4.54) 

1 (0.454) 

11#(0.454) 

1#1 (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1000#1 (454) 

1000 (454) 

11# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

5000# (2270) 

10 (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

5000# (2270) 

5000 (2270} 

,, {0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

, 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[See loolnoles at end ol Table 302.41 

Hazardous Substance 

4,7-Methano-1H
indene, 1.4,5,6, 7 ,8,6-
heptachklro-
3a,4, 7 .7a-tetrahydro-. 

Mathanoic acid ............ .. 

4,7-Methanoindan, 
1.2,4,5,6,7,6,8-
octachloro- 3a,4.7,7a
letrahydro-. 

Methanol ................ --.. 

Melhepyrl1ene ..................... , 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

76448 I Heptachlor ••.••... 

64186 I Formic acid •..• 

577 49 I Chlordane ••••••• 
Chlordane, technical 

67561 I Methyl alcohol... 

91805 Pyridine, 2-[(2-
(d!methytamlno)ethyl)· 
2-thenylamino]-. 

Melhomyl. .......................... 116752775] Acetimidic acid, N-

Methoxychlor ................. . 

Melhyl alcohol .................... , 

2·Methyta%iridine ......... . 

Metttyt bromide ........... . 

[(methylcarbamoyl)oxyj
thio-, methyl ester . 

72435 I Ethane, 1,1,1-trichloro-
2,2-bis(p
melhoxyphenylJ·. 

67561 I Methanol.. 

75558 l 1,2-Propylen!mine •. 

7 4839 I Methane, bromo- .. 

AO 

5000 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1-Melhylbutadiene _______ j 504609, 1,3-Pentadiene ................... I 1" 

Melhyt chloride.................. 74873 Methane, ch!oro-................ 1• 

Melh'1 chloro"carbonate. 79221 l Csrbonochloridic acid, 
methyl ester. 

1• 

Melhyl chlarolonn .............. , 71556 I 1,1.1-Trichloroethane ........ I 1• 

4,4'-Melhy!enebis(2- 11011441Ben:enamlne,4,4'-math- I r 
chloroanUine).. ylenebis(2-chforo-. 

2,2'-Methylenebls(3,4,6- 70304 He1C8ch1otophene ............... I 1• 
1lichlorophenol). 

3-Melhylcholanlhrene ........ I 564951 Benz[J]aceanthrylene, I 1° 
1,2~dro-3-methyr... 

Methylene brcmide............ 74953 Methane, dibmmo- ............ 1 1• 

Methylene chloride............ 75092 Methane, dlchloro-........ -.. 1" 

Methylene oxide............... 50000 Formaldehyde. ................. 1000 

Methyl ethyl ketone .......... 78933 2-Butanone ........ ................ 1 • 

Methyl ethyt ketone 1336234 2-Butanone PGfOxide......... 1• 
peroxide. 

Methyl hydnlline ... ,_ ......... I 60344 I Hydrazine, methyl-........... ! 1° 

785 

S!ahJIOry 

Codot 

1,2,4 

"4 
1.2,4 

4 

4 

4 

1.4 

4 

4 

2.4 

4 

2.4 

4 

2,4 

4 

4 

• 
• 

2,4 

1,4 

4 

4 

4 

ACAA ) Catego-
Waste ry 

Number 

P059 

U123 

U036 

U154 

U155 

P066 

U247 

U154 

P067 

U029 

U166 

U045 

U156 

U226 

U158 

U132 

U157 

U068 

uoao 

""' 
U159 

U!60 

P066 

x 

0 

x 

0 

0 

B 

x 

0 

x 

c 

B 

x 

c 

c 

x 

x 

x 

c 

c 

c 

0 

A 

A 

Final AO 

Pounds{ Kg) 

1# (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

SQOO (2270) 

5000 {2270) 

100 (45.4) 

1 (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

100 (45.4) 

1## (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

1## (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

1000# (454) 

5000 (2270) 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORT ABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

CSee lontnotes at and ol Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance CASRN RegUlalory Synonyms 
RO 

Maltlyl iOdide -·· ................ ! 7 4884 I Methane, kx:fo. ........... -~J 1 • 

Methyl isobutyl ketone ·····1 108101 I 4-Meth)'l-2-P9ntanone ....... [ 1° 

Metl'!yl isocyanate... ..... 624839 lsocyanie acid, melhyl 1• -· 2-Methyltactooitr11e ............ / 75865 f Acetone cyanohydrin ••••••• .! 10 
Propanenitrlla, 2-hy-

droxy-2-methyl-

Mattrylmercaptan ............... ! 74931 I Melhanelhiol ___________ I 100 

Methyl methactytate •... 

N-Mathyl-N'~ 
nitrosoguanidine. 

Methyl parathion ......... . 

""""""'""" 
80626 I 2-Propenoic acid, 2- I sooo 

methyl-. methyl ester. 

70257 I Guarridine, N-nitroso-N- I 1 • 
methyl-N'..nitro-. 

298000 I 0,0.0imethyl o.p.nnro
phenyt pholphofoth
ioata. 

100 

4-Meltryl-2-pentanooo ...... I 108101 I Methyl isobutyt ketcne._ ••• 1 1• 

MelhyllNouracil •· · 

-············· 
Mexacatbate ..• 

Mitomycin C ....... . 

Monoelhylamlne .•. 

Monomelhylamina .. 

Naled •.•.•.•• 

S.12-NaphthacenediOne, 
(es.cis)-S-acetyl-11).. 
[3-amino- 2,3,S. 
bideoxy-a1pha-L- tyxo. 
hellopyranosyl)o1CYJ-
7 ,8,9, 10-tetrahydro-
6,8.11-trihyclroxy· 1-
melhoxy-. 

Naphthalene .. 

Naphthalene, 2-ehlOl'O- .... , 

56042 4(11-1)-Pyrimiclnona, 2,3-
cjihydro-8-methyl-2-....... 

n86341 ..................... _,_ .. _._ ............ , 

315184 

50077 I Axirinol2'.3':3,4Jpyrroto
H ,2a)indole-4,7-d!one,. 
6-amino-8-
[{{aminocarbonyl)oxy}-
methyl}· 1, 1 a,2,8,8a,8b
hele8hydro-ea
methoxy-S.methyl-. 

1• 

1000 

1· 

75047 L---···-··························-·I 1000 

74895 ! ............................. _: ___ ···./ 1000 

300765 10 

20830813 I Oaunomycin._ ... 1• 

91203 5000 

1· 915871 bela-Chloronaphlha1ene ... , 
2-Chloronaphthalllne 

1,4·Naphthalenedione .••••• J 130154 1,4-Naphthoquinone ·-....... 1 1 • 

786 

StaMo<y 

Cadet 

• 
• 
• 

1,4 

1,4 

1.4 

• 
1,4 

• 
• 

• 

4 

1..2.4 

"' 
4 

RCRA 
Waste 

""""'"' 
U138 

U161 .... 
P069 

U153 

U162 

U163 

P071 

U161 

U1B4 

U010 

U059 

U165 

U047 

U166 

c.1,... 
~ 

x 

0 

x 

• 
B 

c 

x 

B 

0 

x 

• 
c 
x 

c 

B 

A 

x 

B 

0 

0 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg} 

1# (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

1###'(0.454) 

10 (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 {454) 

,, (0.454) 

100## (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

11 (0.454) 

10 (4.54) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000## (454) 

100 (45.4) 

10 (4.54) 

1# (0.454} 

100 {45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

Environmental Protection Agency § 302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

(See footnotes a1 end of Table 302.41 

Hazardous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 
RO 

2,7- I 72571 I Trypan blue ..................... .1 1• 
Naphthalenedisullonic 
acid,3,3'-((3,3' -
dimethyl- (~ 1 ' -
biphenyl)-4,4 • -diyl)-
bis(azo)]bls(S.amino-
4-hydroxy). 
lefrasodium salt 

:::eh::::::e ::::! 
1

::::: 1··:-.·~:::~::;:::~::::::::l 
1

1~ 
t-Naphthylamine ···-······· 134327 I atpha-Naphthylamina ........ 1 1 • 

2-Naphthylamine •..••..•.••.••..• , 915981 beta-Naphthylamina •• 

alpha-Naphthylamme......... 134327 1-Naphthylamlne. 

1· 

1· 

/ beta-Naphth~amine .......... [ 91598 I 2-Naphthyl~ine .............. [ 1: 
2-Naphthylamme, N,N· 494031 Chlomaphazme... ............. 1 

bis12.chloroethyl}-. 

alpha-Naphthyllhiourea ••••• 
1 86884 I Thiourea, 

Tenyl-. 
1·naphlha-

Nickel tt ___ , ................... ! 7440020 1 ..................... -

NlCKELANO 
COMPOUNDS. 

Nickel ammonium 
sullale. 

15699180 ................. _ ............................ . 

Nickel ~nyl .................. 1134633931 Nickel letracarbonyl .......... , 

Nickel thforkfe ................... nt8549 
37211055 

Nickel cyanlda ................... J 557197 I Nlckel(U) cyanide ............... , 

1• 

1" 

1" 

5000 

1· 

5000 

1• 

Nickel(llJ cyanide ............... ! 5571971 Nickel cyanlda .................... I 1" 

Nickel hydroxide ................ 12054487 ............................................... 1000 

Nickel nitrate ............... 14216752

1 

......................................... 
1 

Ntcket 91.lffate --.. -· -- nese14 _ .. ·--·-· .................... .. 

Nickel letracarbonyl ........ 13463393 Nlckef carbonyl ....... _ 

Nicoline and salts ............ . 54115 I Pyridine, {S)-3-(1-methyl-
2-pyrrolidlnylh and 
salts. 

Nibic acid .......................... .J 76973721... ............. . 

Ntri;: OXide .................. - ..... / 10102439 f Nitrogen{ll) oxide ............... . 

p-Nitroan!Une ......... .. 100016 I Benzenamine, 4-nilro- ....... 

Nitrobenzene ............... . 98953 I Benzene, nlll'o-... 

787 

5000 

5000 

1· 

1" 

1000 

1• 

1· 

1000 

Stalutory 

Codot 

4 

• 
4 

4 

• 
4 

4 

4 

2 

2 

4 

• 
• 

• 
• 

4 

• 
12,4 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

U236 

U166 

U167 

U168 

U167 

U168 

U<l26 

P072 

P073 

P074 

P-074 

P073 

P075 

P076 

P077 

U169 

Catego
~ 

x 

B 

0 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

B 

x 

0 

x 

0 

x 

x 

c 

0 

0 

x 

B 

c 

A 

0 

c 

Final AO 

Pounds(Kg) 

1f! (0,454) 

100 (45,4) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

1# (0.454) 

5000# (2270) 

1f! (0.454) 

5000# (2270) 

1fl (0.454) 

1# {0.454) 

1000fl (454) 

5000# {2270) 

5000# (2270) 

1# {0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

10 (4.54) 

51)00 (2270) 

1000 (454) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORT ABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

{Soo lootnoles •tend of Table 302.41 

Hazardous ~tanca CASRN Regulalof)' Synonyms 
RO 

Nltrogari dioxide ... .• io102440 \ rrrtrogeo(IV) oxide .............. ! 1000 

Nltrogen{11) oxide •.. 

Nilrogen(IV) oxide ••• 

Nitroglycerina .. 

10544726 

101024391 Nitric oxide ••••••..... _ ...•••••••• 1 1• 

10102440 I Nitrogen dioXlde ................. I 1000 
10544728 

55630 I 1,2,3-Propenetriol, tr!N...... ,. 

N~ (mixed) ......... , 25~=11 .. ~~~ ---·-·······I 1000 

p.- 10002:7 4-Nitropheool 

p.Nltrophenol... 

2-Nitropheool ••• 

4-Nitrnphenol. ... 

NITROPHENOLS ... 

2-Nltropropane .• 

NITROSAMINES. 

Phenol.~ 

1000271 ~~···-......... _ . .] 1000 

88755 o-Nitrophenol. .••••••••.... _. __ \ 1000 

100027 I p-Nitrophenol... . ...... . 1000 
Phenol, 4-nltro-

1• 

79469 I Propane. 2-nitro-•..•.•. ,. 
1· 

N-Nitrosodi-n-bul'flarnine .. I 924163 I t·Butanamlna, N-tJu¥- 1• 
N-nitroso-. 

N.Nitrosocliethanolamine.J 1116547 /Ethanol, 2,2'• ,. 
(ni1rosolmlno)bis-. 

N-Nitrosodiethylamine ••••••• , 55185 I Ethanamine, ff..ethJ'-N· I 1• 
nitroso-. 

N·Nitrosodimethylamloe .••• , 62759 l Oirnethylnitrosamine ._. ...... I 1 • 

N-Nitrosodlphenyiamine .••. , 86306 .................. __ ,,, ................. .. ,. 
N-Nitrosodi-n- 1 621647 I ()l..n-propytnarosamlne •••••• \ 1• 

propylamine. 

N-Nitroto-N-ethylurea ...... j 759739 I Carbamide, N-e\hyt-N-ni-1 1• ...... 
N-Nitroso..N-rnethylurea .... / 684935 I Cmbamide, N·methyl-N. / 1• 

nitroso-. 

. N·Nitroso-N- I 6155321 Cl!l.rbamiC: acid, methylni- I 1• 
methylurethlllne. 1ro~.elhyf ester. 

N
Nitrosomethytvioyla· 
mine. 

N·Nitrosopiperidine .. 

4549400 I Etheoamine, N-methyl
N-nitroso-. 

100754 I Pyridine, hexah¢ro-N-nl· ...... 
788 

1• 

1· 

SlalUlo<y 

Cadet 

"' 
• 
"' 
• 

1,2,4 

1,2 

1,2,4 

2 

4 

2 

• 
4 

• 
2,4 

2 

2,4 

4 

• 
4 

4 

• 

RCRA 
Was1e 

""m"'" 
P078 

P076 

P076 

P081 

U170 

U170 

U171 

U172 

U173 

U174 

P062 

U111 

U176 

U177 

U178 

'°" 

U179 

ca" 
A 

A 

A 

A 

e 

e 

e 

e 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

e 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

F1Ml RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

10 ('4.54) 

10 ('4.54) 

10 ('4.54) 

10 ('4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

100 ('45.4) 

100 ('45.'4) 

100 ('45.'4) 

,, (0.'454) 

1# (0.'454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.'454) 

1# (0.454) 

100 ('45.4) 

11 (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

,, (0.454) 

1# (0.'454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.'454) 

, 

Environmental Protection Agency §302.l 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnolM at end ol Table 302.41 

Hazardous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

N·Nitrosopyrrolidine ......... I 930552 I Pyrrole, telrahydro.N.ni-

Nitro\o!uene ••••••••• 
~ 

o
p-

5-Nitro-o-toluldine ,_ ..... _., 

5-Notbomene-2,3. 
d'1111e1t1anol, 1,4,5,6,7, 7 • 
hexachloro, cyclic 
aumte. 

1321126 
99091 
99722 
99990 

troso·. 

99559 I Benienamine, 2-methyl-
5-nitro-. 

115297 I Endosulfan ........ . 

RO 

1· 

1000 

1· 

Octamethylpyrophos· 
Phorarnide. 

152169 I Olphosphoramide, octa- I 1° 
melhyl •• 

Osmium oxide .. 20816120 I Osmium tetroxide ............. .! 1• 

Osmium tetroxide .............. ! 20916120 l Osmium oxide .. . 

7-0xabicyclo{2,2, 1]hep. 
tane-2.3-dicarboxytic 
acid. 

145733 I Endolhall ............ . 

1• 

1· 

1.2-0xalhlolane, 2,2· ....... 1120714 11,3-Propane 8Ultone .......... I r 

2H·1.3,2· 
Oxazaphosphofine,2-
[bls(2-
chtoroethyl)arnhoJ 
tetrahydro-2-oxlde. 

50190 I Cyclophosphamlde ............ I 1" 

Oldrana ........................ - •• - •. , 752181 Elhyleneollide.-•••••••. 

Oxirane, 2· 106898 1-ctiloro-2,3. 
(chloromelhyl}-. epoxypropane. 

, . 
1000 

Epichlorohydrin 

Paraformaldehyde .............. 1 3052589'4 1000 

Paraldehyde ••••••••.•••...•..••.••• , 123637, 1,3,5-Trloxane, 2,'4,6-111- I r 
methyl-. 

Parathion............................. 56382 Phosphorothlolc 
acid,0,0-d'relhyl C)..(p
nitroptienyl} ester • 

Pentachlorobenzene ••••••• _., 6089351 Beniene, pentachloro-...... , 1• 

Pentachloroethane............ 76017 Ethane, pentachtoro-......... 1• 

Pentachloronltrobe11ZE1ne •• 1 82688 I Benzene, pentach1oronl· 
•o-. 

,. 
Penlachlorophenol.-........ j 87885 I Phenol, pentachloro-......... 1 10 

1,3-Pentadiene --.. --···-· 504609 1-Methylbuta6ene ............. 1 • 

789 

Statutory 

Cod•t 

4 

4 

1,2.4 

4 

4 

• 
4 

• 
4 

• 
'·' 

• 

"' 
4 

4 

4 

1,2,4 

• 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

U180 

U191 

P-050 

P065 

P067 

P067 .... 
U193 

U058 

U115 

U041 

0182 

P069 

U163 

U164 

U185 

U242 

0186 

C8tego
~ 

x 

c 

x 

x 

e 

c 

c 

c 

x 

x 

x 

c 

c 

c 

x 

x 

x 

x 

A 

e 

Final RO 

Pounds( Kg) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 {454) 

1# (0.454) 

1 (0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000# (454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

1# {0.454) 

1## (0.454) 

11# (0.454) 

1# (0,454) 

10# (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 
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TABLE 302.4-UST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORT ABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

[See lootnotes at end ol Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance 

Phenacetin ...•. 

Phernrnthrene. 

Phenol .• 

Phenol, 2-chloro- .. 

Phenol. 4-chloro-3-
methyl·. 

Phenol, 2-cyclohexyl-4,6-
dinitro-. 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

62442 I Acetamide, N-14-ethoxy
phenyl)·. 

65018 

108952 Benzene, hydroxy ••. 

95578 2.ChlorophenoL.,. .... 
o-Chlorophenol 

59507 4.Chloro-m-eresol .......... . 

p-Chlon>m-crasol 

131895 r 4,6-0initro-o
cyclohexylphenol. 

RQ 

1• 

1· 

1000 

1· 

1• 

1· 

Phenol, 2,4-d~hloro- ...... ·1 12083212,4-~lorophenol ............. , 

Pheriot, 2,5-dichloro-.... . 87650 2,6-0ich1orophenol... .......... , 

1• 

1· 

Phenol, 2,4-<fmiethyl- . 

Phenol, 2.4-dinitfo. .. 

Phenol, 2,4-dinitro-6-(1· 
methy1propyf}-. 

Phenol, 2,4-dinitro-6-
methyl-, and salts. 

Phenol, 4-nitro- ..... 

Phenol, pentachloro- ..... . 

Phenol, 2,3,4,6-
telrachloro-. 

Phenol, 2.4.S.lrichlorl> .. 

Phenol, 2,4,6-trichloro-.. 

PhellCll, 2,4,6-trinllro-, 
ammaniw-n salt 

Phenyl dichloroarslne .. 

1,H>-{1,2· 
Phenylene)pyrene. 

Phenylmercuric acetate •• 

N·Phenylthiourea ..• 

Phorate'"' 

Phosgerte •..••.•.. 

Phosphine._ ...• 

105679 I 2,4-0lmelhylphlllnoL.---.-··' 1· 

51285 ! 2,4-DinitrophlllnoL ............. .! 1000 

88857 l Dincseb .............................. . 

534521 1 4,6-Dinilro-o-crescl and 
salts. 

,. 
1· 

100027 I p.Nilrcphenol ................ --.1 1000 
4-NitrophellCll 

878&5 I Pentachlorcphenol .......... -

58902 I 2.3.4,6-
Te1rachlorophenol. 

95954 2.4,5-Trichlorophenol .... _,, 

88062 2,4,6-TrichlOl'Ophenol ...... .. 

131748 Ammonium plcrate ............. , 

696286 I Dichlorophenylarsine ......... , 

193395 lndeno{1,2,3-cd)pyrene ... .. 

62384 I Mercury, (acetato-
O)phenyt.. 

10 

1· 

10 

10 

1· 

1· 

1• 

1· 

1038551 Thio1m!•L phenyl· ............... , 1• 

298022 Phosphorodithioic acid, 1 • 
0,0-diethyl S.(elh-
yUhio), methyl ester. 

754451 carbonyl chloride ............... I 5000 

7803512 /Hydrogen phosphide .... 1· 

790 

Statutory 

Cod•t 

• 
2 

1,2,4 

'" 
"' 
• 

"' 
4 

'·' 
1,2,4 

' 

'" 
1,2,4 

1.2,4 

' 
1,4 

1,2,4 

• 
' 

2.4 

4 

• 
4 

1.• 
4 

RCRA I Cat-
Waste ry 
Number 

U187 

U188 

U048 

U039 

P034 

U081 

U082 

U101 .... 
P021) 

P047 

U170 

U242 

U212 

U230 

U231 

P009 

'°" 
U137 

P092 

P093 

P094 

P095 

P096 

x 

x 

c 

• 
0 

• 
• 
• 
• 
A 

c 

A 

B 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

x 

x 

x 

B 

x 

A 

B 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

1# (0.454) 

1## (0.454) 

1000## (454) 

100 (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 {45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

10 (4.54) 

10JO (454) 

10 (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

10# (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 

10# (4.54) 

10# (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 

1# (0.454) 

,, (0.454) 

1## (0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

1## (0.454) 

10 (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

/ 

Environmental Protection Agency § 302.< 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes et end of Table 302.41 

Hazardous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

Phosphoric acid ............. -1 7664382 

Phosphoric acid.diethyl 
p-nitrophenyl ester. 

Phosphoric acid, read ,.,, 
Phosphorodithiolc acid, 

0,0-dielhyl S. 
methylaster. 

Phosphorodilhloic acid, 
0,0-dielhyl S. 
{ethylthio), melhyl 
ester. 

Phosphorodithloic 
acid,0,Q.dimethyl S
[2(mathylarnlno)·2-
oxoalhyll ester. 

PhosphoroPuoridlc 
acid,bls(1 ·melhylethyl} 
ester. 

Phosphorothioic 
acld,0,0-diethyl 0-{p
nitrcph&nyl) ester. 

Phosphorolhiolc acid, 
0,0-dielhyl O. 
pyraxinyl ester. 

Phosphorolhioic acid, 
0,0-dimethyl 0.[p. 
C,(dimathylemino)· 
Sulfonyllphenyl) osier. 

311455 I Dlethyl·p.nilrophenyl 
phosphate. 

74462n I Lead phosphate ... 

3288582 I 0,0.Diethyl S.methyl 
dithiophosphate. 

298022 I Phorate .......... . 

60515 ! Oimethoate .................. . 

55914 I Diisopropyl fluorcphoS· 
phate, 

56382 I Parathloo .... _,, __ ,, ........... . 

297972 I 0,0.Dlethyl 0-pyrazinyl 
phosphorothioale. 

52857 I Famphur ..................... _., 

Phosphorus ......................... ! n23140 

Phosphorus oxychloride .... 10025873 

Phosphorus pentasulfide.. 13148031 Phospho11Js sulfide ...... 
Su!lur phosphide 

Phospho11Js SUifide............ 1314803 Pl'lospho11Js pentasulfide .• , 
Sulfur phosphide 

Phospho11Js trichtoride ...... 1 7719122 

PHTHAlA TE ESTERS ........... .. 

RQ 

5000 

1• 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1· 

5000 

100 

100 

5000 

1· 

Phtharie anhydride. 85449 I 1,2·Beiuenedicarboxylic I 1" 
acid anhydride. 

2-Picoline ................... . 

Pltlmbane, tetraelhyl- . 

1090681 Pyrldine,2·methyl· ............ 1 1· 

78002 Tetraalhyl lead..... ............ 100 

791 
5.1-127 0-115--26 

Statutory 

Codot 

4 

' 
' 

' 

' 

' 

1,4 

• 

• 

1,4 

1,4 

2 

• 

' 
1.4 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

P041 

U145 

U087 

P09' 

P044 

P043 

P089 

P040 

P097 

U189 

U189 

U190 

U191 

P110 

Calego
~ 

0 

• 
x 

0 

x 

A 

B 

x 

B 

c 

x 

c 

• 
B 

c 

0 

0 

• 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kgl 

5000 (2270) 

100 (45 4) 

1N (0.454) 

5000 {2270) 

1## (0.454) 

10 (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

1# (0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

1 (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

100## (45.4) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

[$ee lootno1es at end of Tabla 302.4) 

Ha;:ardous Substance 

POL YCHLORINATEO 
SIPHENYLS (PCBs). 

POL YNUClEAR 
AROMATIC 
HYDROCARBONS. 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

1335363 f Aroclors ... 

12674112 Aroclor 1016 
11104292 Atoctor 1221 
11141165 Aroclor 1232 
53469219 Aroclor 1242 
12872296 Aroclor 1248 
11097691 Aroctor 1254 
11096825 Aroclot 1260 

Potassium arserwue ........ .! 7784410 

Poiassium arsenite----··-.! 10124502 

Potassium bichromate •••• .I 7778509 

Potassium chromate ... 

Potassium cyanide ............. , 

Potassium hydrOXide •... 

Potassium 
pemianganate. 

PotlSSium silver cyanide .. , 

7789006 

151508 

1310583 

7722647 

''''"' 
Prooarnide .•..••••••••••••••••••••• ] 23950585 J 3,S.Oichloro-N·(1,1· 

dlmelh)'l·2· 
propynyl)benZamide. 

RQ 

10 

1· 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1000 

10 

1000 

100 

1· 

1· 

1-Propanal, 2,3-epoq-...... I 7653441 Glycidylaldehyde ........ _ .... I 1 • 

Propanal, 2~1tly1·2· 116063 Aldicarb ............................... , • 
(methylthio)-,0. 
[{mathylamino) 
caibonylJoxime. 

1-Propa~ne .••.••• ··········11071081 n-~lnll---····1 1: 
1.Propanamma, N- 142847 Oipropylamine •••••••••••••• ,._,,, 1 ,,__ 
Prt:1pane, 1,2-dibromo-3-

ehloro-. 

F'rop&ne, 2-nitro- ··-----

Propane, 2,2'-oxybis(2-

"'loro--
1,3.fropane suttone .. 

Propenedinitrila •••.•••• 

Propanenitrile ....... .. 

98128 I 1.2-0lbromo4-

"'"'""'°"""-
1• 

79469 I 2·Nitropropane ................... 1 1 • 

108601 l Bis(2-chlorollOP«>PYI) ..... 1• 

112011411.2-0xalhiolane, 2.2-dl- t 1• 

""''-
109n3 l Malononltrile ............ - ......... 1 1• 

107120 1 Ethyl c:yanida .................. -.; 1• 

Propanenitrile, 3-chloro-.... [ 542767 I 3..Q11oropropionitrila •.•••• : ••• I 1• 

792 

Siatutory 

Codot 

1.2 

2 

1,4 

• 
• 
4 

• 

• 
• 
• 
4 

2,4 

• 
• 
4 

4 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

-
P099 

U192 

U126 

P070 

U194 

U110 

Uoe& 

U171 

U027 

U193 

U149 

P101 

P027 

Catego
~ 

A 

c 

c 
c 

c 

A 

c 

• 
x 
D 

x 

x 

D 

D 

x 

x 
c 

x 

c 
A 

c 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

10# (4.54) 

10001 (454} 

10001 (454) 

10001 (454) 

1000# (454) 

10 (4.54) 

1000 (454) 

100 (45.4) 

1 (0.454) 

5000 (2:270) 

1# (0.454) 

1 (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

,, (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 

1000 (454) 

~ 

Environmental Protedion Agency § 302. 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

[See lootnola1 at and of Table 302.4] 

Hazardou1 Subltance 

Prcpanenitn1e, 2· 
hydroxy-2-methyl-. 

1,2,3-PropanalriOI, 
trinitrate-. 

1-Propanol, 2.3-dibromo-
, phosphate (3:1). 

1-Propanol, 2·mathyl· ........ , 

2-Propanone •••••.••••• , ........... , 

2-Propanona, 1-brfJrno.. __ 

CASRN Regulatory Synonym1 
RQ 

75865 I Acetone cyanohydrin .••.•.•. I 10 

2-MalhyHactonitrile 

55830 I Nlll'oglycarine _ .................. ! 1 • 

126727 I Tris{2.3-i!ibrornopropyl) l 1 • 
phosphate, 

78831 lsobutyl alcohol ................ ! 1· 

87641 I Acetone ............................... ! 1 • 

598312 I Bromoacetone .................... , 1• 

Propargite ·--·-............ [ 2312358 10 

Propargyl alcohol ............... , 

2-Propenal .......................... , 

2-Propanamida ................. .. 

Propane, 1.3-dichloro--....... 1 

1-Propena, 1,1,2,3,3,3-
haxachloro-. 

2-Propenenltrile ...... 

2·Propenenltril•, 2-
maU¥-.· 

107197 12-Propyn-1-ol .................... . 1· 

, 07028 I Acrolelrl ................. ·---.... . 

79061 Acrylamida .......... ,_ ............ , 1· 

54275611,3-0iehloroPfOpene .......... , 

1888717 Hexachloropropane ......... .. 

8000 ,. 
107131 I Acrylonitrila ......... - ............. , 100 

126987 I Mathaaylonitrile ................. ! 1 • 

2-Propanoic acid ................ / 79107 I Acrylic acid ......................... / 1 • 

2-propenolc acid, ethyl I 140885 I Ethyl acrylate ..................... ! r 
'aster. 

2-Propenolc acid, 2- . I 97832 I Ethyl mathacrylaie ............. I 1• 
methyf-, elhyl 811er. 

2·Propenolc actd, 2· I 80626 I Methyl methacrylale .......... 1 5000 
methyl-, malhyl ester. 

2.Propen-1-01. ..................... I 101188 I Ally! alcohol .......... - ........... 1 100 

Proplonie acid .................. .. 

Propionlc acid, 2-(2,4,5-
lrichlorophenoxy)·. 

Propionic anhydride ........... , 

79094 

""'' 
s3121 I &ivax ...... 100 

2,4,5-TP acid 

123628 5000 

n-Propylamlne ........... - ... -1 107108 f 1·Propanamina .................. .f 1• 

Propylene dlchlotide .......... I 78675 I 1,2-Dichloropropane .......... J 5000 

Propylene oxide __ ... ,, ....... , 75569 5000 

1,2.fropytenimlne .............. , 75558 l 2-Methylaziridina ................ [ 1 • 

793 

StalUIOty 

"""'' 
1,4 

4 

• 
4 

4 

• 

• 
1,2,4 

• 
1,2.4 

• 
1,2,4 

• 
• 
4 

• 
1.4 

1,4 

1.4 

• 
1,2,4 

• 

RCRA 
Wasta 

Number 

P069 

P081 

U235 

U140 

U002 

P017 

P102 

P003 

U007 

U084 

""' 
U009 

U152 

uooe 
U113 

U118 

U162 

POOS 

U233 

U194 

U083 

P067 

Catago
~ 

A 

A 

x 

D 

D 

c 

A 

c 

x 

D 

D 

c 

a 
c 

D 

c 

c 

c 

• 
D 

• 
D 

D 

c 

• 
x 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg: 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 

1# (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270' 

1000 (454) 

10 (4.54) 

1000 (454) 

1 (0.454) 

5000 (2270i 

5000## {227 

1000 (454\ 

100# (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

5000 12270' 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

100 145.4) 

5000 (2270. 

100 (45.4) 

5000 (22701 

5000 (2270) 

1000 (454) 

100 {45.4) 

1# (0.454) 



§ 302.4 40 CFR Ch. I (7-1-85 Edition) 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

Hazardous Substance 

2-Propyn-1-o!.. ... 

Pyrene •••. 

Pyrethrins ..• 

4-Pyridinarnine .... 

Pyridine .. 

Pyridine, 2·[(2· 
{dimelhylamino}ethyl)-
2-thenylaminol-. 

Pyrkfme, hexahydro-N
nitroso-. 

Pyridine,2-melhyl- .. 

Pyricfrne, (S)-3-(1-methyl-
2-pyrro~lfmyf)·, and -

4(1H)-Pyrimidinone, 2,3· 
dihydl'o-6-melhyl-2-
lhioxo-. 

~acid, 
tetraelhyl ester. 

Pyrrole, tetrahydro-N-.... 
Ouinoline ...• 

. RAD10NUCUOES .• 

Reserpine ...... 

Aesorcinol ............... . 

Saccharin and salts ... 

Salrol9 ••••.•• 

CSee footnotes at end of Table 302.4} 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

107197) Propargyl alcohol.. ... 

129000 

121299 
121211 

8003347 

RO 

1• 

1· 

1000 

504245 I 4-Aminopyridina ............... ..! 1 • 

110861 1• 

91805 I Methapynlene •••.•.•••..•....••.•• , 1· 

100754 I N-Nitrosoptperidine .. _ ••..••.. , 1· 

109068 I 2·Pieoline .................... - .. ·- 1· 

54115 I Nicotine and salts .•............ , 1· 

56042 l Methylthiouracll .........•....... .I 1" 

.,,.,.,~ 1074931 Tetraethyl 
phate. 

930552 N·Nitrosopyrrolld"ine._,._,,,
1 

91225 I·-·--·---···•····•··••••··•••••·••••• 

50555 Yohimban-18-earboxytlc 
acid,11, 17.(f"imethoq-
18- [(3,4,5-
bimethol()'benzoyl)oxy]-1 
• rneth)-1 ester. 

100 

1• 

1000 

1• 

1• 

1 o84s3 I 1.3-B811Zenedlol .. - ............. I 1000 

81072 I 1,2·BenzisolhlazoDn-3-
ona.1, 1-c11ox1c1e, and 
Ullo. 

9'597 I Benzene. 1,2·methylene
dioxy-4·all)'I•. 

1• 

1• 

Statutory 

Codot 

2 

4 

4 

• 
4 

' 
' 

4 

1,4 

4 

' 
4 

1,4 

• 
4 

Selenlous acid............. • ••• .I 7783008 1• 4 

Selenium tt ..... . 

SELENIUM ANO 
COMPOUNDS. 

Selenium dioxide ..... 

ne2492 

7 446084 I Selenium oxide - .... _ •• , 

794 

1• 2 

1· 2 

1000 "' 

RCAA 
Waste 

Number 

P102 

POOO 

U196 

U155 

U17' 

U191 

P075 

U164 

P111 

U180 

U200 

U201 

U202 

U203 

U204 

""" 

Catego

" 
c 

x 

x 

c 

x 

0 

x 

0 

• 
x 

• 
x 

0 

x 
0 

0 

x 

x 

x 
x 

c 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

1000 {454) 

1## (0.454) 

1 (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1## {0.454) 

5000 {2270) 

1# (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

100 (45.4) 

1# (0.454) 

100## (45.4) 

1 § (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

1§ (0.454} 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

11 (0.454) 

,,, (0.'454) 

1## (0.454) 

1## (0.454) 

1000## (454) 

Environmental Protedion Agency §302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTIT!ES
Continued 

[See footnotes at end of Table 302.4) 

Hazardous Substance C"""N Regulatory Synonyms 
RQ 

Selenium dlsulllde ............. .I 7488564 I Sulfur selenlde ............ - .... J 1• 

Selenium oldde ................. .! 7446084 ! Selenium cllOXida ............... 1 1000 

Selenourea ......................... ! 630104 I Carbamirnidoseleoolc 1• 

"""-
L-5erlne, diazoacetate 

(ester). 
1150281 A:z:aserine ............................ ! 1• 

Silver ft ........................... ..! 7440224 •··-····-···--·· ... - .................... . 

SILVER ANO 
COMPOUNDS. 

Silver eyanlde ..................... 

1 
506649 

Sliver nitrate....................... 7761888 

Silvex ................................... , 93721 l Proplonlc acid, 2-{2,4,5-
trichloropl\enoxy}-. 

2,4,5-TP acid 

Sodium ............................... .{ 7440235 , ........................ . 

1· 

1· 

1· 

100 

1000 

Sodium arsanata .......•.•...... I 76316921 .............. -·-··············· ........... I 1000 

Sodium arsantta................. n84465 ----................................... 1000 

Sodium azlde ....... - ............ 1 26628228 

Sodium bichromate .......... j 10588019 

Sodium blfluoride.............. 1333831 

~m blsulrrte .................. I 7631905 

Sodium chromate .............. n75113 

Sodium cyanide ................. , 

Sodium dodecylbeniene 
sulfonata. 

143339 1 ......................... - ........ . 

25155300 .............................................. . 

1· 

1000 

5000 

5000 

1000 

10 

1000 

Sodium fluoride .................. ! 7881494 '-·---................................... ./ 5000 

Sodium hydrosulflde ... - ... 116721805

1 

................. . 

Sodium hydtoxlde._ .. -...... 1310732 ........... . 

Sodium hypochlonle-....... / 7681529 1 ............... . 

10022705 

Sodium methylale .............. , 

Sodium nilrite .... - ........... , 

Sodium phosphate, 
dlbasic. 

124414 

7632000 

7558794 

10039324 
10140655 

795 

5000 

1000 

100 

1000 

100 

5000 

StalutOfy 

Godot 

4 

1,4 

4 

4 

2 

2 

4 

1,4 

4 

1,4 

RCRA 
Wm• 
""-

U205 

U204 

P103 

U015 

P104 

U233 

P105 

P106 

Catego

" 
x 

c 

x 

x 

c 

x 

x 

• 
A 

c 

c 

c 

c 

0 

0 

c 

A 

c 

c 

0 

c 

• 
c 

• 
0 

Final RO 

Poullds(Kg) 

1# {0.454) 

1000## (454) 

1## (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1 (0.454) 

1 {0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

10 (4.54) 

1000# (454) 

1000# (454) 

1000 (454) 

1000# (454) 

5000# # (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

1000# (454) 

10 {4.54) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (.1154) 

sooo (2270) 

1000 (454) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

100## (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

{See footnotes al end ol Table 302.41 

Hazardoos Substance 

Sodium phosphate, 
tnbasic. 

Sodium selenite .... 

4,4'·Sli1benediol, 
alpha.alpha' -<lielhyt-. 

Streptozotocln .•.•.•• 

CASAN 

7601549 

7785844 
10101890 
10361894 

7758294 
10124568 

,, 10102188 
7782823 

Regulatort Synonyms 

56531 \ Diethylstilbestrol •. ~-
., 18683664 1 o.Glucopyranose, 2· 

deoxy-2-(3-melhyl-3· 
flitrosoureido)-. 

RO 

5000 

1000 

1· 

1• 

Strontium chromale .• . ...... 1 7789062 1000 

Strontium sulfide •••••... 

Stfychnidln-10-one, and ,., ... 
S!l'yehnidin-10-00e, 2,3-

d"tmethox)'-. 

Stryehnine and salts ... 

Styrene ....... ~ ...... . 

Sulfuf hydride ... 

1314961 1· 

57249 I Strychnine and satta-.... ..1 10 

357573 I Brucine ......... - ............. -.1 r 

57249 l Strychnidln-10-on&, and ..... 
100425 

ns3064 I Hydrogen sulfide .. _ .... 
Hydtosu!turic acid 

10 

1000 

100 

Sulfur monochloride .. . ..... ! 12771083 1000 

Sulfur phosphide ... 

Su!M' sataoide . 

Sulfuric acid .... 

1314803 l PhosphonJs pantasulfide •• ! 100 
Phosphorus aulflde 

7488564 I Selenium dlsullkle ............. .I 1• 

7664939 
8014957 

1000 

Sulfuric:: acid, dimethyl I n1s1 I Oirnelhyl aullata .... - ........ .1 1• 

""'· 
Sullurie acid, thallium{!) I 7446186 I Thalllum(I) autrata-.......... .1 1000 

salt. 

2,4,S.T ... 

2,4,5-T add ..................... .. 

10031591 

93765 I 2.4.S.T add··-·--·-· ....... J 100 .... 
Triehlorophenoxyace
il< acid 

93765 I 2.4,5-T ........ : ..................... J 100 
2,4,5-

Trlchlorophenoxyace-

"""' 
796 

Stalutory 

Codot 

' 
4 

• 
1,4 

• 
1,4 

1,4 

1,4 

' 

' 

"' 
1.4 

1,4 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

U089 

U206 

P107 

P108 

P018 

P108 

U135 

U189 

U20S 

U103 

P115 

U232 

U232 

Catego
"I 

0 

c 

x 

x 

c 

B 

A 

A 

A 

c 

B 

c 
B 

x 

c 

x 

c 

c 

c 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

5000 (2270) 

1000## (454} 

,, {0.454) 

,, (0.454) 

1000# (454) 

100 (45.-4) 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.$4) 

10 (4.54) 

1000 (454) 

10011f' (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

100 (45.-4) 

1# (0.454) 

1000 1454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000## (454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

Environmental Protection Agency 
§302.< 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

CSee footnotes at end ol Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance CASRN 

2,4,5-T amlnes .. _ ... _____ J 2008460 

6369966 
6369977 
1319728 
3813147 

2,4,S.T astars .................... J 93798 
2545597 

61792072 
1928478 

25168154 

2,4,5-T aalts.. .... _ ... --..113560991 

Regulatory Synonyms 

....... ~ ........................ -.-....... , 
TOE ··--·--.. • .. --.. -·--i 12549 I 000 ................. - ................. , 

1,2,4,5-
T&trac:hlorobanzene. 

4,4' ODO 
Dich!OJodiphenyt dichlor......., 

85943 l Benzene, 
chloro-. 

1,2,4.5-tatra-

RO 

100 

100 

100 

,. 
a.3,1,a- J 114601s 1 ............................................... 1 1· 

Tetrachlorodibenzo-p.. 
diOXin{TCDO). 

1,1,1.2-
T&trachloroelhane. 

1,1,2,2-
. Tetrachloroalhane. 

Tatrachloroolhylene ........... , 

2,3,4,6-
~etrachlorophenol. 

830206JEthane,1,'1, 1,2:
tatrachloro-. 

79345 I Ethane, 1, 1,2,2·tatra-
chloro-. 

127184 I Ethane, 1,1,2,2-tatra-
ChfQro-. 

58902 I Phenol, 2.3.4,15-tetrachlo
~. 

Tetraathyldithiopyn:Jphos-136892451 Dithiopyrophosphoric 
phata. aeid,tetraathyl aster. 

Tetraathyl lead................... 78002 Plumbana, tetraelhyl· .. 

Talraelhyl 
pyropho!phala, 

Tatrahydroluran ...... . 

Tatranltromalhane ...... . 

Tetraphosphotic acid, 
haxaethyl ester. 

107 493 Pyrophosphoric acid, tel
raelhyl ester. 

109999 Furan, tatrahydro- ....... . 

5091-48 Mathena, latranitro-.. . 

757584 1 Hexaathyt 
phate. 

tetraphos-

Thllllic oxide ....................... , 1314325 J Thamum(HI) oldde ... .. ... 
1 

Thallium............................... 7 440280 

THALLIUM ANO 
COMPOUNDS. 

Tha111um(I) aootate ............. 1 563688 I Acetic acid, thamum(I) 

"" 
797 

1• 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1· 

100 

100 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1• 

,. 
1· 

1· 

Slalulory 

Cod•t 

1,2,4 

• 
2 

• .. 
2.• 

' 
• 

1,4 

1.4 

' 
4 

4 

• 
2 

2 

4 

RCRA 
w
N""""' 

uoeo 

U207 

U208 

U209 

U210 

U212 

P109 

P110 

P111 

U213 

P112 

P062 

P113 

U214 

Catago

" 
0 

c 

c 

x 

0 

x 

x 

x 

x 

A 

B 

B 

B 

c 

A 

B 

x 

x 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds{Kg) 

5000 (2270) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0 •. 454) 

1(1 (0.454) 

10 (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

100(111 (45.4) 

10011# (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

10 (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

11111 (0.454) 

11111 (0.454) 

1## (0.454) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTIT\ES
Continued 

[See footnotes at end of Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance CASAN Regulatory Synonyms 

Thamum(I) carbonate ...... 1 6533739 I cart:ionic acid, dithanium 
{I) salt. 

Thallium(I) chloride ........ ..1 7791120 

Thathum(\) nitrate.. 10102451 1························ ········I 
Thamum(lll) oxide.. 1314325 Theme oxide ..... 

Thallium(I) selenide.. 12039520 

Thallium(!) sulfate- .......•..• ( 7446186 \Sulfuric acid, lhamum(I) 

'"" 10031591 

Thioeeetamide ... 62555 I Ethanethioamide •• 

Thiolanox... ...••.•... • •••••.. .1 39196184 3,3-Dimelhyl-1 • 
{melhylthio)·2· 
butanone,0-
[(melhytemino) 
bony!] oxime. 

Thiolmidodicarbonic 
diamide. 

=· 

541537 I 2.4-0ithlobiuret .................. · 

RQ 

1" 

1· 

1" 

1· 

1· 

1000 

1" 

1· 

1" 

Thiome,thanol .. ············--·! 74931 j MelhanethlaL.---· ......... ..t 100 
Melhylmercaptan 

Thiophenol....... . ........... ] 108985 J Benzenelhlol •.• - ................ .J r 

Thiosemieartazide •••••..• 

Thiaurea .•..•... 

Thlourea, (2-
chk:lrophenyl)-. 

Thiourea, 1· 
naphthalenyl-. 

Thiourea., phenyl- ... 

Thiram .. _. 

Toluene .. 

Toluenediamine ...•. 

79196 HydrazinecartJolhioamlde •I 

62566 Ce.rbarnido, thio- .... _ •... 

5344821 1-(o
Ctllorophenyl)thlourea. 

96884 I alpha-Naphthylthiouraa-···I 

1• 

1• 

1· 

1· 

103855 l N-Phenylthlourea ·-··--·-l 1° 

137268 I BiS{dimethylthlocarbamoyli r 
lflSUllide. 

108BB3 I Benzene, methyl-......... _ • .! 1000 

95907 ! Oiarnlnotoluene ................. . 1" 
25376458 

496720 
823405 

Toluene diisocyanate •••••.• 1 584849 I Benzene, 2,4-dllsocyana· 1· 

o-Toluidine 
hydrochloride. 

Toxaphene ...• 

91087 
26471625 

tornethyl-. 

635215 l Benzenamlne, 2-methyl-, 
hydrochloride. 

8001352 1 Csmphene, octachloro- .... , 

798 

1• 

Sta\!Jtory 

Codat 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

1.4 

4 

4 

4 

1,4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

1,2.• 

4 

4 

4 

1,2,4 

AGRA 
Waste 

Number 

U215 

U216 

U217 

P113 

P114 

P115 

U218 

P045 

P049 

U153 

P014 

P116 

U219 

P02'1 

P072 

P093 

U244 

U220 

U221 

U223 

U222 

P123 

ca1ego· 

" 
x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

c 

x 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

x 

B 

• 
B 

A 

c 
x 

• 

x 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds( Kg) 

1/1# {0.454) 

1(1# (0.454) 

1/1# (0.454) 

1## (0.454) 

,,, (0.454) 

1000#11 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

100 {45.4) 

100 {45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 {45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

1/1 (0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.•) 

100 (45.•) 

10 (4.54) 

1000 (454) 

,, (0.454) 

100 (45.•) 

1# (0.454) 

11/ (0.454) 

Environmental Protection Agency § 302:4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[Sea lootnotes at end cf Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance 

2,4,5-TP acid .• 

CASAN Aegula!Of)' Synonyml!I 

93721 I Propionic acid, 2-(2,4,5-
tl'ichlorophenoxy)-. 

SHvex 

2,4,5-TP ecid esters ......... ! 32534955 

1H-1,2,4-Triazol-3-amine .•. 61825 I Amltro1e ••• 

Trichlorfon .••••••••.••••...•....• ..1 52686 

1,2,4-Trichlorobanzene .••. I 120821 

1, 1,1-Trichloroelhane ._ ..... 

1, 1,2-Trichloroethane ..••.•.• 
1 

Trichloroelhene ••.•••••••.•. 

T riehtoroethylene .......... _., 

Trich!oromethaneaulfenyl 
chloride. 

T rieh!oromonolluoro
melhaoe. 

71558 I Melhyl chloroform •••..•. 

79005 I Ethane, 1, 1.2-trichloro- ••••• 

79016 I Trichloroethylene •.. 

79018 I Trichloroethene.H .... 

594423 l Methanesulfenyl chlo-
ride, trichloro-. 

75694 I Methane, trich1oronuoro-••. 

T richlorophenol .................. 125167622 
2,3,4- 15950680 

Trichlorophenol 
2,3,5- 933788 

Trichlorophenol 
2,3,6-

Trichlarophenol 
2,4,5-

Trichlorophenol 
2,4,6-

Ttich1orophenol 
3,4,5-

Trlchlorophenol 

933755 

959541 Phenol, 2,4,5-trichtoro-

88062 Phenol, 2,4,6-trichloro-

609198 

RQ 

100 

100 

1· 

1000 

1· 

1· 

1· 

1000 

1000 

1· 

1• 

10 

2.4,5-Trlchlorophenot •.•... 

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol •••••••• 1 

2,4,5-

95954 Phenol, 2,4,5-tl'ichloro-...... 10 

98062 Phenol, 2,4,6-trichloro- ...•• 10 

93785 2,4,5-T ................ ............... 100 
Trlchlorophenoxyace
lie acid. 

Triethanolamtne I 27323417 
dodecylbenzenesullon-
•~. 

Triethylamine ..•.•••••••••.• 121448 

Tlimelhytamlne •••••••••••••••.•.• 75503 

2,4,5-T acid 

sym-Trinitrobenzene .... - •.•. 1 993541 Be112ene, 1,3,5-tr. initro-•• 

1,3,5-Trioxano, 2,4,S. 123637 Pareldehyde ..... . 
trimathyl-. 

799 

1000 

5000 

1000 

1" 

1• 

Statutory 

Codot 

1.4 

4 

2 

2.4 

2.4 

1,2,4 

1,2,4 

4 

4 

1,4 

1,2,4 

1.4 

4 

' 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

U233 

U011 

U226 

U227 

u22a 

U228 

P118 

U121 

U230 

U231 

U232 

U234 

U182 

Ca~go

" 
• 

• 
x 

c 

B 

c 

x 

c 

c 

B 

D 

A 

A 

A 

c 

c 

D 

c 

x 

c 

Final AO 

Pounds( Kg) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

1# (0.-454) 

1000## {454) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

1# (0.454) 

1000# (454) 

1000# (454) . 

100 (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

10H (4.54) 

10# {4.54) 

10H (4.54) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

5000 (2270) 

1000## (454) 

1## (0.454) 

1000 (454) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[See !ootno!es at end of Table 302.4) 

HazardOus Subsl!!.nce 

Trisj2.3-0ibfomopropyl) 
phosphate. 

Trypan blue .. 

Unlisted Hazardous 
Wastes. 

Characteristic of 
lgnitabm1y. 

Charactefistic of 
Cofrosivity. 

Characteristic of 
Reactivity. 

Characteristic ol EP 
Toxicity. 

Anenie ..... 

Barium •• 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

126727 I 1-Propanol, 2.:klibromo
'phosphate (3:1). 

72571 / 2,7-
Naphlhalenedisulfonic 
acid,3,3'·[{3,3'. 
dimethyl· (1,1'-bl-
phenyl)...t,4'-diyl)· 
bis(azo)]bis{S-amino-
4· hydroxy)- tetreso
ijum sail 

RO 

,. 
,. 

,. 
1· 

1• 

,. 
1· 

1" 

,. 
"''-···············t··················· ·····································--·-· 1 • 

::.:::::~:::~:=:c::=:=~::::::: :~=~:=::=::=~::::::~~~:::: :: 
Mercury .. 1• 

Selenium. -.~.0 .. 1 •.••••••••.•••••••••••••••• _____ ·····1 1° 

Silver ....... ,~. ,,,,,,,,,,,,,, .. ,,.,, •.••.•••• ,,/,••----··-•••• .. ••••• ..................... . 1• 

Endrin ··········-·· ·······•·······-···"·--l······-·---· ...... ,_ ............. , 
Lindane ......................................................................... ,.,_,_, 

Methoqchlor .......................... _,,,,_ .... ,.,,.,_ ........................... , 

Toxaphene ••••• 

2,4-0 ...... ············-·•··················-·-----............................. , 100 

2,•,5-TP ·-·-·············L .................... 1 ................................. - .... -.I 100 

Uracil, 5-[bis(2· 
chtoroethyl)amlnoJ·. 

66751 I Uracit mus1ard .................... I 1• 

Uracil mustard •• 66751 I Uracil, 5-[bll(2. 1• 
chloroelhyt)amlno1·. 

Uranyl acetate .. 541093 5000 

800 

Statutory 

Codot 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

• 
1,4 

1.4 

1,4 

1.4 

. 1,4 

1,4 

4 

4 

ACRA 
Waste 

"~"" 
U235 

U236 

0001 

0002 

0003 

0004 

0005 

0006 

0007 

0008 

0009 

0010 

0011 

0012 

0013 

0014 

0015 

0016 

0017 

U237 

U237 

Ca\ogo
ry 

v 

x 

x 

B 

B 

B 

x 

c 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x 

x 

x 
x 
x 
x 

B 

B 

x 

x 

D 

Flnel RO 

Pounds{Kg) 

,, {0.454) 

1#! (0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45 . .() 

11 (0.454) 

1000 (454) · 

1# {0.454) 

1# (0.6t} 

1#1 (0.454) 

1 {0.454} 

,,, (0.454) 

1 (0.454) 

1 (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1 (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

,, (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

500011 (2270) 

Environmental Protection Agency 
§ 302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES ANO REPORTABLE OUANTITiES
Contlnued 

[$ee footnotes at end ol T~le 302.4] 

Hazaritoua Subslance 

Uranyl nitrate •••... 

\/anacfic acid, 
ammonium sail 

CASRN 

10102064 
36478769 

Regulatory Synonyms 

7803556 I Ammonium vanadale . 

Vanac:IUTIM oxide ••••••.•••. ./ 1314621 f Vanadium pentoldcle ... 

Vanadium penlOJrlde .......... , 1314621 I VanadiumM oxide ... . 

Vanadyl sulfate .......... - ••••. 2n74136 -····--.................................... . 

108054 

RO 

5000 

1· 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1000 
Vinyl acetate ____ ,_,.,.

1 Vinyl chloride.--..... - ...... . 750141 Ethe~, chtoro- .................. , 1• 

75354 1, 1·Dichloroethylene.......... 5000 Vlnylklene chloride .......... . 

Warlarin ...................... - ...... .. 

Xylene (mixed) .......... - ....... , 
~ .. .. 

81812 

1330207 
108383 

95476 
106423 

Ethene, 1.1-4lchloro-

3-{a1pt\a
Acetonytbenzyl)"4· 
hydroxycoumarin and 
salts. 

Benzene.dimethyl •••••••.••..•• , 
~ .. .. 

Xyl9nol ............................... .I 1300716 , ................... . 

Yohlmban-16--earboxy11c 
acid, 11, 17-dlmell'loxy. 
1fl..[(3,4,s; 

50555 I Aeserplne ......... . 

~OX)']· 
, methylester. 

ZinC'tt ............................... .I 7440666 ............................................... . 

ZINC AND 
COMPOUNDS. 

....................................... - ....................... . 

Zinc acetate ........ - •••.••••••• ; 557346 ........... _ ............................... .. 

Zinc ammonium chloride .. I 52628258 1..... . ................................. _ .... , 
14639975 
14639986 

Zmc borate.·-~--.. ··--· .. 11332076 

Zmc bromlda ...................... 7699458 

Zmc cafbonale................... 3486359 

Zinc chloride....................... 7646857 
1 
.............. .. 

Zloc cyanide....................... 557211 

Zine fluoride....................... ns3495 

Zinc formate ····-........... _.,! 557415 

Zinc hydrosulfite ·-............ / 7779864 

801 

1· 

1000 

1000 

1· 

1" 

1• 

1000 

5000 

1000 

5000 

1000 

5000 

10 

1000 

1000 

1000 

Statutory 

Codot 

1.• 
1.• 

2,3,4 

1,2,4 

4 

1.4 

2 

2 

1,4 

ACAA 
Waste 

Number 

P119 

P120 

P120 

U043 

U078 

P001 

U239 

U200 

P121 

Catego
ry 

D 

c 

c 

c 

c 

D 

x 

D 

B 

c. 

c 

D 

x 

c 

D 

c 

D 

c 
D 

A 

c 

c 
c 

Fina,! AO 

Pounds( Kg) 

5000## (2270) 

1000 {454) 

1000jl/J (454) 

1000#.61 (454) 

1000## (454} 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

5000# (2270) 

100 {45.4) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

5000 (2270) 

1## (0.454) 

1000## (454) 

5000## (2270) 

1000## (454) 

5000#fl (2270) 

1000## (454) 

5000## (2270) 

10## (4.54) 

1000## (454) 

1000## (454) 

1000##! (454) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

(See footnotes at end of Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance 

Zinc nitrate ...... 

Zinc; phenolsu!fonate •... 

Zinc phosphide .. 

Zinc sllicoOuoride .. 

Zinc sulfate ... 

Zircooium nitrate ... 

Zirconium potassium 
flUOride. 

CASRN Regulalo!y Synonyms 

1nsase 

127822 

1314847 

16871719 •·· 

7733020 

13746899 

16923958 

Zirconium sulrate •........... .1 14644612 

Zirconium tetrachloride ••. .110026118 1_ ... ··-······ .. ···-··-· .. ·•·••· 

Foo1.. ............. .. .... r 
The following spent 

halogeoated 
solvents used in 
degreasing and 
sludges from the 
recovery of these 
solvents in 
degreasing 
operations: 
(al 
Tatrachloroe~
lene. 

(b) T richloroethytene ., 
(c) Methylene 

chloride. 
. (d) 1,1,1· 

Trichloroelha!'le. 
{BJ Carbon 

tetrachloride. 
(f) Chlorinated 

fluorocarbons. 

F002.-....... . 
The following spenl 

halogenated 
solvents and the 
still bottoms from 
the recovery of 
lhe$e solvents: ,., 

Tetrachloroethy
lene. 

(b) Methylene 
Chloride. 

127184 

79016 
75092 

71558 

56235 

(N.A.) I-·---···-······-··················•··•·' 

·······---··--l-·-·--··-·"-··················' 

127184 

75092 

1~: ~~~'.oroethylene.. i~~ !:::::::::~~::::::::::::::::::::::] 
T richloroelhane. 

(e) Chloro~nzene..... 108907 ............................................... , 

{I) 1.1,2-Trichtoro- 76131 ·-··· .. ··-·-···-·-··········-.. ·········I 
1.2.2-
trifluoroethane. 

(g) 0- ) 106467 /-········ ... ········--··-··················' 
Oichlorcbenz8fle. 

802 

SlalutOfY 

AO Cod•t 

5000 

5000 

1000 1,4 

5000 

1000 

5000 

5000 

5000 

5000 .. • 

1· • I 

ACAA 
Waste 

"""""' 

P122 

F001 

F002 I 

Ca

"' 
D 

0 

c 

0 

c 

D 

c 

0 

0 

x 

x 

c 
c 

c 
D 

0 

x 

~ 

x 

c 

c 
c 

s 
D 

• 

Final AO 

PoundsjKg) 

5000## (2270) 

5000(/fl (2270) 

1000## {454) 

5000##(2270) 

1000## (454) 

5000 (2270) 

1000 (454) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

1# (0.454) 

111 (0.454) 

10001 (454) 
1000 (454) 

1000 {454) 

5000# (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

11 (0.454) 

1# I0.454) 

1000 (454) 

1000# (454) 
1000 1454) 

100 (45.4) 
5000 (2270) 

100 (45.4) 

Environmental Protection Agency §302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES-
Continued 

[See footnotes at end of Table 302.41 

Hazardous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonyms . 

(h) 
Triehlorofluoro
methan&. 

75694 ··-·--·-··· 

F003 ............................•... ·+······-·-····-···•········ . 
The loUowing spent 

non-halogenated 
solvents and the 
still bottoms from 
the recovery of 
these solvents: 
(e) Xylene .................... , 
(b) Acetone •••••••••••••••. 

1330207 
67641 

(c) Ethyl acetate ......... 1 
(d) Ethylbenzena •.•.• _' 
(e) Ethyl ether ... ,_ 
(f) Methyl lsobutyl 

141786 I· ..... ._ .................................... . 

ketone. 
{g) n-Butyl alcohol •••••• , 
(h} Cyclohmlnone .... . 
{i) Methanol ................. ', 

F004---··---·---··-·I 
The following apen1 

non-halogenated 
solvents and the 
stilt bottoms from 
the recovery 01 
these solvents: 
(eJ CresolslCresyllc 

acid. 
(bl Nilrobenzane ...... .. 

100414 
60297 

108101 

71363 
108941 
67561 

1319773 

98953 

FOOS .................................... ~ ........ . 
The following &penl 

non-halogenated 
sol11ents and the 
still bottoms lrom 
the recovery or 
these solvents: 
(a) Toluene ................. ! 108883

1 
................. . 

(b) Methyl ethyl 78933 ................... . 
ketone. 

(c) Carbon disumde .. 
(d) lsobutanol .... - ....... , 
(e) Pyridine. _____ ,_ ... 1 f~:11:::::: .. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::_· 

803 

Statutory 

AO Codot 

1· 4 

.. 4 

1· 4 

I 

RCRA 
Waste 

""""" 

F003 

F004 

FOOS 

I 

Cal

"' 
0 

• 

c 
0 
D 
c 
B 
D 

D 
D 
0 

x 

c 

c 

x 

c 
D 

D 
0 
x 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

5000 (2270) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 (454) 
5000 (2270) 
5000 (2270) 
1000 (454) 
100 (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 {2270} 
5000 (2270) 
5000 (2270) 

HJ# (0.454) 

1000# (454) 

1000 (454) 

1## (0.454) 

1000 {454) 
5000 (2270) 

5000# {2270) 
5000 (2270) 
1## (0.454) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

· Hazardous Svbstance 

F006 ... 
Wastewater treatment 

sludges from 
elecl!opla!ing 
operations SllC(lpl 

from ttie following 
processes: (1) 
sulfuric acid 
anoCrzing ol 
llluminum; (2) tin 
plating on carbon 
Sleel; (3) zinc 
plating (segregated 
basis) on carbon 
steel: (4) aluminum 
or zirle.aluminum 
plating on carbon 
steel; (5) cleaning/ 
SlfWOg a$SOClaled 
with tin, zinc and 
aluminum p!allng on 
carbon steel: and 
(6) chemical etching 
and rTUlling ol 
aluminum 

F007 ·······-··· 
Spent cyanidlil plating 

bath soluOOns from 
electroplating 
operations (e~cept 
tor preciOus metals 
electroplating spent 
cyanide plating balh 
solutions) 

F008 ...... . 
Plating bath sludges 

from the bottom ol 
plating baths from 
electroplating 
operation& where 
cyanides are used 
in the process. 
{except tor precious -· electroplating 
Plating bath 
sludges) 

F009 ..•••.•. 
Spent stripping and 

cleaning bath 
solutions lrom 
electroplating 
opatalions wtiera 
cyanides are used 
in Iha process 
(except !or precious 
metals 
electroplating spent 
stripping end 
cleaning bath 
solutions} 

CASRN 

., 

CSee footnotes at end of Table 302.4] 

Statutory 

Regulatory Synonyms 
RO Codot 

,. • 

,. • 

,. 4 

,. • 

804 

RCRA 
Wasta 

Number 

FOOS 

F007 

F008 

F009 

ea,_. 
" 
x 

A 

A 

A 

Final RO 

Pounds{Kg) 

1# (0.454} 

10 {4.54) 

to (4.541 

to (4..541 

.... 

Environmental Protedion Agency 
§ 302.4 

TABLE 302-4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[See lootnotes et end of Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance 

F010 .......................... _.,. ··•··· 
Quenching bath 

sludge from oit 
balhs from metal 
heal lreating 
operations where 
cyanides ere used 
in the process 
(except for Precious 
metals heal-treating 
quenching bath 
Sludges) 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyma 

F011 ................. ·-·--·-·······t ·-·-···········!··· ................................. . 
Spenl cyanide 

solutions from salt 
bath pot cleaning 
from metal heat 
treating operations 
(except for precious 
metals heat treating 
spent cyanide 
solutions from salt 
bath pot cleenlng} 

F012 ················•··················t .... -.. -........ 1 .............................................. . Quenching wastewater 
treatment sludges 
from metal heat 
treating operations 
Where cyanides are 
used in the process 
(excepl for precious 
metals heat treating 
quenching 
wastewater 
teeiment sludges) 
I 

F019 .............. -···--·············~·· .......... ····•·· 
Wastewater treatment 

sludges from the 
chemical conversion 
coating ol aluminum 

805 

S1stutoiy 

RO """" 
,. 

4 

,. 
4 

,. 
4 

,. 
4 

AGRA 
Waste 

""-
F010 

F011 

F012 

F019 

Catego
'Y 

A 

A 

A 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.54} 

1# (0.454) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

{See footnote!! at end ol Table 302.4} 

Statulory Anal RC 

Hazardous Substance I 'CASRN I AegulalOfY Synoo.-ms I I I ACAA Catego-AO Codet Waste Pounds(Kg) 
Number " 

F024 ..... ...... ............... .......... ,. 4 F024 x 1N {0.454) 

Wastes, including but 
no! limited to 
distillation residues, 
heavy ends. tars, 
and reactor 
cieanout wastes, 
!rom the production 
ol chlorinated 
aliphatic 
hydrocarbons, having 
carbon content from 
one lo live. utilizing 
free radical 
calal~ed 

processes. (This 
listing does not 
include fighl ands, 
spent filters and 
filter aids, spent 
clessicants(sic), 
wastewater, 
wastewat&f 
ll'aatment sludges, 
spent catatysts,ancf 
W89tes ~sled in 
Section 261.32..) 

K001 .......................... _ ... ,_, ... _ .......... . ......................... _ ... ,_ ......... _. ,. 
Bottom sediment 

4 K001 x ,, (0.454) 

sludge from the 
ireatment ol 
was1ewaters from 
wood preserving 
processes that use 
creosote and/or 
pentachlorophenol 

K002 ................................. ................... .. .............. -............................... ,. • K002 x ,, {0.454) 
Wastewater treatment 

sludge from the 
procll.lction ol 
chroma yeDow and 
orange pigments 

K003 .............................. .................... 
Wastewater treatment 

..---·······--.......................... _ ,. • K003 x ,, (0.454) 

sludge from the 
production ol 
molybdate orange 
pigments 

K004 .................................. ................... 
Wasiewatar treatment 

. ................................................. ,. • KOO< x 1# (0.454) 

sludge from the 

I production of Zinc 
yellow' pigments 

KOOS x 1# (0.454) KOOS ............................. -· ................ ......... -........................................ ,. 4 
Wastewater treatment 

sluOJe from the 
· production ol 
chrome green 
plgment!J 

I I I 

806 

Environmental Protedion Agency §302 .. 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes at and of Tabla 302.41 

Statulory I Final RQ 
Hazardous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

RCAA I AO Codot Waste Catego- I Pounds( Kg' 
Number l'f 

K006 ................................... ................... . ................................... ,. • KOOS I x 1# (0.454) Wastewater treatment 
sludge from the 
Pfoduetion of 
chrome oxide green 
pigments 
{anhydrous and 
hydrated) 

K~:;;;;;i;·;;j;;~1-t··--·· ... - ....... I ....... ·········-·-- .................... ! ,. I 4 I K007 I x I ,,, (0.45<1) 

sludge from the 
production or Iron 
bLe pigments 

K~~-~-~-~;·-,~~·;·;h·;··t···············"·"I""''''• ...................... ············! ,. I 4 I KOOB I x I ,, (0,454) 

production ol 
chrome oxide green 
pigmenls 

K':.;;n;;;;;;;;~;;;;;---t···············1·- ··--·· ··········I ,. 
I 4 I K009 I x I 1# (0.45<1) 

lrOm the production 
of acetaldehyde 
from elhylena 

KOcii~b'.jj;jj;··;_;·;t;"""'t--.. -··· .. ····1 ............................. -................ 1 ,. I • I K010 I x I 1# (0.45<1) 
from the productiO!'I 
ol aceta1dahyde 
from elhylene 

K~-;;;;;;;o;;~····-i---·· ·-t········-·-···-·--·······-······/ ,. I • I K011 I x I ,, (0.454) 

lhe wastewater 
stripper In the 
production or 
acrylonitrile 

"°.::n;;;;;;;;;;;-;;;;;;;···· r- -·· ··-··-·1···· •... ·······----·-············! ,. 
I • I K013 I x I ,,, (0.45<1) 

the acetonltrila 
column In Iha 
production of 
acrylonllrlla 

"°~:.;;.;i;~-;;;;--···r··········--r-· ·--···· · ········---1 ,. 
I • I Kot• I 0 I 5000 (2270) 

acetonitrila 
purification column 
In the Production of 
acrylonitrfta 

K~j't;;;tt-;;;;;·f;;;.-.......... r······ .. --....... t .. -····• .................................. _., 
lhadlstillation or 

,. I 4 I K015 I x ! · ,,, 10.454J 

benzyt chlOride 

807 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[See lootnotes et end of Table 302.4] 

Huardous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonym9 

K016....... . ................. ~ ... ••·· .. +·· ····· ......... 1 
Heavy ends or 

distillation residUes 

·~""' productionol carbon 
tetrach!OOde 

K017 .••••..•... 
Heavy ends (still 

bottoms) lrom the 
purification column 
in the production ol 
epic:hlOl'Ohydrin 

K018 .•••••••.•. 
Heavy ends from the 

fractionatiofl column 
in ethyl chloride 
production 

K019 .••.. 
Heavy ernis !rom the 

distillation of 
ethylene dichloride 
in ethylene 
dichloride 
procluctkm 

K020 ..... ······~················•••·l···················•·· ............... - •...... 1 

Hesvy ands from the 
distillation ol vinyl 
chloride in vinyl 
chklrida monomer 
production 

K021 ..• 
Aqueoua spent 

B11timony catalyst 
waste from 
fluoromethanes 
production 

K022 .• . ................. · ·····-··~··· .............. J ............................................... , 

Distillation bottom tars 
from the production 
ol phenol/acetone 
lrom cumene 

K023 ... 
Distillation light ands 

from the produc!iOn 
of phthalic 
anhydride rrom 
naphthalene 

K024 •.•.... 
Distillation botbms 

from the produciiOn 
ol phlha!ic 
anhydride from 
naphthalene 

·····-···--·························----····-· 

-~-

. ................................... 

808 

Statutory 

RO Codot 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

1" 4 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

K016 

K017 

K018 

K019 

K020 

K021 

K022 

K023 

K024 

Catego. 
~ 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

0 

0 

Final RO 

Pounds{Kg) 

1# {0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

11 (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

I 

5000 (2270) 

Environmental Protection Agency § 302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE OUANTITIES
Continued 

[See footnotes al and ol Tabla 302.41 

Hazardous SubatanCEJ CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

K025 •••••••..•... ·····•··· .......... / ......................................... , 
Oislillalion bonoms 

from Iha production 
of nilrobaniane by 
the nitration ol 
beniane 

K026 ................... . 
Stripping i;;Ull tails from 

the production of 
methyl ethyl 
pyridines 

K027 ····-······· .. ···-· .. ·············~-----···· .. -1 .............................. . 
Centri!uge and 

dlstiOatlon residues 
lrom toluene 
diisoeyanate -K028 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 

Spent catalyst from 
the hydrochlorlnator 
reactor in the 
production ol 1,1,1· 
trichloroelhana 

K029 ·················-.. -----~···-········· .. ·••·I-----·--········ 
Wasta from the 

product steam 
atrippef In the 
production of 1,1,1-
trlchloroethane 

K030 ...................... _____ ~_ ·-···-······)--···-.. - ............................... . 
Column bonoms Of 

1 heavy ands from 
the combined 
production ol 
trichloroelhylene 

""' parchloroathylena 

K031 .................................... ~ .................... l··-······························--------··-
By-product sans 

generated In the 
production of MSMA 
and cacodylic acid 

K032 ••••••....••••••••• ·--···-·-·t····················I·--...................................... . 
Wastewater treatment 

sludge from the 
production or 
chlordene 

K033 .••• ·-·--····-·····----·--·i--· ·····-·······!· ........................................ - ... , 
Wastewater and scrub 

water !ram the 
chlorination or 
cyclopentadlane Jn 
the production of 
chlordena 

809 

Statutory 

RO """'' ,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. • 

,. • 

,. 4 

,. 4 

ACRA 
Waste 

Numbet 

K025 

K026 

K027 

K026 

K029 

"°" 

K031 

K032 

K033 

Ca1ego
~ 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds{Kg) 

1# (0.454) 

lfll (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

,, (0.454) 

,, (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

11 (0.454) 
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TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIE~ 
Continued 

[See tootnotn at end ol Table 302.4] 

HazarOOUS SubStal'ICe 

K034 .. 
Filter solids from the 

filtration ol 
M1<&chlorocyclopen
tadie11E1 in the 
production ol 
chlordane 

K035 .. 
Wastewater ireatment 

sludge!! generated 
in the production ot 
creosote 

K036 •. 
Still bottoms from 

tol1,111ne reclamation 
distillation in the 
production of 
disuHoton 

K037 .•• 
Westewatet treatment 

sludges from the 
prod~nof 
disulfoton 

K038 •••••.••.•...•..•.••• 
Wastewater from the 

washing and 
stripping cl phorate 

""""""" 
K039 •••••.••... 

Fdter calla tom the 
filtration of 
diethylphosphoro
dllhioic acid in the 
production of 
phorate 

K040 ..••• 
Wastewater treatment 

sludge from the 
production of 
phorate 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

K041.. . ........ 1. .................... 1 .................................... . 
Wastewat8f treatment 

sludge from the 
production ol 
toxaphene 

K042 .. 
Heavy ends or 
• distillation residues 

from the distillation 
of 
letrachloroberu:ene 
in the production ol 
2,4,5-T 

Statutory 

RO Codot 

,. • 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. • 

,. • 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. • 

,. • 

810 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

K034 

K035 

K036 

K037 

K036 

K039 

KO<IO 

K041 

K042 

Catego
~ 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Final RC 

Pounds(Kg) 

1(/ (0.454) 

1# {0.454) 

1 (0.454) 

1 (0.454) 

1# {0.454) 

1#/I (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# id.454) 

1# {0.454) 

Environmental Protedion Agency §302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

{See foolnoles al end of Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substaoce C"'"N Regulatory Synonyms 

K043 .. 

2,6-0ichlorophenol 
waste from Iha 
production ol 2,4-0 

K044 .......... . 
Wastewater treatmen1 

B!IKlges lrom the 
manufacturing end 
processing ol 
explosives 

K045 ....................................................... ,, ................... . 
Spent calbon lrom the 

treatrnenl ol 
wastewater 
conlalning 

""'"""" 
K048 ........... _ .......... - ........ + .................. 1 ............................................. , 

Was!ewater treatment 
sludges from the 
manufacturing, 
loonulation and 
loading of lead
based Initiating 
oom'°"""' 

K047 .................................... ~ .................... 1 ............................................. . 
Pink/red water from 

TNT operations 

K048 .................................... ~ ................. + .................................... , ... _ ... , 
Dissolved air flotation 

(OAF) float from the 
petroleum refining 

"!'-
K049 .................. ---·--t .. -.............. 1 ............................................... . 

Slop oil emulsion 
solids from the 
petroleum refining -KOSO .................................... t .................... 1--·-................................. .,, 

Heat exchanger 
bundle cleaning 
sludge lrom the 
petroleum refining 

'""'"'"' 
KOS1,, .................................. t .................... 1 .................................. , 

API separator sludge 
lrom the petroleum 
refming Industry 

K052 ............................ - ... -t .................... 1 .. - 0 ......................................... , 

T enk bottoms (lallldad) 
lrom the petroleum 
rerinlng lrnfu1try 

811 

Statutory 

RO Codot 

, . • 

,. • 

,. • 

,. 4 

,. • 
,. • 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

K043 

""' 

K045 

"""' 

K047 

.... 

K049 

KOSO 

K051 

K052 

Cofogo
~ 

x 

A 

A 

x 

A 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

1# (0.454) 

10 (4.54) 

10 {4.54) 

1## (0.454} 

10 (4.54) 

1# .(0.454) 

1fl (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454} 

tll# (0.454) 



§302.4 40 CFR Ch. I (7-1-85 Edition) 

. TABLE 302.4-L\ST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES
Continued 

[See lootnoles at end ol Table 302.4) 

Ha:iardous Substance CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

K060.... . ...... ~... . ... , ............ . 
Ammonia still lime 

sludge from coking 
operations 

K061 •••••••.•... • . ...........• ~ •.•.. 
Emission COfltrol dusV 

sludge from Iha 
primary production 
ol steel in electric: 
f!Jmaces 

K062 ........ . ....... ~... .. ........... 1-·-···············-· .. ··········"·""""""" 
Spent pickle liQUOr 

from steel finishing 
operations 

K069 ••. ......... ··-···· ••• L.. ................ ! ............................................. ! 
EmiSSion control dust/ 

sludge from 
secondary lead 
smelting 

K071 ..• L ............. L _ ............. ....! 
Brine purification 

muds from the 
mercury can 
process in chlorine 
production, where 
saparalely 
prepurifted brine is 
ool"'8d 

K073 .................. ....... l ........ _.L_______ ··-··.I 
Chlorine.led 

hydrocarbon waste 
from the purification 
step of the 
diaphragm cell 
process using 
graphite anoda in 
chlorine production 

KOe3 ...... - .......................... l... . ......... \........................... __ J 
Distillation bottoms 

from aniline 
11xtraction 

K084.... . ............. ~ .................... f···-·-···--·--············ 
Wastewat11r treatment 

sludges generated 
during the 
produc:tion of 
veterinary 
pharmaceuticals 
from arsenic or 
organo-arsenic 
compounds 

··~--~. 

RO 

,. 

,. 

,. 

,. 

,. 

,. 

,. 

,. 

812 

Stalutoiy 

Codo1 

4 

4 

4 

I • 

I • 

I • 

I 4 

4 

I 

I 

RCRA 
Waste 
Number 

KOSO 

K061 

K062 

K069 

K071 

I K073 

I K083 

K084 

I 

Catego
~ 

x 

x 

x 

x 

I x 

I x 

I B 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

1# (0,454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

I ,, (0.454) 

I 1 (0.454) 

I 1# (0.454) 

I 100 (45.4) 

1# (0.454) 

Environmental Protedion Agency §302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES~ 
ccintinued 

{See footnotes at end of Table 302.4] 

Haiardous Substance 

KOOS ••• 
Distillation or 

fractionation column 
bottoms from lhe 
production ol 
chlorobenzenes 

CASRN 

K086 ............................. ·•··· . 
Solvent washes and 

sludges, caustic 
washes and 
sludges, or waler 
washes and sludges 
from cleaning tubs 
and equipment used 
in the loonulation ol 
ink from pigments. 
driers, soaps, and 
stabilizers 
containing 
chromium and lead 

K097 ......................... .. 
Decanter tank tsr 

sludge from coking 
operations 

Regulatory Synonyms 

K093 .................. ·-········-.. ··~················ .. ··I·-····································· .. -·· 
Distillation light ends 

from the producUon 
ol phthallc 
anhydride from 
ortho-xylene 

K094 ·---.. -----·-······-··i----·--"-·-1··----···--........................... . 
Dlstinatfon bottoms 

from the production 
ol phthallc 
anhydride from 

°""""""""" 
; K095 ......................... _____ ~····-·--·········--l--····-········ .. ·-----······----·-·--I 

Distillation bottoms 
from the production 
ol 1,1,1· 
trichloroethane 

K09El_ ................................. ~······--·---·-.. ··I···-------............... - ............... , 
Heavy ends from the 

heavy ends column 
lrom the production 
of 1,1,1· 
trichloroelhane 

• 097--·---·•·•'""""""""""l--'"""•--•l•··--··----·---·•·••·--·---•·•••••••••I 
Vacuum stripper 

d"ISCl\srge from the 
chlon:fane 
chlcrlnator In the 
production or 
chlordane 

813 

Statutory 

RO Codet 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. • 

,. 4 

,. 4 

RCRA 
Waste 
Number 

KOSS 

KOSG 

K097 

K093 

K004 

K095 

""' 

K097 

Catego· 
~ 

x 

x 

x 

0 

0 

x 

x 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds( Kg) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.4S4) 

11# (0.454) 

5000 (2270) 

5000 (2270) 

11 {0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# {0.454) 



§ 302.4. 40 CFR Ch. I (7-1-85 Edition) 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTfflES
Continued 

Hazardous Substance 

K098. 

Untraated process 
wastewater from the 
production of 
loxaphene 

K099 ..•.•.••• 
Untrea1Bd wastewater 

from the production 
ol 2,4-0 

K100 .. 
Waste leaching 

solution from acid 
leaching ol emission 
control dust/sludge 
from secondary lead 
smelting 
(Compcminis of this 
waste are idenlical 
with those of K069). 

K101 •• 
Distillation lar resiOues 

from tile distillation 
of aniline-based 
compounds in the 
production of 
veterinary 
pharmaceuticals 
from arsenic or 
organo-arsenk: 
compounds 

K102 ... ·-······· 
Residue from the utul 

of activated calbon 
for decolorizalion in 
the production of 
veterinary 
pharmaceuticals 
from arsenic or 
organo-arsenic 
compounds 

K103 .. 
Process residues from 

anmna extraction 
from the production 
of aniline 

K104 ..... 
Combined wastewater 

streams generated 
lrom nitrobenzene/ 
anmne 
ch!orobenzenes 

CASRN 

[See footnotes at end of Table 302.4) 

·~"""' 
Regulatory Synonyms 

RO Codot 

,. 
' 

,. 
' 

,. 
' 

,. 
' 

,. • 

,. 4 

,. 
·' 

814 

ACRA 
Waste 

Number 

K098 

K099 

KIOO 

K101 

K102 

K103 

K104 

Catego
~ 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

B 

x 

Final RQ 

Pounds(Kgl 

1# (0.454) 

1# {0.454) 

111 (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

1# (0.454) 

Environmental Protection Agency 
§ 302.4 

TABLE 302.4-LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIE~ 
Continued 

fSee footnotes at end of Table 302.4] 

Hazardous Substance 

K105 .. 
Separated llQueous 

ltream from the 
reactor product 
w11shing step in the 
produclion ol 
chlorobenzenes 

K106 ............................. . 
Wastewater treatment 

sludge lrom the 
mercury cell 
Process in chlorine 
production 

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

Statutory 

RO Codot 

,. 

,. 
4 

RCRA 
Waste 

" ...... ' 
K105 

K106 

Final RO 

Catego. 
Pounds(Kg) 

~ 

---!----·--
x 1# (0454) 

x 1 (0.454) 

t - indicates the statutory source as defined by 1, 2, 3, or 4 below 
1 - indicates that the statutory source for designation of this hazardous &ubstance under CERCLA is CWA Section 311{b)(4) 
2 - ind'icates that the statutory sdurce lor deSignalion ol this hazardous subsWlce Under CEAct.A is ONA Section 307(a) 
3 - indicates that the statulOlY source for designation ol this hazardous substance under CERCLA is CM Section 112 
4 • lndicatas lhal the stalulory source for designation of this hazardous lllbstance under CERCLA is RCRA Section 3001 
t t • no reporting ol releases ol this hazardous substance is required ii the diameter of the pieces of the solid melal 

released Is equal to or exceed! 100 mfctometers (0.004 inches) 
ttt - the Ra for asbestos ls limited to friable forms only 
I - the Agency may 11djust the Ra for radioruclides in a future ru1emaking; until then the staMory 1..pound RO applies 
1 • - indicates lha1 lhe 1..pound Ra is a CERCLA statutory RO 
•• • Indicates that no Ra is belnq assigned to lhe generie or broed claft 
ff • indicatas that the Ra is SUbJOOt to change when the assessment of potential carcinogenicity andfor chronic toxicity is t'.OtnOlel~ 

## ·indicates lhalan alfiusted RO is proposed in a separate NPRM, in today's Federal Register (45 FR 13514, Apr. 4, 1985} 
fffl# • lhe Agency may adjust the RO tor methyl isocyanate In a future rulemllklng; until then the staMory 1-pound RO appfies · 

APPENDIX A-SEQUENTIAL CAS REGISTRY 
NUMBER LIST OF CERCLA HAZARDOUS 
SUBSTANcES 

CASRN Hazardous SUbstance 

50000 I Formalclehyde 
Methylene OXlde 

soon I Azlrino(2' ,3':3,4)pyrroloC1.2·aJlndore-4,7-<llone,B-•ml- l((amlnocarbonyl)oxy)methyl]-
1, ta,2,8,Ba.SIJ.hexahydro-Sa-methoxy-5-methyl. 

Mltomycln C 

50t 80 ) Cyclophoaphamlde 

2H-1,3,2-0xazaphotlphorlne,2-lbls(2-
• chloroethyt)amlnoltelrllhydro-2-oxlda 

50293 ! DOT 
4,4' DOT 
Oichlorodiphenyl trichloroethane 

50328 I Benzo[alpyrene 
3,4·Ben:zopyrene 

50555 l Reserpine 

Yohfmban-1 karboxy1ic acid, 11, 17-dimethoxy-1 B-
{(3,4,5-ll'lm&lhoxybenzoyt)oxy)-,melhyl ester 

51285 I 2,4-0inltrophenol 
Phenol, 2,4-dlnltro-

815 

APPENDIX A-SEQUENTIAL GAS REGISTRY 
NUMBER LIST OF CERCLA HAZARDOUS 
SUBSTANCES-Continued 

CASAN Hazart!oul Substance 

51434 1,2-Ben:zenediol,4·( 1-hydroxy-2-
(methylamino)ethylJ--· 51798 Cmbamlc acid, ethyl ester 

Ethyl carbamata (Urethan) ..... Trlehlotfon 

52857 Famphur 
Phoaphorothlolc Odd, 0,CMfimethyl-0.fp-[(di· 

methylamino)·sulfonyl]phenyl] ester 

53703 Olbenzla.hJanttvacena 
1.2:5,8-Dibenzanlhracene 
Oibenzo(a.hlanthracene .,.., 
Acetamlde, N-9H-nuoren-2.y1. 
2·Acetylaminofluorene 

S41t5 Nicoline end salts 

Pyridine, (S)-3-(1·methyl·2·pyrrolidinyl)-,and salts 

55185 Elhanamlne, N-ettiyl·N·nitroso-
N-NitroSOdiethylamlrw 
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EFFECTIVE DATE: December 29, 1986. 

· 40 CFR Part 302 is amended as 
follows: 

PART 302-DESIGNATION, 
REPORTABLE QUANTITIES, AND 
NOTIFICATION 

1. The authority citation for Part 302 
continues to read i;is follows: 

., 

Authority: Sec. 102 of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. 9602; secs. 311 
and 501(a) of the Federal Water Pollution · 
Control Act, 33 U.S.C. 1321 and·1361. 

2. Section 302.4 is amended by 
revising Table 302.4 to read as follows: 

§ 302.4 Deslgnallon ol hazardous 
substances. 
• • • • • 
Table 302.4;_List of Hazardous 
Substances and Reportable Quantities 

1 Not~The numbers under the column 
headed "CASRN" are the Chemical Abstracts 
Servic8 Registry Numbers for each hazardous 
substance. Other names by which each 
hazardous substance is identified in other 
statutes and their implementing regulations 
are provided in the "Regulatory Syn?nyms" 

column. The "Statutory RQ" column lists the 
RQs for hazardous substances established by 
section 102 of CERCLA. The "Statutory 
Code" column indicates the statutory source 
for desigilating each substance as a CERCLA 
hazardous substance: "1" indic8tes that the 
statutory source is section 311(b)(4) of the 
Clean Water Act, "2" indicates that the 
source is section 307(a} of the Clean Water 
Act, "3" indicates that the source is section 
112 of the Clean Air Act, end "4" indicates 
that the souti::e is RCRA section 3001. The 
"RCRA Waste Number" column provides the 
waste identification numbers assigned to 
various substances by RCRA regulations. The 
column headed "CategorY" lists the code 
letters "X", ''.A", "B", "C", and "D", which are 
associated with reportable quantities of1, 10, 
100, 1000, and 5000 pounds, respectively. The 
"Pounds (kg)" column provides the reportable 
quantity for each hazardous substance in 
pourids and ~ilograms. 

TABLE 302.4 ·LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES 

Hazardous Substanca 
~. 

Acenaphthane ..... - ........ - ..................... ~ ....... ~ ................... : .... .. 

.. 

CASRN 

·03329 
. 

Regulatory Synonyms 
RO 

. 

. ,. 
Acenaphthylene .................... ,., .... .; ... ; .................... ;. ..... ; ............ 208968 .•.• ; ................... : ........................................ ,_ .. .,, ........................ ·:- ·1'" • 

Acetic acid, thallium{!) salt ...................... , .... :.......................... 563688 :nia.mum(1). acetat9_ ...... ,............................................................. 1 • 

.2~n_iino-1·m~thy! benzene .. :·······"'"'."'""'"';''""'"'"''"'""'''"'_'' . ~ 95534 0: To!IJld~ .......... )''"'"""'"""'""""'"'""''""""".., .... ,............... 1 • 

4-Amino-1-mothyl benzene .• ; ................................................... · 106490 p..Toluidlne ........................................ ,_ ........... _ .... ,,;................ t • ' 

Ammonia ........... , ........................ ." ........... :.~ .................... _,.,,~ .... . 1s54.41i 

i Ammonium blnuoride ..................................... ~ ................... : ...... t34t497 

Anthracene ................................................................................ . 120127 

............... ~ ............ ~ .... , ................ ., ................... - .................. , ..... .. 
''"''""!""''"""'"'"'"'"""'"""'""""""""" __ ,,_,,.,_ .............. . 

100 

5000 

,. 
Alltlmony tt ................................ · ........................................ '.._"''" 7440360 ..................................................... : ......... - ........ .;-................. . 1• 

Benzene, hydroxy ................. :................................................... 108952 Phenol .................................................. , __ , .............................. · 1000 

Benzene, pantachtoro·.-...... 1 ............... : ... ., ...... ,, ... _,, .... , ..... _.. 606935 Pentaehlorobenzene.................................................................. 1 • 

Benzene, t,3,5·trlnitto- ...... - ...................................... - ............ 99354 sym-Trlnitrobenzene ................. _ .. _,,,,_ .. ,,_,, .................. ;....... 1• 

Benzo[j,k] rluorene ................ : ................... : ..... : ....... :.. ...... : .. ; ..... , 206440 FluOranthene .................... : ............... ,, .. ____ , .......... ...: .......... ~.. 1 • 

Benzo[ ghllperylene: ......... , ... ; ................ ; ......... - .. - ...... .:.. ... :... 191242 ... : .... :: ... : ... : .......... : ....... : .......................... _ ..... - ....... -.................... 1 • ' 

p-Benzoquinune .................... ; .................................. , .. _,, .... .,.... 108514 1,4-Cyciohext1dienedione,, ... , ................ _ .. ,, ..................... '. .. "" 1 • 

delta • BHC .............. ., .................................. :'.····:, ..................... .. 319S68 ,. 
. Captan ....................... _ .................. ~.............................................. 133062 ................................................................. ~.-..... ~ .......... ~...... 10 

Carbamimidoselenoic acid, .. '.................................................... 630104 Se!enourea .............................................. _,_,,,_,..................... 1• 

Carboii blsutfide .................... : ........................................ .".......... . . 75150 Cart>on disu!lidG .......... _ .... ., ......... ...;,:_,,, ___ ,, ....... :............ 5000 

Carbon disulfide ...... .,. ..................................................... :,,.,_,,,, . _ 75150 Carbon blsullide ...................................... - ................ ~.............. 5000 

Carbonic acid, ditha!lium(I) ~alt ............................................ . 

Cllloroolhane ... .. ................ .,!............... . ............................... . 

Chromic acetate 

Chromic sulfate ........ .. 

Chtomous chloride 

Copper tt ........ 

Crosol(s) 

m· .. , 

O•. 

6533739 Tha1!ium(1) carbonate .......................... - ................................. . 

75003 

1066304 

10101530 

10049055 

7440506 

1319773 Cresylic acid .................................... . 

100394 

95407 

,. 
,. 

1000 

1000 

1000 

,. 
1000 

Statutory 

Godot 

• 
• 
4 

.4 

4 

.1 - • 

•• 
1,2,4 

4 

4 ... 
• 
4 

• 
4 

'" 
'" 
4 

• 

2 

'" 

RCRA 
Waste 

Number 

U214 

U32S 

U353 ' 

........... _,,,,, 

U1B8 

U183 

U234 

U120 

U197 

P103 

P022 

. P022 

U215 

'/"" 

U052 

Cstego
"I 

a 
D 

B 

x 

x 
a 
B 

:·D 

;o 

c 
A 

A 

B 

D 

A 

x 
A 

c 
B 

B 

B 

B 

c 
c 
c 

0 

c 

Final RO 

Pounds(Kg) 

100 (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

too 145.4) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

too (45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

. sqoo 12210> 

1000 (454) 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 

100 {45.4) 

5000 (2270) 

10 (4.54) 

1 (0.454) 

10# (4.54) 

1000 (454) 

100 (45.4) 

. 100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

1000 (454) 

5000 (2270) 

1000# (454) 
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TABLE 302.4 - UST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES ANO REPORTABLE QUANTITIES-Continued 

Regulafcry Synonyms CASRN 
RO 

106445 

CresYuc- ac:id .. ___ .,_, ___ ,_··--··-·-·--·-·-·---· .. •• 1319773 Cresol{s) ....... _ ............... _ ..... '.""-'''" .. .,_,,,, ............... _,_ .... , 1000 

................ -.............................................................. . 108394 

0- ·····---·----·-·---··-·--·----·--·-··· 95487 

~ ............................ ,_ .. ,, ...................... ___________ ,,,,.,, 106445 

CUpriC chloridl-·--·-··---·--·-----·-- 1447394 10 

Cupric sulfate··--·-·-···· .. ---··--·-.. -·--·-·-··_;_· 77569al' !---·-··-----·· .. ·---·--·-··----··-.. ·--·-·· 10 

Cupric. tattrata._, ______ ,, ................. _ ... ,,............................. 815827 ...................... - .................... -.......................... - .............. " ... ~...... 100 

1,.cydohexadienedlona. _____ " ... _ ... ___ , __ • __ ~·, 106514 ~inona-... ·--·--·-----·---·---- 1• 

Olch!Omptt)p811ft· Oichfompropene (mlxttm:r),...................... 8003198 

OichfOropropene(s) .,, ................................................................ 26952238 

2,3-0lchtoropropene (Isomer) .................... ,.,, .. , ...... . 78886 

1,3-(!lch!Ofl)pl'Opene ...................................... ,,, _______ ,, ... ,., 54Z156 Propene, 1,3-<:IJchloro-............................................ , ............... .. 

Olethylamlne ................. ___ ,,,, ....................................... _ ••••• 109897 
\ 

Dtmethylamlne ......... _ .................................. --·----1 124403 Methanamln&,. N-me~-······ ..................................... , ......... .. 

0,0-DimelYill O.p.nllrophe1yl phoaphorothba!e._ ... , ... _ .... . 298000 Met""" porathlort ............... ; ..................................................... .. 

Ethane. peftllidl~ ....... - ....... ---··-·· ...... - ............. . 760:1.J Pentachloroethane: .......................................................... - ...... . 

Ethlon_ .. ,_ .. ,, ............... -······-····~·-··············-·· .......... , .. 5631-22 

5000 

5000 

5000 

fOOO 

UlOI> 

100 

1' 

10 

2-EthoxJelha:A.of ·····-···· .. ·-·······-····--· ....................... -..... 110805. . Ethyleo& glyco4- monoethy+- ether ................................... -....... 1 • 

Ethylan9 gfyo» monoethyt ether··--............. _ ....... -..... 11080& , ~-Elhol!yeihano~ .................................................................. ,,,, .. ' 1• 

Ferric daxtrm ••• ............ -·······-·· .. -·----......................... · 8004l64. Iron. dextian. ••• ......................................................... , ............. . " 
FlUOJ'lllthene-....... _ .................. _ .. ,._., ... ,_ ........ _.............. 206440. Benzotj,klfl~ne. ................................................................. .. " 
Flu~-·--·····-·· .... - ........................... _ ......... - ........... .. 86737 -----·-·-·-···· .. -······"·······-····· .. ·· ......................... . " 
Fulminic.~ mercwy(l1) salt................................................. 626864 , Mercury fufmlnata ... _ ............................................................. · 1• · 

Hexac:hlocapheAe ••• , ................. ~ .. -····--... : ..... _ .. ,_,.,........ 70304 2,Z-Methylenebls(3,4,6-trlchlorophenol} ................................ · 1• 

HydrOQen.suffide., .• , .... ,, •••• _ ............... _:... ............... ,":"'"···:-··"· 1763064 , HydrosulfuJic acid--........ ~............................................... 100> 
Sulfur hydride 

Hydrosulluric acid..................................................................... 7783064 Hydrogen sulfide ...................................... ,................................ 100• 
SUl!ut hydlide. 

Iron dfndrarr ··~ ............... - ....................................... -.............. 0004664 f'etrlc. daxtran ••• ___ ........................................... , ... , ............. . " 
lsoprene, __ ................... - ......... .,.,, ___ ............. - ............ . 78195 ·--------··-··-·········-······ .. ·••• .. ··••·••••• .. ·····"'''-''•"' 1000 

Lead tt --...................... - ............. , ........ ~ ............. -............. 743992-t 1........-.-----·--·-·-··-· .............................................. ,.,,.,. 1 • 

Leaddilofid&._,_, . .,_ ..... - ....... - .... - ....... :............................. 1758954. ______ ,., __ ,,.,,.,, ... ,,.,., •. .,,.,;,.,.,,,....................... 5000 

Lead ilU£11xlrate ............................. -.... _, ... _ •• , ....... ,.,_ ............. 13814965 -------·-·--.................... , ... ., •• ;............................. 5000 

Lead fluQrida.. ................... - •••••• ,_ .... __ ,, ......... - .... .,.,_.... 7783462- -----~ ----.. --......................................................... 100Q 

Lead iodide--···•··············-····· .. -·····---··· .. ······-·---····-·"' 10W1630 

Lead nitlale - ........ , ........ - ........... - .................... - ............. 10099148 

Lead stearute .................... - .................................................... . 

Lead sulfate--·······-· .......................................................... .. 

Lead IUffide_, ........................................................ . 

Lead lhiocyanate ............. - ..................................................... . 

7426460 
1072351 

52652592 
56189094 
15739807 
7446t42 
1314870 

592870 

Mercuric. nilrate ................. - ............. - .................................... · 10045940 

Mercuric sulfate .................................................... . 

MerCUflc !hiocyanate .......................................... ,.,,, 

7783359 

592858 

........................ _., ..................... - ... -------:-·-··-··i·-·""' 
' ..................................... - ............ -·-······-·--·~ !,_ .......... . 

500(} 

5000 

500<> 

500(1. 

5000 

5000'· 

10 

10 

10 

Statutory Final RO 

RCRA 
Code t Waste Catego- Pounds(Kg} 

Numbef rt 

1,4. 

4 

1,2,4 

t.4 

• 
t 

• 
• 
• ... 
• 
• 
• ... 

1,4 

• 
' 
• 
' 
1' 

" 
' 
' 
' 

' 
1· 

U052 

U197 

U084 

U09Z 

POn 

"'"' 
t/359 

035' 

U139' 

""" 

U130 

U135 

....... 11 ....... . 

A 

A 

B 

A 

B 

B 

B 

• 
c 

• 
" 
A 

x 

" 
B 

O' 

A 

B 

• 
B 

D 

B . 

B 

" 
B 

A 

A 

A 

1000# (454) 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.541 

100• (,45.A) 

10 (4.54) 

100# (45.4} 

100 (45.4) 

100# (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

1000(454} 

100 (45.4) 

1 # (0.454) 

10· (4.54) 

1# (0.454J 

f# (0.454J 

stJOO (2270) 

too (45.4J 

500(1 (22701 

10'(4.54J 

100 (45.4J• 

100 (45.4J 

100 (45A) 

5000' (2270} 

100 {45.41 

1 # (0.454J 

100# {45.4J 

tOO' {45.47 

100 (45.4} 

100: (45.4J 

100# (4'5.41 

5000· (22701 

100' (45.4} 

5000 (2270} 

100 (45.4} 

1'0'(4.54)· 

10·(4.54) 

10"(4.54) 



Federal Register / Vol. 51, No. 188 / Monday, September 29, 1986 / Rules and Regulations 34543 

TABLE 302.4 - LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES ANO REPORTABLE QUANTITIES-Continued 

\ Hazardous Substance 

Mercurous nitrate 

Mercury fulminate 

Mercury, {acetato-O)phenyf.. ............................. . 

Melhanamine, N-methyl-.................................... .. 

Methane, ch!oro-...... 

Methyl chloride ................................. , ..................................... . 

Melhyl parathion ..................................................................... . 

2,2'-Methylenebiil{3,4,6-trichloropheno1) ................... - ......... . 

Moooelhylamine ......... - .................. _ .......................... - ........ -

CASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

10415755 

628664 Fulminic acid, mercury(ll) salt ............................................... . 

62384 Phenylmercuric acelate ........................................................... . 

124403 Dimathy1amine ................................... : ..................................... .. 

74673 Methyl chloride ......................................................................... . 

74873 Methane, ch!oro-..................................................................... .. 

296000 O,Q.Qlmelhyl 0-p·nitrophenyl phosphorothioete ................ .. 

RO 

10 

" 
" 

1000 

1• 

1• 

100 

70304 Hexachlorophene .................................. ; ... ; ................. -............ 1 • 

75047 1000 

Peotlldlk>robenzene ................... ___ ............. - ............... _, 006935 Benzene. pentach!Dro-.:...,. __ , ____ ,,,_,.,,,. .. .,_ .. ,,.......... 1 • 

Pantachloroelhane ......... : ..................................................... _,_ 76017 Ethane, penlachloro-.. ___ ,, _____ ,,,. ........ ,_,,,,,__ 1• 

Phenanthrene .............................. - ................. _ ............ ,_ 

. Phenot •• - ................................. , .... _.,,_ .. , ........ _ ................... .. 

Phenylmeret.Jric acotate ....................... "i' .......................... _ 

Phofate ___ ,,,,., . ., .................. ~ .............. -............. _ ................... . 

85018 " 
108952 Benzene, hydroxy-._,,_,.,,....:.---·-·-.. --..... ,_.... 10oo 

62384 MerCtJry, (acetato-O)phenvl-... ~-·--·---.. ·--·--·-- 1 • 

298022 Phosphorodilhloic acid. 0,0-diethyl S.(ethylthlo) ,_,,,,,_,_,_ 1 • 
methyl estet 

Phosphorodithiolc acid, 0,0-dialhyl S.(alhyllhlo) methyl 298022 Phorate .............................................................. _......................... ··1 • 

"""'· . 
Ptumban~, tetraethyl· ......... .,_................................................... ·78002 Tetraelhyl lead ........ ., ......... ,...................................................... 100· · 

Propane, 1,3-dlcl\loro-.............................................................. 542756 1,3·Dlchloropropene .................. ._ .............................. -........... 5000 

';· Pyreoe ................ - .......................................................... _ • .,, ..... . 

Pyridine ................................... - ..................................... ~ ........ .. 

129000 

110861 

1• 

1· 

Pyrophosphoric acid, tetraelhyl ester ............ ; .......... - ....... ·... 107493 Tetraelhyl pyrophosphale........................................................ 100 

Selenious acid.:~........................................................................ 7783008 ....................................................................................................... 1• 

Selenium tt ............................................................................. . 7782492 t• 

Selenlum dioxide .................................................................... .'.. 7446084 Satenium OXldo ....................................................................... ,.. 1000 

Selenium oxide.......................................................................... 7446084 Seten!um dioxide....................................................................... 1000 

Selenourea .......... ; ............... ;...................................................... 630104 Carbamimidoselenolc acid ...... ~................................................ 1• 

Sodium blnuoride ...................... ,_ .................... ,_................... 1333831 ...................................................................................................... 5000 

.................................................. ; ................................................. .. 100 

Sodium selenite .......... - ....... --·---.............................. 10102188 1000 

Sulfur hydride .............................. - ........ - ......... - ....... -......... 7783064 Hydrogen sullida_,,,., __ ,,,_,,,,, .. ,, ___ , .. ,, .............................. , 100 

Sulfuric acid, thallium(I) salt ................. , .................... - ......... . 

Tetraethy1 lead ..................... ,_,., ............................................ . 

Tetraethyl pyrophosphate ...................................................... . 

Thallic oxide 

Thatllum tt. 

7446188 
10031591 

78002 

Hydrosulluric acid 

ThaUlum(I) sulfate .................................................................... . 

Plumbane, letraelhy!- .............................................................. . 

107493 Pyrophosphorlc acid, tetraelhyl ester .................... ~ .............. . 

1314325 ThaHium(lll) oxide .................................................................... .. 

7440280 

Thalllum(t) acetate 

ThaUlum(l) ca~onate .. , .. ,. 

Thel!iumjl) chloride, ..... 

..................................................... 563688 Acetic acid, thelUum(f) saU .................................................... .. 

6533739 Carbonic ecld, dithallium(l) salt ...... 

7791120 

Thal!iumjl) nitrate ...................................... .. 10102451 

Thal!ium(lll) oxide ......................................... . 1314325 Thal lie oxlda ............................................................................. . 

Thallium(!) selenlda ................................................................ . 12039520 

1000 

100 

100 

1· 

1• 

1• 

p 

1• 

1• 

,. 
1· 

. 

Statutory 

Codet 

4 

4 

.~.4 

2,4 

2,4 

1,4 

4 

4 

4 

2 

1,2.4 

4 

4 

4 

1,2,4 

2 

4 

1,4 

4 

2 

"' 
1,4 

4 

1,4 

1,4 

1,4 

1,4 

4 

2 

4 

4 

• 
4 

4 

4 

AGRA 
Waste 

NumbBf 

P065 

P09£l 

U092 

U045 

U045 

P071 

U132 

U183 

U184 

U188 

P092 

P094 

P094 

P110 

U084 

· U196 

P111 

U204 

U204 

U204 

P103 

U135 

P115 

P110. 

P111 

P113 

U214 

U215 

U216 

U217 

P113 

P114 

. 

Calego· 

" 
A 

A 

B 

c 

x 
x 
B 

B .. 
A 

x 
0 

c 

a 

A 

A 

A 

a 

D 

c 
A 

A 

B 

A 

A 

c 

a 

B 

B 

B 

B 

A 

A 

B 

c 

B 

a 
a 

a 

B 

c 

Final AO 

Pounds(Kg) 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 (454) 

1 # (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

100"(45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

10 (4.54) 

1# (0.454) 

5000 (2VO) 

tCOO (454) 

100 (45A) 

10 {4.54) 

10(4,54) 

10# (4.54) 

100# (45.4) 

5000 {2270) 

1000 (454) 

10 (4.54) 

'10 (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

10 {4.54) 

10 (4.54) 

1000 (454) 

100 {45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

10# (4.54) 

10 (4.54) 

- 100 (45.4) . 

1000 (454) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

1000 (454) 
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TABLE 302.4 - LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES-Continued 

Hazardous Substance Regulatory Synonyms CASRN 
AO 

ThalUum(!) sulfate .................... , ................................................ 7446186 Sulfuric acid, lha!Jium(I) salt ................................................ ,... 1000 
10031591 

o-Toluidine ............ , ........................................................ _..;......... 95534 2·Amino-1-methyl benzene...................................................... 1 • 

p-Toluldlne .......... :: ................................. : ........... : .. :..................... 106490 4-Amtno·1·methyj _benzene ...................... : ...•. :......................... 1 • . . 
Trich!orfon ................................ '. ..... : ...................... : .. : ... , ........... .. 52686 1000 

Trlmelhytam_lne ... : ................................. _. ... :"""'-''"•'"'.'"''"\'"'""' 

· sym-Trinltrobenzo'ne ................... :~ .. : ....... .-....... : ... 0. .................. .. 

. 75503 ................................................................................. , ................... .. 

99354 Benzene, .1,3,~trlnltr;,.,, ........... ." ....... ;;,,, ........ : .... :-....... : ....... '.-... :. 

Sta1u1ory 

Code t 

,1,4 

• 
• 

.1 

;-1 

i 

AGRA 
Waste 

Number 

P115 

U328 

U35;3 

U234 · 

unJ.ISted ~attlous .Was_teS CharB_cle~tiC of l:P. To:llicity .. · N.A. ................................................................................ ; ... ~···'."'''•"''"' ............. ; .. ,, .. _ ............ '.-'" ...... ._ ....... .. 

S~len~~ Dot O ••• ·.~ ••• ~ •••••.• : •••••••••••• ' •••••••• :~ • ." •• :.L .. :~········ 
Ur~~ aceta;e ~-~'. ~ .... '. ... ~ .. ; .. ,; ........ : .... ~ .. : ...... .'; .. ;: ... : ... :: .. : ...... :: ... -.. _ ' . -- - , . -_: ·-. ·- __ . 

N.~ 

1541093 

. Uranyl IJlttate •••• ., .... : ....... : ............................... ;..................... 10102064 

.......... ;., .. -: .... _ ................................. ,. .............. _ ................ ;."'.''''""" ,. 
0000 

5000 

. Vanadiu.mM-oxide ......................... :~ ... :..................................... 1314621 Vanadium pentoxlde.; ...... ; ... .,, .................. '. ..... _ .. , .. : ....... :......... 1000 

Vanadium- pentox_lde ...... -.......................................... '.· ... '............. 1314621 VanadlumM oxide ................................ :.................................. 1000 -

Vanadyi sulfiikl ........................ ~ ................. ~ ....... ,; ............... ~ .... 27774136 

Zln_c tf ................. !."''""'"'""•-"''"'':"'"""'-"""'"'""""""'"-""' 7440668 

' Zlrn;: 8cet81e:." ... : .. :.. .. ~ ... : ........... ~._ ................................ ~........... · --557345 

: ;JOO a:mtno'nium ihiqrlde ....... ~ ...... -.:.' ........ _ .... , ... : ... -.: ... · ................ 52628258 

................... '."''"'""','"'""""'"':"""'-"""-'":'"'"'"-"''!"""".'''""' 

........... : ........ : .......... ~ ............. l ... _; ....... ; ... : .. _ .. : .......... ; .... ,, .. : ...... ; . ._, .. . 

Zinc borate .................................................................... '............ 1332076 

1000 

1' 

100.0 
. 50oo . 

1000 

Zinc ~Ide '"!""''"""'"'"'""""''"''. ....... : ........... ._ ............ ', . .,;... 7699450 .. ' ........... ..: ... : ... ~ .. : ................ : .................... ., .. ; ............ ~ ..... :: • .'........... 5000 

Zinc Carbonate: .. : .................... : ... ~.:. ... : ............. ,;;,,, .... ,:;........... 3486359 .. : .. :;.· ...................... .: ....... ; ................ : ... _ .......................................... . 

. Zinc ~h1o~'. ........ ' ...... ~ ....... ,~ .. ~:._ ... '. ... ~ .. ;,,.,,.,;.,,; ... ~: ... ~ .. ~ ...... : . 7646857 .. ; ............................ ;;.;.,.,;.,,, .................................... ; .. ,; .... ~ .......... .. 
· z1nC cyanide ........ '. .. ; ..... :.: ........ : ... .' ....... .' .. ~ .... :'. .. '..~ ........ :~ ...... :~... 557211 ....... - ..... ';'"":'·:-·· ..... : ... ; ... ; ....... _: ... : .... - ..... ; .. _ .. : ...... ; ... _,.,.: ... : ....... . 

· Zmc tiuOttda: ....... ; ... , .................. :.:: .... ; .. : ... : .......... .; ... '. ... .' ...... ,;.... n63495 .. : ....... ~ .......... : ........................ ~ ......... :.: ............... '."'"'""'''."''"""" 

. Zi~ ;onnale ... .' .... ~ .... : .................................. :.:.: ... :~~-: .. :· .......... . 557415 .......... : ............................................... :_ .... '.:'"""'.""''"''".'"''."': .... . 

Ziilc hy-llite.:~ •.• : ........... : ........ - .......................... :................ 7779004 

Zinc nitrate .................................................................... ,............ 7779886 ......... ~;,,, .............. : .............. _ ......... "'~"""''.-"'',""""'":: ..... ,,; .•. :"'" 
Zinc phenolsulf0nate ............................... ~ .... : ......... : ... :............ · 127622 

Zinc phosp!Jjde ..................................................... : .... , ... ·............. 1314847 ""'"'".'"'~'".""""""""''""''"'''"'""""--':"•'""'''""''"""~'"""""''.' 

1000, 

Sooc) 

10 . 

- 1000-

1000 

1000 

0000 

5000 

1000 

Zinc sillc;ofiuoride ................................. - .............. :···"''''"'"""" 16871_719 : .. , ... ;,,.,,,, ........... ; .. ,,;. ...... - ... ~ ....... :,..; ... :., .. ~ ... ·;,,_.,.~ ....... ;,, .. ; ...... ;. ' 5ooo 

zinc sulfate .......................................... : ............. : •• , ... ;: .......... ;.... 7733020 .... _ ............ - ..... , .... !""-:-·· ...... , .... 1 ......... ,_, ................................. .. 

F004 .;.,,., .............. -............................. : ............................. ~ .. : ... : ... , ...... ., ....... : ....................... .' .... ;. ... ~ ..... : ...................... ! ... ~ ...... .' .... : . .;,.,; .... : ........... .. 
The following_ spent non-halogenaletl solvents and 

1he ~m bottoms from the rflCOVery of these 
solvents:·(a} Cresola/Cre$)'11C ·acid (b) 
Nlttobenz8!l9 

; FOOS ........ : ... : ........ : ........ : ............................ ~ .......... :: ....... : .. : ........ .. ::. .......... : •. :: .. : ....... ~~ .............. :: .............. :: ....... : ... : ••• : .. : ..... : .............................. ~ •• 
The followlng apenl non-halogenaled solvents and 

lhe stm bottoms from the recovery 01 lhese 
solvents; (a) Toluene (b) Melhyl e1hyl ketone (C) 
Camon disulllde (d) OObulanOI (e) PyOcline 

F029 .................... ~''."'""~ ..... : ... ,.": ............ :.: ..... '..,:: ................ : .. ~ .... : .. ~ .• : ................................ ; ....... ~ ............. '. .... ; ........ :: .......... ; .......... ;.: ....... ; .. , .• ; •... 
Wastes (except waatewater and spent carbon lrom , 1 

hydrogen chloride puriHcation) from the . / 
production or manufacturing use (as a reactant, '

1
/ 

chemical intermediate, or componenl in a 
fonnulating p1ocesa ) ol tri- or letrachtoropehnol, 
or of !ntemllldiates used to produ~ their 
pesticide derivatives. (Ttus listing does not 
Include wastes from the production ol 
haxach!orophena lrom highly purlfletl 2,4,5-
trichtorophenol.) 

1000 

1' 

1' 

1' 

1 .. 

1,4 

2 

1 .. 

'1 

1.4_ 

'1 

1, 

1 

,1 

.1,4 

•· 

"•: 

4 

P120 

P120 

.................. ; 

··~ ......... : .. .. 

P122 

FOO< 

F020: 

Calego
"1 

B 

x 

x 
B 

B 

A 

A 

B .. 

•· 
C· 

c 

C· 

c 
c· 

·c. 

c 
c 

c . 
c . 

·A. 

c 
c 

c 
c 

0 .. 
cO 

c 
c 

x 

Final RO 

Pounds( Kg) 

100 (45.4) 

1# (0.454) 

1 # (0.454) 

100 (45.4) 

1,00 (45.~) 

10 (4.54) 

10 (4.54) ~. 

_100 (45.4) 

100 (45.4) 

1000'~454) 

1000 (454) 

1CKJ:0_(454) 

1000 (454). 

~CJ<?0_(454J 

1000'(4$4) 

' 1000 (454) . ' ' ' . 
·-tooo·t454J .' 

~. '. ~-~ !~54) : 
1000-(454): 

. .h>, (~.54) 
. 1000 (454) 

. l090.-(454.) 

1oOO '(454) 

!0.00 (_454) 

5000 (2270) . 

100 t415.4L 

5000 (2270) 

~000 (454,J. 

1000# (454) 

.. 10~ (45.4) 

. 1 #· (0.454) . 

' . 
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TABLE 302.4 ·LIST OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES--COntinued 

·:cASAN Regulatory Synonyms 

F021 ............................................................................................ : ....................................................................................... ! 
W,aaios (oxcc?1 wastewater and spaOt carbon from 

hydrogen chloride purification) from lhe 
production Of manufactUrin_g use (as a reactanl. 
Chemical intermediate, Or component ln a 
formulating process ) of pentach!otophenol, or of 
'!nlermadiat~ used lo Produce ns ~efivatives. · · 

F62i .~; ...... : ............ ~ ........ : ......... i .......... : ................ ; ........ : .............................................................................................. , .. , .................. , ... , ........... . 
Wastes (except wastewater and spent carbon lrom 
- hydrogen chloride purmcation) from the 

manufacturing use (as $ reactant, chemical 
intermediate. or compoilent Jn a fomiu!aUng 
process ) o~ tetra·, penta·, or : 
hexachlorobenzenes under alkaline condlUon~ 

F023 ..................... - ................ , ........................................ i.. ................ - ....... ., ...................................... , ..................... - ............................. - ....... .. 
WasteS (excei)t was1eWa1~r and spl'lnl carbon lrOm 

h).'drogen chloride purification) from the 
production QI materials '.on equipm(int pmvlously 
used for the' production Of manulaCturing use {as 

· . a reactant, Chemical intBrmedjote. or compominl 
In a formulating proo:isS) of tri· and 

·!-- tetrachlorophenols_ . (Trils ~s~ng dOea nq_t lnc(ude 
wastes from equipment. used only for the 

. produclkm or use of he:io:achlorophene from highly. 
puriflEid_2,4,5'. trichloro~onol:) "\. 

F026 ......... , ........................... ; ....................... 1 ............................................. ;;· ..... ; ............................ ; ..... .; ........................................................... .. 

, Wastes (except wastewater and spool carbon from 
hydrogen chloride purification) from the 
production of materials on equipment prevtousty 
used for Iha manufacturtng use· {as a reactant, 
Chemical Intermediate, or component in a 

'formulating process} of tetra.,-.penia-. or 
hexach!orobenzene under alkaline conditions; 

~~--: .... ...: ..................... ; ........... ~· .... ~.: .............. : ........................ :.: ........................ ;, ... _., .. , ............. ,_ ..................................... , .... _,..,,_,., ......... : .. 
Oiscaldec:t unused formulations COlltainlng Iii-, tetra· 

\ , or pantachlorophenol or discarded unusod 

.
) lormulatlons containing _compounds derived from 

these chloropheno!s. (This fisting does not 
Include formulations containJng.hexach!orophene 

_ syhtheslz-ed from prepurtlled 2,4,S.lrichlorophenol, 
.as ~ sole component.) · · 

F028 .............................................................. - ..... _, _____ .. ., 
·Residues resulting fmlli the incineration or th&mlal 

l!'ealm_enl of soil contaminated wilh' EPA. 
Hazardous Waste_Noo. F020, F021~ FQ22, F023, 
F026, and F027. 

KO~ ........ : ......... ~ .... : ................... .:. .......... :.: ..... : ........... ~ ......... ~.~; .. 
Strlppirlg sl!H tans from the production of tm1lhvl , 
~~y! pyridines , · · !·-~ 

K039 .......... '., ........... : ....................................... ; ................ , .. , ..... ,. 
:·Finer cake from the·lmraUon of , 

die!hylphosphorodilhibic· acid In the production of 
phorate 

K046 .................................................. .-.:~ .. : ................................ . 
Wastewater treatment sludges from the 

manulacturtng , formulation and looding of lead--
based initiating compounds 

., ..... , ............................... , ........ _,. __ ,.,.,,, .......... , __ ............ _, ........ . 

.................... ........................................................... , ......................... ; ................. 

...................................................................................................... 

.................................................................................................... ,. 

K052 ............................................................................................................................................. , ................................. , ............................ .. 
.Tank bottoms (leaded) from the petroleum refining 

Industry 

K087 
Decanter tank tar sludge from coking Opefations 

K111 
Product washwa!ers lrom the production of 

dinitrotoluene via nitration ol toluan&. 

K112 ............................... . 
Reaction by·producl water from lha drying column 

in the productmn of to!uenadiamine via 
hydrogenation of dinitro~oluene. 

K113 ......................................................................................................................... . 
Condensed liquid light ends from lha purification ol 

toluenediamine in tha production of 
!oluanediamine via hyd1oganntion ot 
dinitro101uene. 

Statutcwy 

AQ · Codo t 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

,. 4 

1' 4 

1' 4 

, . 4 

1' 4 

1' 4 

1' 4 

,. 4 

1' 4 

1' 4 

,. 4 

.ACRA 
Waste 

"""""" 
F021 

F022 

F023 

F026 

F027 

F02B 

K026 

K039 

K046· 

K052 

K087 

K111' 

K112 

. K113 

Ca!ego

"' 
x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

-x 

c 

A 

.. 
A 

x 

x 

x 

Final RQ 

Pounds(Kg) 

I# (0.'454) 

1 # (0.454} 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) 

1# (0.454) . 

1# (0.454) 

1000 (454) 

10 (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

10# (4.54) 

100 (45.4) 

1_# (0.454) 

1 # (l?.4.54) 

. t #' (0.454) 
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TABLE 302.4 • LISTOF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND REPORTABLE QUANTITIES-Continµed 

... 
. K114 ................. , .•..•..•....•.•............. '.''':·· .......... _ .......... _ ................. . 

Vlclnals fiom the purlllcation of to!uenediamlne Jn 
the production ol totuanedlamine via 
hYd10genation of dlnitrotoluene. 

·_9ASRN Regulatory Synonyms 

K115 ...... - ........................................................................................................................................................................................................... ~ 
Heavy ends from the puri!ication of toluenediamine 

in the production ol toluenediamine via 
hydrogenation of dinltrotoltJene. 

1<116 ...•...............• : .................... : ........................................ :: ................................................................................................................................ . 
Organic condensale lrom the solvent recovery 

column ln the production of toluene dilsocyanate 
via phosgeoation of loluenediamine, 

1<117 ........................................................................................ . 
Wastewater from the reaction van! gas scrubber in 

the production of ethylene bromide via 
bromlnation ol ethane. 

. 

1<116........................................................................... . .............. ,. ....................................................... ; ................................................ . 
Spent absO!bB.nt solids from purillcatiori ol ethylene 

dlbromide In the production of ethylene 
dibromide. 

Kt 36 ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .. 
Still bottoms from the purification of ethylene 

dibromide In- the production ol ethylene dlbromlde 
via brominatlon of ethane. ' 

RO 

" 
,. 

,. 

1'. 

, .. 
,. 

Stalu1ory 

""""t 

' 

' 

' 

4 

' 

' 

AGAA 
Waste 

Number 

K114 

K115: 

K116 

K117 

KHO 

. 

Final AO 

Pounds(Kg) 

.. X" 1#.(0.4541. 

• 

x· 1°# (0.454) 

x 1 # (0.454). 

x 1 # (0.454) 

x __ -. 1# (0.454) 

x • 1# (0.454) 

t · 1nd1catos the statutory source as defined by 1, 2, 3, or 4 below . -- ... 
tt · no reporting of releases of this hazardous substance Is reQuired If the diameter ol the pieces of the solid metal released Is equal to or exceeds 100 micrometers (0.004 lnChas) 
1 • indicates thal Iha statutory source !or designation of this hazardous substance under CEACLA is CWA Section 311(b)(4) 
2 • indicates !hat tile Slalutory source !or designation ol !his hazardous subslance under CERCLA Is CWA Section 307(a) 
3 - indicates !hat the·stalutory source lor designation of this hazardous substance under CERGlA is CAA Section 112 
4 - indicates that ttie statutory source for designation ol this hazardous substance ullder CEACLA.is AGAA Section 3001 
1• • indicales that the 1-pound RQ ls a CEACLA slalUtory RQ · _ · · 
••• - Iron dextran was designated as a hazardous substance under CERCLA solely because ol_ Its fisting as a hazardous waste under SecliOn 3001 of AGAA The Agency recently 

proposed to delist Iron dei..tran under ACAA(50 FA 46468-46470, November 8,1985). The Agency has also proposed to delis! Iron dextran from Table 302.4 ol. 40 CFA 302.4 and thereby 
remove Its designation as a CERCLA hazardous substance. -- .- ' . · · _ . . 1 • _ ._ _ • 

•• •• - Uranyl aei!late end uranyl nitrate currently are being evaluated for their" radioactive properties. Their Ras 'may be further adjusted In a lulure rutemaking adjusting the AO ol 
radionuclides. · · ' , · · · · · 

# - indicates that the AQ Is subject to change when the assessment .of potential .carclnoger:iiclty and/or chronic toxjcity Is comple~~ 

APPENDIX A • SEQUENTIAL GAS REGISTRY 
NUMBER LIST OF CERCLA HAZARDOUS 
SUBSTANCES 

CASAN Hazardous SUbstance 

52688 Trlchtorfon 

62384 Mercury, (acetato-O)pheny/. 
Phanylmercuric acetatc;i 

70304 He"xach!orophene 
2,2'-Methylenebis(3,4,6-trlch!orophenql) 

74673 Melhano, chtort>-
Methyl chloride 

75003 Chloroothane 

75047 Monoelhylamine 

75150 Carbon blsulfide · 
Carbon disullido 

75503 Trimethylamine 

76017 Ethane, pentachtoro-
Penlachloroelhane 

{8002 P!umbane, lotraothyl-
Tetraethyl lead 

78795 lsoprane 

78886 2,3-0ichloropropono (Isomer) 

APPENDIX A • SEQUENTIAL CAS REGISTRY 
NUMBER LIST OF CERCLA HAZARDOUS 
SUBSTANCES-Continued 

CASRN Hazardous Substance 

83329 Acenaph.thene 

85018 Phenanthrene 

86737 Fluorene 

95487 t>-Croso1 
o.Cresyl!c acid 

95534 o-T o!uldlne 
2·Amino·1-methyl benzene 

99354 Benzene, 1,3,5-lrinltro-
sym-Trinltrobenzene 

106445 p-Ctesol 
P·Cresylic acid 

106490 p·To!uldlne 
4·Amino-1 ·methyl benzene 

106514 p-BenzOQulnono 
1,4·CyclohaxadlanJ;ldlone 

107493 Pyrophosphorlc acid, tetraethyl ester 
Telraethyl p~rophosphate 

106394 m-Cresol 
m·Cresylic acid 

APPENDIX A • SEQUENTIAL CAS REGISTRY 
NUMBER LIST OF CERCLA HAZARDOUS 

. SUBSTANCES-Continued 

GASAN I Hazardous. Substance · 

108952 ! Benzene, hydr~~-
, Phenol 
109897 Diethy!amine 

110805 Ethylene glycol monoethyl _elher 
2·Ethoxyeth8hol . 

110861 Pyridine 

120127 AnthiSciene 

124403 Dimethyl amine 
Melhanamine, N-methyl-

127822 Zi_!Jc phenotsullonate 

129000 Pyrene 

133062 Caplan 

191242 BenzoCghiJperylene 

2Q6440 Bonzo[j,klfluorane 

/ Fluornn\hone 

/208968 Acenaphthylene 

298000 Methyl parathion 
O,O·Dimethyl O·p-nitrophonyl phosphorothloate 



Attachment IV 

Agenda Item G 
1/23/87, EQC Meeting 

Before the Environmental Quality Commission of the State of Oregon 

Proposed adoption of temporary revisions to 
"Definition" OAR 340-108-002(9)(b); 
"Subdivision B: Reportable Quantities" 
OAR 340-108-010(1)(d) and (2) and repeal 
OAR 340 - Division 108 - Appendix I 

Statutory Authority 

Statement of Need 
for Proposed Rule and 
Fiscal and Economic 
Impact 

ORS 466 .205, .640 and .645 require cleanup of spills and releases of oil or 
hazardous materials, including hazardous substances, hazardous waste, 
radioactive material and waste and communicable disease agents, and impose 
strict liability without regard to fault. 

ORS 466.020 and .625 direct the Environmental Quality Commission to adopt 
rules necessary to carry out the cleanup requirements. 

Need for the Rule 

The Department recently analyzed data from 88 spills of oil or hazardous 
materials covering the period October 1 to December 19, 1986. During that 
period only 4% of the spills involved products that spilled in quantities 
between the state and federal reportable quantity level. Twenty-three (23) 
percent spilled quantities greater than the federal and state level. 
Fifty-five (55) percent involved quantities less than the state and federal 
levels. The rest involved oil spilling on land in quantities greater than 
42 gallons. 

In addition, the Department learned that 66% of all initial reports of 
spills and releases are made by someone other than the responsible party. 

Based on these facts, the Department is proposing to revise its reportable 
quantity values to be the same as the federal values in 40 CFR Table 302.4 
as amended prior to January 1, 1987. 

Principal Documents Relied Upon 

ORS Chapter 466 

OAR 340 - Division 108 

40 Code of Federal Regulation - Part 302 

April 4, 1985 Federal Register - Notification Requirements; Reportable 
Quantity Adjustments; Final Rule and Proposed Rule 

May 25, 1983 Federal Register - Notification Requirements; Reportable 
Quantity Adjustments; • • • 

August 29, 1979 Federal Register - Hazardous Substances; Determination 
of Reportable Quantities; Designation; ••• 

March 13, 1978 Federal Register - Water Programs.: Hazardous 
Substances 

March, 1985 - Technical Background Document to Support Rulemaking 
Pursuant to CERCLA Section 102- Volumes 1 and 2 

Fiscal and Economic Impact 

Revision of similar but different state reportable quantity values to make 
them the same as federal reportable quantity values should have a slight 
positive economic impact on all business by making compliance easier. 
Rather than tracking two values, the revision provides for consistency 
between state and federal reportable quantity values. 

SM710.K 



Attachment V 

Agenda Item G 
1/23/87 EQC Meeting 

Before the Environmental Quality Commission of the State of Oregon 

Proposed adoption of temporary revisions to 
"Definitions" OAR 340-108-002(9)(b) 
"Subdivision B: Reportable Quantities" 
OAR 340-108-010(1)(d) and (2) and repeal 
OAR 340 - Division 108 - Appendix I 

) Land Use Consistency 
) 
) 
) 
) 

The proposed rules do not affect land use as defined in the Department's 
coordination program approved by the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission. 

SM710.L 
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Attachment v .L 
Agenda Item G 
1I23187 EQC Meeting 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON ••• 

WHO IS 
AFFECTED: 

BACKGROUND 

WHAT IS 
PROPOSED: 

WHAT ARE THE 
HIGln.IGHTS: 

HOW TO 
COMMENT: 

WHAT IS THE 
NEXT STEP: 

811S.W.6th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

11/1/86 
SM710.M 

Proposed Rules Amending Spill Cleanup Requirements 

Date Prepared: 
Hearing Date: 
Comments Due: 

1/8/87 
1/23/87 
1/23/87 

Persons who manufacture, produce, distribute, store, handle, 
transport or otherwise use oil and hazardous materials including 
hazardous substances and hazardous waste. 

Persons owning or having control over oil or hazardous materials 
that is spilled or released must report the spill or release if a 
certain quantity is spilled or released. The current reportable 
(RQ) quantity level is similar to but lower than comparable federal 
levels at all but the one pound level. Wherein EPA uses levels of 1 o, 
100, 1 ,000 and 5,000 pounds, the Department used l, 10, 100 and 500 
pounds. 

Adopt a temporary rule to revise state reportable quantity levels to 
be the same as federal reportable quantity levels in 40 CFR Table 
302 .4. 

The Department just completed a detailed analysis of its reportable 
quantity rules. Of 88 products spilled or released during the period 
October 1 and December 19, 1986 only three incidents involved 
quantities between the state and federal number. Since so few spills 
are affected by the state's lower levels, and since different rules 
make it more difficult for business to comply with environmental 
regulations, the Department is proposing to adopt the federal 
reportable quantity levels. 

A Public Hearing to receive oral or written comments is scheduled for: 

Friday, January 23, 1987 
10: 00 a. m. 
DEQ Portland Headquarters 
811 S. W. Sixth Avenue 

Written comments may be submitted at the Public Hearing or mailed to 
DEQ, Hazardous and Solid Waste Division, Attention: Richard P. Reiter, 
811 S. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, OR 97204, and must be received by 
close of business (5:00 p.m.) on January 22, 1987. 

After the Public Hearing, the Environmental Quality Commission may 
adopt as recommended, amend and adopt, or take no action. 
Within 180 days the Department will hold additional public hearings 
to make this proposed temporary rule permanent. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMA T/ON: 
Contact the person or division identified in the public notice by calling 229-5696 in the Portland area. To avoid long 
distance charges from other parts of the state, call 1-800-452-4011. 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
MliH!Og{~9lSCXli!~llil'.llli9:X~~X>:IRJSil.2CN' 

900{~\!ll~lD5tM~ENXJEIXll!0~;xoacmli1Dll PHONE (503) 229-5696 
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, OR 97204 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item H, January 23, 1987, EQC Meeting 

Informational Report: Eagle-Picher Minerals, Inc. 

Background 

During the Public Forum at the December 12, 1986 Environmental 
Quality Commission Meeting, concern was raised by members of the public 
regarding noise and air pollution levels emitted from Eagle-Picher 
Minerals, Inc •• This report addresses those concerns. 

Eagle-Picher Minerals, Inc. operates a diatomaceous earth processing plant 
on 300 acres approximately 7.5 miles west of Vale, Oregon. Natural 
diatomite consists mainly of the siliceous shells of fossilized 
single-celled aquatic plants. The raw material is mined approximately 
65 miles west of the plant and trucked to the site where it is processed 
by drying, flux-calcining, and sizing into a finished product. After the 
unloading of the raw material and initial grinding, the process is 
contained within a closed system. 

The finished product is used as a filtration media. In this application, 
diatomite is added to a liquid for purpose of removing suspended solids 
and producing brilliant clarity. Typical uses include the filtration of 
sugar juices (beet, cane, corn), fruit juices, edible oils and fats, other 
foods and beverages, pharmaceuticals, potable water, beer and wine. 

The facility has been a concern of the neighboring residents since the 
announcement of the intended installation. These concerns included air 
pollution and noise. 

Air Quality 

The Department's Air Contaminant Discharge Permit was issued to ensure 
compliance with applicable Air Quality standards necessary to provide 
protection of the public. The permit was issued in August 1984 and 
production commenced in July 1986. 
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The company has installed a high level of particulate emission control 
at their facility. All baghouses have been performance tested, as required 
by their permit, and are well below permitted limits. 

Since the startup of this facility a number of breakdowns and fugitive 
emission problems have arisen which resulted in complaints from adjacent 
property owners. These discharges have required Departmental action to 
ensure compliance with the air permit limits, and to address 
the health concerns raised by the neighbors. 

At the December 12, 1986 Environmental Quality Commission meeting, comments 
were received from Mr. William Schneider who owns property adjacent to and 
north of the plant. Mr. Schneider's residence is located approximately 
3,500 feet horizontal distance on a bluff approximately 185 feet vertical 
distance above the plant. Comments were also received from Mr. Jack Torrey 
whose residence is north easterly at a horizontal distance of approximately 
3,900 feet and a vertical distance of 120 feet above the plant. 

In response to correspondence received from Mr. Schneider regarding his 
concerns, the Department advised him of our current program status by 
letter dated December 10, 1986 (Attachment I). Mr. Schneider again 
expressed his concerns to the Department by letter dated December 20, 1986 
(Attachment II). 

Following startup of the facility in July 1986, the Department conducted a 
number of plant-site inspections. These inspections have identified a 
number of practices and start-up problems which have resulted in 
diatomaceous earth and finished material becoming wind-entrained, causing 
public complaint and concern for health. These fugitive dust problems have 
resulted from conveyor leakage, uncovered dust containers, plugged product 
transfer lines, careless handling of cleaned up material, open truck 
loading of reject material, kiln flame-out and inadequate attention to 
clean-up of spilled material. These violations result in unquantified 
but clearly unacceptable emission levels. Because the emissions from these 
fugitive sources and upset conditions cannot be quantified, the Department 
cannot perform any meaningful impact analysis of those emissions. Even so, 
they are clearly a permit violation which must be corrected. The 
Department's position has been to require strict compliance with the permit 
limits, including those limits regulating fugitive emissions and plant 
upset conditions. 

As a result of the Department inspections, the company was issued a "Notice 
of Violation" on September 10, 1986 and a five-day Notice of Intent to 
Assess a Civil Penalty on November 21, 1986. In response to these 
enforcement actions the company requested a meeting with Departmental staff 
which was held on December 18, 1986. At that time the company outlined 
a program they felt would achieve compliance (Attachment III). 

Eagle-Picher has completed 16 of the items listed which addressed the 
Department's concerns. Three additional major items have received 
corporate funding approval and engineering has been completed. 
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The Department believes that these emission reduction actions will allow 
Eagle-Picher to attain compliance with permit conditions. However, the 
company's continual attention to all plant areas will be needed to maintain 
this status. The Department will continue to inspect and observe plant 
operations and take whatever action is necessary (including the assessment 
of civil penalties) to assure continual compliance. 

At the Department's request the company is currently working with 
consultants to establish an ambient particulate sampling program to 
quantify ambient impact levels. 

Noise 

With respect to noise control, Eagle-Picher is subject to the Department's 
rule for new industrial noise sources referenced in OAR 340-35-035 (1) 
(b) (B) and was informed of this requirement on February 23, 1984, prior 
to plant construction but during the planning process. 

This rule applies only to industrial sources which locate on previously 
unused sites and limits noise emissions to 10 decibels (dBA), above pre
existing ambient L50 and L10 noise levels (L50 and L10 are levels which are 
equalled or exceeded 50% and 10% of any hour) at noise sensitive properties 
(i.e. residential). 

The rule's primary purpose is to protect existing noise sensitive 
properties in tranquil settings, such as rural Malheur County, from 
unreasonable exposure to excessive noise caused by new commercial or 
industrial activities. 

In response to public complaints of excessive noise, and pursuant to the 
above referenced rule, the Department required Eagle-Picher to submit 
ambient sound levels with plant activities halted to simulate pre-existing 
ambient conditions. These data were submitted and analyzed. 

Based on the information submitted, the calculated mean ambient noise 
levels for the hours of 1 a.m. to 5 a.m. (Quietest hours during the 
sampling period) are L50- 28 dBA and to - 34 dBA. Using this data base, 
the Department has established maximum nighttime allowable statistical 
noise limits for source operations as follows: 

Nighttime Sound Pressure Limits at Nearby Residential Property 

L1- 60 dBA 
L10- 44 dBA 
L50- 38 dBA 

It is important to note that every 10 decibel increase above a reference 
sound level is subj actively heard as a doubling in loudness. More 
specifically, a 10 decibel increase doubles the perceived loudness level, 
a 20 decibel increase is perceived as four times as loud, etc. The 
allowable performance levels set forth above as required by OAR 340-35-035 
(1) (b) (B), provides for a two fold increase in loudness above the 
previously existing ambient sound levels. 
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The data submitted suggests that Eagle-Picher' s facility presently exceeds 
these standards by a margin of 9-12 decibels (twice as loud as the 
standards), In comparison, the current impacts exceed previously existing 
ambient levels by 19-22 decibels, or in subjective terminology, the plant 
generates sound levels approximately four times louder than those 
indigenous to the area, 

Eagle-Picher Noise Levels at Residential Property (Swancutt's) 
October 14, 1986, 2 a,m, 

Li- 56 dBA* 
L10- 53 dBA* 
L50- 50 dBA* 

* Reportedly not all fans were in maximum operation and no railsiding 
operation. 

Eagle-Picher has shown a good faith effort by retaining an accoustical 
consultant, submitting the requested data and by preparing a noise 
compliance program. This program consists of a noise control plan and 
time schedule for attaining compliance with allowable noise limits, The 
company's compliance proposal is included with this report as Attachment 
IV. 

The program is in progress and is designed to mitigate noise from seven (7) 
major noise sources as follows: 

1. Fan rotational speeds were reduced or fan wheels were changed to 
reduce noise by November, 1986. 

2. Order silencers for the seven major sources by February 15, 1987. 
Install the silencers on or before May 15, 1987. 

Mitigation of several secondary noise sources will be accomplished as 
needed according to the following schedule: 

1. Install noise barriers around rotary positive displacement blowers by 
March 31, 1987. 

2. Repair "scraping or screeching" noise from two (2) screw conveyors by 
March 31, 1987. Other mechanical noises would be addressed as they 
occur in an ongoing maintenance program. 

3. Install silencers on small bin vent fan, and other small fans by May 
15, 1987. 

Eagle-Picher's acoustical engineer predicts in his report that control of 
the major noise sources will result in noise levels of 38 to 42 dBA. Full 
implementation of the compliance plan including secondary source controls 
is predicted to result in emission levels at DEQ's allowable limit on 
residential property of L50 - 38 dBA. Their engineering consultant 
estimates noise compliance expenditures ranging from $80,000 to $120,000. 



EQC Agenda Item H 
January 23, 1987 
Page 5 

Eagle-Picher has said that all noise reduction components will be insta.lled 
by May 15, 1987 and that final adjustment and inspection of the controls 
will be completed by May 31, 1987. Upon completion of the Company's 
compliance effort, staff will perform a site investigation to determine 
the compliance status of the facility pursuant to all applicable Rules and 
Standards. 

SUMMARY 

1. There have been significant fugitive dust violations emitted from the 
Eagle-Picher facility. Noise levels exceed the Department's Rules. 

2. Citizen concerns have been expressed regarding air quality and noise 
levels. 

3. The Department has initiated enforcement proceedures for air quality 
violations and requi.red the submittal of a noise control plan. 

4. Eagle-Picher has initiated measures to control air emissions which the 
Department believes will result in compliance. 

5. Compliance with the noise standards will be a difficult task 
considering the margin of non-compliance. Eagle-Picher has, however, 
committed to a noise reduction program which includes control measures 
we believe may result in compliance. Upon completion of these control 
measures, the Department will confirm the compliance status of the 
Company. If non-compliamce is determined, the Department will request 
that the Company take additional corrective action. It would not be 
the Department's intent to support a variance request from the Company 
until all feasible control measures have been implemented. 

Director's Recommendation 

The Department intends to continue to 
both Air Quality and Noise standards. 
initiated if necessary to ensure that 

require Eagle-Picher to comply with 
Further enforcement action will be 

compliance is achieved. 

It is recommended that the Commission co~r [\n this course of 

~sen 

Attachment I. 
Attachment II: 
Attachment III: 
Attachment IV: 

R. C. Harris :d 
AD58 
229-5259 
January 8, 1987 

Letter to William Schneider 
Letter from William Schneider 
Letter from Eagle-Picher (Air Quality) 
Letter from Eagle-Picher (Noise) 

action. 
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ATTACHMENT 'I • • EQC Agenda I tern 1:1 
January 23, 1987 EQC Meeting 

Department of Environmental Quality 

522 S.W. FIFTH AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND;OREGON 97207 PHONE: 1503) 229-5696 

Wil 1 i am c. Schneider 
Route 1; Box 17 50 
Vale, OR 97918 

Dear Mr. Schneider: 

December 10, 1986 

In response to your 1 etter of September 6, 1986 to Janet Fekete, and 
numerous conversations with Department staff, the Department wanted to 
provide you with the following update concerning the Eagle-Picher facility. 

The Department issued an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for the then 
proposed Eagle-Picher facility on August 30, 1984. This permit contained 
specific air emission 1 imits for the process equipment and al so strictly 
limited fugitive emissions. 

Eagle-Picher began operation in about June of this year. The permit 
allowed the permittee 180 days to demonstrate compliance with emission 
1 imits from process emission points. The company has recently completed 
the compliance tests, but to date we have not received the test results for 
verification. They should be submitted soon. 

Inspections by our Eastern Region office revealed violations of the Air 
Contaminant Discharge Permit concerning fugitive releases of diatomaceous 
earth. 

On-September 10, 1986, the Department is.sued a Notice of Violation and 
requested Eagle-Picher to immediately eliminate these violations. Follcw
up inspections revealed violations similar to the first. On November 21, 
1986, a formal Notice of Violation and Intent to asses civil penalties was 
issued to Eagle-Picher for the continuing violations. More inspections 
will be conducted soon to verify if compliance has been achieved. If 
further viol ati ans exist, the Department is prepared to take increasingly 
stronger enforcement acti ans. 

The Department has reviewed the available 1 iterature concerning the 
potential toxic impacts of silicon dioxide dust. A summary of this review 
is attached for your information. Modelling of the amb.ient concentration 
1 evel s baJied on the permitted 1 evel s yields a worst case concentration of 
34.3 ug/m' (22 ug/m3 at the nearest house). Preliminary commun~cation 
from Eagle-Picher indicates that the fraction of crystalline silica in the 
finished product cou.1 d be up to .. 40 percent. The raw di atomaceous earth 
contains less than one percent crystalline silica. Approximately one-half 
of the permitted emissions come from the finish end of Eagle-Picher 1 s 
process. The worst case ambient concentration of crystalline silica is 
therefore 6.86 ug/m3 (34.3 x 1/2 x .4). The National Institute for 
Occupational Safety and Health CNIOSHl recommends that the permis§ible 
exposure limit for respirable, free crystalline sil 1ca be 50 ug/ni' · 
averaged over a work shift of up to 10 hours per day, 40 hours per 
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week. The worst case modelled levels are therefore far below the 
recommended standard. 

The Department 1 s concern rel ates primarily to the violations th at have 
been observed by the Department and by you and other residents. These 
violations result in unquantified emission levels which, in all 
probability, exceed those 1 evel s analyzed by the Department. Because the 
anissions from these fugitive violations and upset conditions cannot be 
quantified, the Department cannot perform any meaningful analysis of those 
emissions. The Department's position, therefore, is to require strict 
compliance with the permit limits, including those limits regulating 
fugitive anissions and plant upset conditions. 

The Department is continuing to pursue analysis of the Eagle-Picher anissions 
including seeking further information on the crystalline silica content of 
the anissions, and Instituting ambient air monitoring around the plant. 

Eagle-Picher is subject to Oregon• s rule for new industrial noise sources 
referenced in OAA 340-35-035CllCblCBl. The Department has required Eagle
Picher to submit ambient sound levels with plant activities halted to simulate 
preexisting ambient conditions. After the pl ant reached capacity, the 
Department requested the results of a noise emission source test during full 
operation. 

Those results were received and have been analyzed •. They show that 
residential properties nearby the f acil ity are experiencing levels in excess 
of the applicable noise standards, Eagle-Picher Industries has already 
cooperated by retaining an acoustical consultant and submitting the requested 
data. The Department has now requested that a noise compliance program be 
submitted by January 2, 1987. This program will consist of a noise control 
plan and schedule that should lead to compliance with the allo~able noise 
limits. When Eagle-Picher completes its noise reduction program, the 
Department will perform noise compliance testing to ensure that the 
regulations have been met. 

The Department appreciates the observations that you have made of 
conditions that appear to be violations of the permitted limits. Please 
feel free to keep in touch. with Dave Nichol if you have further 
observations to report. 

LK: 1 
Pl..124 
Enclosure 
cc: Air Quality Division, DEQ 

Laboratory Division, DEQ 
Eastern Region Office, DEQ 
Noise Control Section, DEQ 

J}:)J~ 
Lloyd Kostow, Manager 
Program Operations 
Air Qua l i ty Division 
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week. The worst case modelled levels are therefore far below the 
recommended standard. 

The Department's concern relates pr1mar1ly to the violations that have 
been observed by the Department and by you and other residents. These 
violations result in unquantified emission levels which, in all 
probability, exceed those 1 evel s analyzed by the Department. Because the 
ernissions from these fugitive violations and upset conditions cannot be 
quantified, the Department cannot perform any meaningful analysis of those 
emi ssi ans. The Department 1 s position, therefore, is to require strict 
compliance with the permit limits, including those limits regulating 
fugitive ernissions and plant upset conditions. 

The Department is continuing to pursue analysis of the Eagle-Picher emissions 
including seeking further information on the crystalline silica content of 
the ernissions, and instituting ambient air monitoring around the plant. 

Eagle-Picher is subject to Oregon's rule for new industrial noise sources 
referenced in OAA 340-35-035(1) Cb) (Bl. The Department has required Eagle
Picher to submit ambient sound levels with plant activities halted to simulate 
preexisting ambient conditions. After the plant reached capacity, the 
Department requested the results of a noise emission source test during full 
operation. · 

Those results were received and have been analyzed •. They show that 
residential properties nearby the facility are experiencing 1 evel s in excess 
of the applicable noise standards, Eagle-Picher Industries has already 
cooperated by retaining an acoustical consultant and submitting the requested 
data. The Department has now requested that a noise compliance program be 
submitted by January z, 1987. This program will consist of a noise control 
plan and schedule that should lead to compliance with the allodable noise 
limits. When Eagle-Picher completes its noise reduction program, the 
Department w 111 perform noise compliance testing to ensure th at the 
r egu 1 ati ans have been met. 

The Department appreciates the observations that you have made of 
conditions that appear to be violations of the permitted limits. Please 
feel free to keep in touch. with Dave Nichol if you have further 
observ ati ans to report •. 

LK: 1 
I'll 24 
Enclosure 
cc: Air Quality Division, DEQ 

Laboratory Division, DEQ 
Eastern Region Office, DEQ -
Noise Control Section, DEQ 

Sincerely, · 

~~ 
L 1 OY d Kost ow, Manager 
Program Operations 
Air Quality Division 
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Department of Environmental Quality 

522 S.W. FIFTH AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND. OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

Diatomaceous Earth CAS#68855-54-9 

Amorphous Silica(Diatomaceous Earth) CAS #68855-54-9 

sio, is a colorless odorless solid occuring as crystals or white powder. 
Crystalline silica or free silica refers to the orientation of SiO, 
molecules in a fixed pattern characterized as tetrahedral configuration of 
atoms within the crystals. The 3 most common crystalline forms of free silica 
encountered in industry are quartz, tridymite and cristobalite~ 1..!uartz, a 
mineral found in most Classes of rocks, occurs in large amounts as sand in 
stream beds and seashores, and as a constituent of soils. Tridymite forms 
from quartz above 870°C into white or colorless platyorthorhombic crystals, 
while cristobalite forms above 1470°C into white cubic-system crystals. 
Amorphous silica or diatomaceous earth is colorless to gray powder whose 
subunits are arranged randomly in contrast to the strictly regular geometric 
arrangements of crystalline forms. 

Si0 2 is an important industrial material from many standpoints. Silica sand is 
used in manufacturing glass and ceramics; used as abrasives; as filter mediu...~; 

as filler in cosmetics, pharmaceuticals, paper and insecticides; used as 
flattening agent in paints, porcelain and scouring soaps; used in the manufacture 
of insulating materials; encountered during mining, quarrying, crushing, calcining 
and packing operations. 

Pure diatomaceous earth, unprocessed and uncalcined, is inert and is known to 
cause no adverse effects on health. It is considered a nuisance dust. However 
calcination or heat processing of diatomaceous earth may produce crystalline 
silica (quartz, trldymite or cristobalite) which is known to cause adverse 
effects after acute and chronic exposures. 

Acute silicosis, now rare, may occur under conditions of extremely hi·Jh 
crystalline silica dust exposures particularly when the particle size of the 
dust is v.ery small. This disease is rapidly progressive, may develop after 
only months from the initial exposure, and has been known to terminate in 
death. Acute silicosis has been reported among sandblasters and tunnel workers. 
Chronic silicosis or classical silicosis, usually has a latent period of 10 
or more years, with gradual worsening of dyspnea on exertion, cough, 
expectoration, and eventual disability. Simple silicosis, in which lung nodules 
are less than 1.0 cm. in diameter (measured on chest x-ray film), is generally 
asymptomatic. It may however, be slowly progressive even- in the absence of 
continuing exposqre. With continued exposure, it can evolve into complicated 
silicosis in which nodules are greater than 1.0 cm. in diameter or are 
conglomerated. Progressive massive pulmonary fibrosis may follow., In advanced 
casesJpatients may develop cardiopulmonary failure. Tuiberculosis is still · 

. h ' a common complication, though less so than in t e past. 
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Crystalline silica has also been reported to cause fibrotic nodules in the eye 
analogous to pulmonary silicosis. It was also noted in an apparently unique 
report of involvement of the cornea in foundry workers who developed pulmonary 
silicosis exhibiting gradual decrease in visual acuity due to corneal 
opacities in the pupil. 

Silicon dioxide is practically non-toxic to laboratory animals by gavage in 
acute dosages (oral rat LOSO = 3,160 mg/kg). However, silicosis similar to 
that seen in man has been produced in a number of animal species including 
rats,guinea pigs, rabbits, dogs and monkeys via inhalation exposure. These 
animal studies also demonstrated a capacity for the minerals to induce a 
fibrogenic response in organs other than the lung. When guinea pigs and 
rabbits were exposed for 8 hours per day, 6 days per week for up to 2 years to 
4,400 mppcf (million particles per cubic foot) to respirable dust containing 
91% quartz, cellular proliferation and fibrous tissue were observed in 
tracheobronchial lymph nodes and lungs after only a f_ew months of exposure. 
After about 2 years, the lesions presented almost all the essential characteristics 
of silicotic nodules seen in human cases of silicosis. 

Studies on the carcinogenicity of silicon dioxide have been reported in literature 
involving rats. Malignant lymphoma of the histiocytic type was produced 
after intrapleurel injection of crystalline silica especially tridyrnite. Studies 
of the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) also 
reported carcinogenicity in laboratory animals after intratracheal instillation 
and dust inhalation of Si0

2 
to laboratory animals. 

The pesticidal effect of silica is seen in its use as component of insecticides 
for stored grain or other grailular crops. Silicon dioxide, processed from 
diatomaceous earth, has also been used as an insecticide for roaches and ants 
by creating a mechanical barrier which insects must crawl through. It has been 
known ~o cause insects to die from dehydration. 

The Permissable Exposure Limit (PEL) used as a federal standard for workplaces 
as set by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) for 
diatomaceous earth (respirable dust) contaminated with quartz tridyrnite or 
cristobalite follows: 

( 10, ooo ,,.,./ .. !I') 
10mg/m3 
% quartz + 2 x % tridymite + 2 x % cristobalite 

The State of Oregon uses the following: 

lOm /rn3 (fo,!!0'01"'-q/rn i) 
% quartz + 2 x % tridymite + 2 x % cristobalite + 2 

The American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygientists (ACGIH) 
recommends the following TLV - TWA's: 

diatomaceous earth (with less than 1% quartz) : 
10mg/m3 , total dust; Smg/m3 , respirable dust 
cristobalite: a.as rng/m3 , respirable dust 
tridyrnite: 0.05 mg/rn3 respirable dust 
quartz: 0.1 rng/m3, respirable dus~ 

The National Institute for Occupational Safet·· and Health (NIOSH)recornmends 
that the perrnissable exposure limit for respi_a.ble, free crystalline silica be 
50 ug/m3 averaged over a work shift of up to 10 hours per day, 40 hours per '...reek. 
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Crystalline silica has also been reported to cause fibrotic nodules in the eye 
analogous to pulmonary silicosis. It was also noted in an apparently unique 
report of involvement of the cornea in foundry workers who developed pulmonary 
silicosis exhibiting gr~dual decrease in visual acuity due to corneal 
opacities in the pupil. 

Silicon dioxide is practically non-toxic to laboratory animals by gavage in 
acute dosages (oral rat LOSO = 3,160 mg/kg). However, silicosis similar to 
that seen in man has been produced in a number of animal species including 
rats,guinea pigs, rabbits, dogs and monkeys via inhalation exposure. These 
animal studies also demonstrated a capacity for the minerals to induce a 
fibrogenic response in organs other than the lung. When guinea pigs and 
rabbits were exposed for 8 hours per day, 6 days per week for up to 2 years to 
4,400 mppcf (million Farticles per cubic foot) to respirable dust containing 
91\ quartz, cellular proliferation and fibrous tissue were observed in 
tracheobronchial lymph nodes and lungs after only a few months of exposure. 
After about 2 years, the lesions presented almost all the essential characteristics 
of silicotic nodules seen in human cases of silicosis. 

Studies on the carcinogenicity of .silicon dioxide have been reported in literature 
involving rats. Malignant lymphoma of the histiocytic type was produced 
after intrapleurel injection of crystalline silica especially trid0nite. Studies 
of the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) also 
reported carcinogenicity in laboratory animals after intratracheal instillation 
and dust inhalation of Si0 2 to laboratory animals. 

The pesticidal effect of silica is seen in its use as component of insecticides 
for stored grain or other granular crops. Silicon dioxide, processed from 
diatomaceous earth, has also been used as an insecticide for roaches and ants 
by creating a mechanical barrier which insects must crawl through. It has been 
known ~o cause insects to die from dehydration. 

The Permissable Exposure Limit (PEL) used as a federal standard for workplaces 
as set by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) for 
diatomaceous earth (respirable dust) contaminated with quartz tridymite or 
cristobalite follows: 

(10,000,,.;/ .. ') 
lOm /m3 

\ quartz + 2 x \ tridymite + 2 x % cristobalite 

The State of Oregon uses the following: 

{IP,,_ ,._.j,,. l) 
lOm /m3 v 
% quartz + 2 x % tridymite + 2 x % cristobalite + 2 

The American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygientists (ACGIH) 
recommends the following TLV - TWA's: 

diatomaceous earth (with less than 1% quartz) : 
10mg/m3 , total dust; 5mg/m3 , respirable dust 
cristobalite: 0.05 mg/m3, respirable dust 
tridymite: 0.05 mg/m3 respirable dust 
quartz: 0.1 mg/m3, respirable dust 

The National Institute for Occupational Safet·· and Health (NIOSH) recommends 
that the permissable exposure limit for respi_a.ble, free crystalline. silica be 
50 ug/ml averaged over a work shift of up to 10 hours per day, 40· hours per ·..;eek. 
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For dust not contaminated with Si02 , the federal OSHA standard (PEL) is: 

Srng/rn', respirable dust 
15rng/rn•, total dust 

Likewise, the State of Oregon PEL standards are: 

Srng/rn', respirahle dust 
lOrng/rn•, total dust 

The PEL's used as a federal standard as set by OSHA for crystalline silica 
follow: 

10 rng/rn3 

% Si02 + 2 (for respirable dust) 

30 rng/m3 

% Si0 2 + 2 (for total dust) 

In occupational exposllres dealing with mixtures containing diatomaceous 
earth andquartz, ACGIH recommends that the mixture formula: 

Cl 
Tl 

+ C2 
T2 

be used where Cl is the concentrat~on of diatornaceous earth, Tl is the TLV 
for diatomaceous earth, C2 is the concentration of quartz, T2 is the TLV for 
quartz. If the sum is greater than 1, then the threshold limit of the mixture 
should be considered as exceeded. 

This is a summary of information from available literature and in no 
way reflects the quality of the literature or departmental policy. 
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'.:::a::.::--,='~::::-:2r 1 s ?r~:Cuct .::ontains c.p .. -:· 4C~.i~ ,:,...:: .:r~·=:tc:bol~te th=:-. 
;;c~.::-:·....! ;r.c:s: i-:a::.3r:Jc-us ·for·:ri cf s.i .. 1::::::•'.l d~c·:<~:::!2 (:, .. ,;2 h.=..v::2 s.~1-;c•:: 

':. = ~ - 1. !.. - J. ·- ,; .:;-, .. i=·roduct 

~o1~ t~3t t~e plant wou1d 
which wcu1d diminish unti 

pt ::.d.Lce a 

.': 0 ccr:-ect 

this 
1-.as giv--2n 
prot:::ler~·; . 

-. ..: 

Ea;~~-P~cher re~:~s2ntatives hava nad2 utte~1Y ,.,;a~sa state~2~:s 

= i: :. '...: . their 
- - ... - - -

' •::>: ;;, ''';:;; 

L'. \! s r ;;:. i : y 
\i r_1• 
.; .... ~ Dr . 

-:;;:; ;-;SVE.r ·:;;;:·okE',; tc an Eag1s-Piche~- e·rr,p~oyee 

a:1!,-' s:Jch s":'....ld'/ 1 nor has l-:·2 rri3de such .2 study 
stc:.-':2-:'. t'--:::-.1- ::--·-:= re:::.:=:cn '.::agle-Picher 1 s p .a:-;t at 

:nsec: - ,.,; -~ - - .'. ·-. ::: ·- " 

.::..:.v:::. ;·· '.:-· bY 
I•::, '::: = j ~s itt1e -:;uest~on 
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F:t Bex ~ 750 
V2. 1 E:, Ci;· Ego-n 9791 E: 
' = 

Mr. ~lcYd Kostow 1 ~anaser 
Fi" 0 g ;-- a ·;1r (! p.e r a~ i on s 
A~r Qua,itY Divis~on 

t 0 Vo u r 1ett,2r regarding Eagle-Picher 

I :=ippr2ciat2 your ho\1,1ever s orne very irn;:·c·rt.?.:nt 
·:;uest ions. v,;e:re not answered. If You wi11 refer to 

You v,1i11 
particl2s 

rnY letter 
fine th:;;t 

: 0 

. .Jan~t Fekete dated Septer11ber 6, 19861 
e;.sk,::d i not only a'.:·cu·: the pollution fr C1Tf1 St -3 Ck 
e·1::i ss ions tha: v,Jill iTnpact upon us, 

~ncludin·3 

our livesteick1 .=tnd c.ur 
prc?2rt'/1 but .::11 erii~~.sio;-1s 

s i 1 ica that 
those 

\tJi11 build up -3 s deposits u;:-or: cur 
and depcsits that v . .1 ~ l 1 be recircuiated 

c0Ll~t1ess tiffies by the wind currents. 

~h~ s~andar~a s2~ bY NIOSH for emp1oYees do net apply " -\. (..I U .S fer 
severa~ reasons: 
1 . '2t-3 not i:::.tified t·:i use protective de\,1c2s 
F·fC:~:ect iol! l1 . .ihen there .3re ups1~ts at Eagle-Pich:::r 1 ;1or de <;,ie 

:.-:?:eF thEs.:.: de-vices on hand. 
2. C~,_;;~ t i~Tie in ce:nt.::.c·~ ::.r p-.:::tent i.::i l c:·nt3.ct \.\.ii :::-1 di.:::,.t:,·.-r;E:cec,:_:':: 
ea~t~ and ~ts si ica content ~3 ~uch greater ~h2n 40 hours ~er 

wEe:~. We 1~ 112 in the proximity of thi~ hazardous subs!ancE 153 

;_13c.stic11s 1 s~ck 

.::ind .3ct ua ! ! ;1 
since theY 
1:::ave: 1 and 

g;--2.;.t.:?r p.:rc~nt2g:;,;. 

frCTi! thi=: 

other ~aaso~s. For instancs1 t~e p1~nt is shut ~~w~ fo 

' -- : I in i,. . .1hic;--i y 0 l! 

' ' ' " 
i 5 ::;i-,L.:t .:.:}.:.1,.)r; 

- " ·-· ; 

~: c r 
;= c. ( 

iipa~ti~g c~ th2 nearest home1 I believ~ Ycur f~g~res a:a ~c~Ed 
...:?•::.; ::::.t~::I:: 2·:-;-iission·;; data supplied by· th·-;: inSwstt)f a;·ic! de· :;ct 
~-.. -._,,::·:::: ~ugit-:<.·e tTiii·ssio?ls. Fror;·1 rnY o~"'r: ,:::.::.erv.?.t·;c.11s a:-,·-' t:.cs2 
- " ,_ .• .,,.'./ 

·" i n2~9hbor-s1 of 
.:~1:is:-:E:d (:!;;,j of the plant1 

or finished product d~~ch3r;ed 

Therefore, divijing the amount ,_. ; 

~2tter by 2 presents a fau~ty rasult. Now, if the tim~ w2~sh~ed 
fc-r er::r: lc~ 1 -~f2S 

r:ieter ~i,3uti::::1 

.- :· -. : -~ -: ~ = .~ 
·- !. r:. ·-- : ; \,} €:. ·: ·•• >:.:! il C.: -~ 

rESLlts 
r:.- ,., 
·-' ,_, 

r,~,~C.;·=·~d 

so·c;e cf L~· 1 
!. !... -
\.. ;;':::' 



0i~~ ~~ltiF1Y t~e aMount of po1lutior; and noiss by tt1reE ~~ich 
~ ~mp2ct on our homes ano property to a greater extent t~En 

c:·· ,~:·r,?l,:,y2es ~,,.,;;-iO t.n.icrk rricst1';/ inside cf th2 buildings havi:1; 
d~st control eqci;rnent. 
4. Em?lGYees are given medical examinations at co~pany ~~pens~ 

tc ·:t=ter-rni;1e .:.f they rnaY h-=..ve s.orne r,·1eCicc.i prot:le:n 1 .. '.1it1-: the 
pr.:.d~:c:s .. \t/e ?":ave. 2.t least t\A.lO neigi-"1bors \.\li-rL• have r::spirat:•r;,, 
?"fc.::.1e·tns, and have had osthrna :n t:-ie pas: and lu·ng C2rn:.?,ge 
f:c~ an accident1 and so at least some of us are mor~ 1il<elY tc 
t-:-=v2 ;:'r::,bl2-rns 1 .. \1ith a;1y ferrn cf dust 1 even ~nert Custs 1 at·c 
c;·ys:al1i~e siii 1:a is :-riuch rrrc·re ,:if .3 th;-.eat to us than --··:c:=t 

5. Alth~ush the:s may be no obvious history 
prc:b~erns in the populationi SD"ffie of us have 
loading doses of silica in the past and some 
tr· he2.vy i:Dncentrations of i;-;ert cltist;. 
·:1perat~ons v,1:--iich v..ii~l affect our abilit~es 

s~is3ions fro~ Eagl~-Picher. 

or silica relatEd 
bEen e;.~pe:sed t·:f 

of us are exposed 
durins 

tD cop2 l},ii:h t:-.(~: 

E. Ernt=·1oYee::. choose to 
e~p~oYment - We were not 

In casGal 
'- ·-' . .Jz,net F,_::f<ete 1 s rrr.::. de -~ -

accept t~eir risks 
given that choice. 

\c,1!""12n 

1Al it h 
deep 

DEQ personnel 1 refereGce 
concErn -::or our problerr; 

;!. - '. 
1. ai-:.e 

the 
=;.;·~;-a ~ffcrf s'.-:e ·rr;ade to researci'-1 "'h~ 1iterati.:re ir; orcie:·· 1:0 
::o;.;:s•.-.:er rn}' '1:...iestio;:~ .. I arf1 deeply 9rat,2f:..t~ tc ~'~s. Fekete f.:.r h~2r 

~ffo~~s a~d di,: aware that this subject must hav? ~aken a sreat 
deal of ~er time. I and my neis~bors are reasonabl~ p28~l2 3rd 
jc not 2x?e~t answers overnisht whan s~ch effort3 afe required. 
Rs~er2nce h~s been made tc much ~ore ~nformaticn thsn 

I receiving 
~-~ic~ shou1~ be available to ~e. 

~ ~o~1d also 1ike to say that I am gr3teful for th2 concerG ard 
;Lick response from Yo~r Pendleto~ off~ce. Mr t·,~ i Ch':' 1 l 'A·h 0 ;-; 2 S. 

eff i c i 2;-; ': i .-:.:.n--::: 
ff;/ cb~ .. ~(v.st:ons 

.:o:r.:rnents he1;:. ·11ie 

\/!?:f''/ i-1ard to b2 

- " - '::: ._, 

s~r;c2r2. 

Ti;':) St 

~V·?:'l a;:·preci.ste 
N~chol b21ieve to 
understand what I 

1-, ::l ., , ... ;:;, qL.Jick1 
his criticisrns ::f 
be incorrect, His 
see1 an~ ! ~o try 

c.-b j ect i v2. Since i'At. Nie.ho h.3 s the 
~~~~ whom we have be~n in ccmmunicatio~ 1 we have not ~paken ~~ 

Mr S;rce1£ very often~ but he too nas been verY reassL~ ~ng. 

s~re that Ycu 2r2 aware of the testimcnY Mr Torre:' 
:·.s:fc··.2 ths Ctre:,;on En\1ironrr:Ent:=1~ Co·r:ffniss~on ~;,nJ ~hE 

... _; ::: r ~ ·: 2 -; \IE: d • I n a 1 1 due r -= s ;:· e c t t o t h e co r:Yff1 i s s i c n Tin~ ·:-r: '.:) e r <:J h ·:0 

· ·:: .:J i ~ e: ·::'. i a : 1 .:: :; s t a s i s n i f i ca n t pa r ·: o f t r-.. e a n s \..\! e r 1.·.1 c -.! ~ d :, E 

. '·' ~ ._, 
' . 

·-' , .. ·- ,;;; ' 

J 1 ,_.en ?hYsicis:.t than 

The ':.n:y 
::a···t~:::J.ss .:::.s: 

-'- l. - !. 
L i l ·::.\ 1. 

silica.very :-!az.~:··d.:t.::: st::•:::-:ris 
p;ese~ted by t~o~e ~irad bV 

l. - ~~p2at that cur pr8~i~~ty t8 Eagle-Fi~h~r ard 
·1=.: ,.:.:u~t2 :jiff.::rer.·: frcr;: 1.:.ho:~·= - ·- , 

• - ·:::'.< 

·:. J ·,-



·:·.:·_ 1 t i F 1 ~' 
our 

amount Jf po1lutioG 
homes and property 

ri1ost 1Y inside 

and noiss by tt1ree ~~ich 

to a greater extent t~~n 
~;.} '.-i 0 lAl C. r k cf th2 buil:;:iir:ss ha·,ti::; 

:qi..:i;:·rnent. 
, ., . 
tc 
pr.:d:.:c:s. 

are 

p;·c.::ien-1si and 
f:c~ an accident1 

given 
t ;--ieY 

at 

)-;·ied"ica.1 
rnay h;.va 
least t~AJCi 

e::-;~dY1inat ions -3 t 
SCTi1e raed i CZ i 
neighbors v..ii-11 .. • 

have 
and 

h3d 
so at 

asthrna 
least ws 

and 

v.iitl-: the 
r ::spi r.st:•r;1 
1 u·ng d2r.-1 . .29e 

!-:av2 ;::.r::·bl2·ms 1Aiith a;1y fcrrn cf dust t even inert dusts, .~; .. ~ 
c:Ys:al 1 ine ~ · ica ~s ·:-riuch n-rcre ,Jf .:i th;· eat to us t!-ian ·:.-:c.s: 
f3····,i· dL:sts. 
5. .r~.1th.:iugh 

prcb~erns in 
the·:·..: 
the 

loading 
t ,, 

doses <J f 

KaY be no obvious history of si1ica rela~s~ 

popu1at1oni sorne of us have been e::-{p:::sed t·J 
si 1 ica ii1 the p::st and sorne of u:=. are e~<?::•se.j 

i;-.ert du~- i ;is; 
·:1per3t~ons •AJ:-iich VJi~1 aff.::ct our ab~ it~es ::1 c::•.?·= :Aii:/-. t~.e 

s~1s~1cns fro~ Ea;1~-Picher. 
E. chcose. to accept ~~eir risks 

givsn that chcice. 
ta:-:: e 

~~?~oYment - We were not 

In cas~a1 c0nversations with CEQ perscnnel1 refere~ce has ~ee~ 

rn.::. Ce. ·~·=' .Jz.nat F,2kete 1 s deep cci:cern 'for our preib~er;·; -~~-.d the 
=ffort s:-:9 rnade to research th9 1iteratt.:l'2 in «:5f"cie:·· ·:,:. 
mY s~estio~s. I am deeply grataf~~ tc ~s. Fekete ~-~ hsr 
a~d a~ awa~e that this subject must hav2 ~ak;n ~ g'eat 

:::.:;s'.-'v'er 
·?.-: f ::: :-·: s 
daa 1 of ~er time. I and mY neishbors are reasonabla P2~?1s 3rd 
jc ~ot ~x?2:t answe~; overnight wha~ such affort3 a~e requ~r~d. 

RE~Er~nce has been made to mu~h ~ore ~nformaticn than 

~o~~d a1~o like :o say 
;~~ck response from Yo~r 

; ~ , _ -= ·= t f-: a P 1 3. r; t !":°:'::.St 

:v.211 a;:·p~·eci~te 

>-l~~hcl b21~e·.re to 
understan~ w~at I 

9;--:ta7u1 f:Jr 
'Jff~.::e. t·,.L·· 
:i-e:e~-, qui ck 1 

his criticisrns 
be. incorrE:ct, 

,:: f 
H.,."" 

-~ r y s ·-= e 1 anC 

~1ic;-,:.:, v.:hc 
2·ff!c~2·.--::.1 

·:o:r;ment s 

v,-:':'.-; .. ,,,.;-... :,·;T1 =._.\1~ have ::,22r: iil ,:ornrnunic.:;:t~c.~1 :_.,12 have nC>t :::;,:/...en 
c._,:·r _1::."f:>:?. !~ ve:--y often, but h·2 t.:,c ha3 b122r, \iery r€::a·;sL' ~n,:;, 

s=.-..it= :.~fc..··.2 

:.i :::: 7 2 : 2 i \I 2 d 
- ' . -

t ~: s 
In 

Oreson Environrngnta1 
~:1 due r-:s?ect to 

, s,-=;s: 2. sign ii icant F3f" 
!...\/ _, ?i..;ysicist 

;..: = =· 

!- .-. 

by t:-c=e ~ir ~d t; t~2 ~~~~:t;y. 

" - pr:::·.-::·'.·.-i1~ty t.:. :'.:;::;.-;1.i:=-Fi . .:h·~r ,::;:,;--' ,. 
- '-. ·-:Ll~t2 ~1·-;+.;,.,..ei-.: ftC.Yi ~hos:-: :::.3:· ... ,· 



:'-.'2 :·'.ev 3 .:~.:::; pia:itS 1 ar;C •,1,ie ther-efor2 have a ui11que situaticr, 
;-, ere • 

: 3·;:: :;:~so r3peatin·; ff1/self 1.1.Jhen 
3n~ thg f~~ished product from it 
sk~~ 1 and the respiratory tract. 

I 
is 
T 

say that diateiYria::eous 2.3rt:-: 
irritating to the eyes~ the 

am particularly sensitiv2. 

\.J::: 2.re deeply co;1ce~·ned because \i.1e have re;ceived inforr::aticn 
at ~ 2a:=.t t 1.i,:o of 

c~j&ct~ve ~bout th~s 
\-,;i th \Nho·m :..._1e 

pe:rsonne: l 
are le.::,vin·.:;i 

conv i ;;;:Ed. 

ths DEQ. 
den i e:J 

::~rp p e .a r e d v e r y 
Thus far t:-1E 

of Eag ?e-Picher 1 s violation D f the 
\~.1e are havin·~ a hard t i rne accepting the 

e::-;tension given to this company. i am 
to pc1ice the cor.st;-uction 

aware that the DEO had ~o 

of the plant 1 but th·:s 
corn;:·a:1'/ 1 s 1:.3llous disre,.;;ard fo:· ~s a;;d out n2i·;;;~ibors a:1c~ 7or 
C·;"e,;o:; 1at,.J ~ii s:i rnany -~reas shou~d r•::;sult ~r: a v1:=.ry h~r·::! !ir.t:: 

-~ h e·:·1;. - , ,, ' DEQ :::owring d 0'.>.}!: 

c~tiz~ns w~o ina~vertentlY violated 
hir2d exp2rts ~o design their plant 
1ne~~us~ble. You a~s~ state in Your 

the la 1.,.jl but t;-iis cc.I·;panY 
so their faulty desig~ is 

le~ter that the GEO inte~~s 

t ·:· 
th•:? 
itle 

for 
comp3~y can injure 

- ·- .J 
d \f.J 

us 

.,, ___ ~ 

, , t: •.::1 a , Ei-r:ission:=. but 
fot r:.c7i·t~,s or ;;ears 

:-1op2 take -~his S{2riJusly,· 
\,,;a_s f:Jf'ced t:J as/< a physician fc:r JT;ed~-:at ~c,r, =·c I could sleep 
w~en Eag1e-Piche;-'s nois2 trespasses i~to our home, The doctor 

' -,_ ,_, neurclogist t 0 

ptobler:: . 

. , 
l f in C i !. that 

new ta'.<s madicatioG just to sleep in my own ~ome. My ~ost0 ~as 

s~gges~2d t~3t for the sake 
~2919-P·icher. Ky n2rves are 

of ·.-. \/ 
"'I 

,:-~·e~·.3t~r-:'; .:::3:?.i:-'. I"' thinss d::,r:'t ~rnp~·o\'e 

s.::i::, .... 'A'i; 1 be fcr::::7!c'. to ·mc.ve ':.Lt c-:: ·;T;Y 0 1-A1n 
,.:::1 1·: 1 y t c' :_.,1 c·. r k , 

'·: '- i :; ···'' 1 •• _; 

:'-. : \I : ' ' .:; . ·~ ·-: '...; l 2 :·1 c: :: 

- ' -'.; ,_ . __ :... '-

f :·· c·:T: 

-3 b i E 



Si~c~ r ~m on the se~ject of asbestos 1 it appears to m2 that we 
ccu11:'. v2:-·y v..iel~ fincf1 sc~·rrretirns in ye.:;,rs to corne1 that silico. 
.:~d -~2:-- ·r;:ore ir:j!..:\'"Y than first suspected b':/ the _public .::..s 

- .< 
UJ to asbestos. Under 

g~id2~ines 11 .4% of the asbestos workers contracted asb2stosis 
or ca:;c,~r. Just this lEist year the guide1 ines \.-,iere rnade ·,-r:·::re 
severe so t:-iat :io~''' it is predicted th:::t 1.17%. of the 1,~iori·:t:r:::
\1.J~ l i sL:ffer death or disabi 1 it'/ frorr1 asb2stosi=:. or cance;--. Can 
~'·::u t·-:?:11 ·-;;i2 V,!hat ?e:·rcent==ige of th.::ise e::-;posed to si1~ca are 
expected to contract silicosis, eye damage, ur soree other 
hatr::fu1 e7fi2ct? 

,6,nd I have one 1 as t quest io1-11 one that 
DEQ define as the 

I ask2d of Your staff in 
2.irshed fof· ~~,;hich th-;s '!9B4. \·l~at do'2s the 

~isch3rge permit was 
th~s questi;:•n 1 but I 

issued? I never did re:e-ive an ansv12:· t c 
see [i f 2>'.:=-lanaticn 1 i. 

~~'~S ~212as~ ~n 1984 aftar we had withd~3wn oLlr obj2ction5 to 
E.z.gie-?ic:'.-;e;·· 1 s 2pp1ication. I t:-1~nk that :::::inc2 ':his cc·.-r1p3r;/ 
~r;tends tei build ·rr.or:2 units on this. sit2 th:st t:·ie .:;;ir sh-=:C 
sho~l~ ~e c1ear1Y defined now. 

'-L. 1vir, Fred f-!ariser: 
~'~S • .J:net Fek~t e 
t'-'1r, Da v2 t.,: cho ~ 
?~presenta ive ~ennY Jones 
Govsr~or V ~~or Atiyeh 
Sovernor E set ~ea1 Go1dschm~dt 



Si~c2 r 3~ on the se~ject of asbestosi it appears tom~ that we 
·: ,:. U 1 !:' \IE:-· Y \.\!'2 1 ~ f ~ \l d 1 

~;d ~ar more i~jwry 

s::rrietiiT1e in ye::;rs to corne, 
than first suspected bY the 

of exposurg to asbestos. 

that silico 
_public ~s 

Und2;·· o1C: 
g~id3·1ines 11 .4% of the asbestos workers ccntracted asb25tosi~ 

·:•r C3~cer. Just this le.st Y~ar the gL:ide1 ines 
severa so t~-,at :ioti.: it is ~redicted that 1.17%. 
wil~ suffer death or disability from asbastosis 
:':·u t•:'.!ii r;12 ~vhat ?erce:ntage of those i:::<?osed 
2~pectsd tc cont~act silicosist eye daraage1 
;-1.~:-·r::Tu.1 e"ffec:t? 

or cancer. C.:;n 
to :=.i 1 ~::a: are 

And : have one 1ast question, ona that I ask2d of Your st3ff in 
:53,:;, \J;~1at do'2s the DEQ define· as t:ie airshed for \i.ihich this 
~isch3r9e permit was 
ti":~s ·:;uesti.:111, but I 

issued? 
did see: 

I nEver did re:eiva an 3nsws~ tc 

;:::•1,1s ·:·21.~as·:: ~n 198·~ aft=:r \tJe h.2.C v;ithd:·3~1,1n ':-.i_;r ot:j2·:·:~-:n:; :c· 
E:2::;-:e--=-i::-:.!..;e;··'s 2pp1icati.:in. I th~r;k t~at sino:2 :h~s cc·.-r;p:.r./ 

bu i 1 d 'ff.0 '{ 2 w nits 
sho~1~ ~e c1earlY de1ined new. 

,_._, jvj;·. ~red i-!aJis-en 
I'·~;. J3net Fek-:te 
."::r. D.:;,v2 t·< cho~ 

~spre;enta ive JannY Jonas 
Govsr~or V :~sr AtiYeh 

this. 

Sovern0r E a~t ~es1 Goldsc~m~dt 

E. i Y 



TO: 
FROM: 
SUBJ: 

ATTACHMENT II I 
EQC Agenda Item H 
January 23, 1987 EQC Meetin 

INTRA·COMPANY ~ CORRESPONDENCE 

01t1co Celatom Plant 

R. W. PIEKARZ 
A. T. STROEBEL 

Eagle·Picher Industries, Inc. 

FUGITIVE DUST EMISSION CONTROL 

Completed Actions 

Data December 16, 1986 

1) Shrouding on conveyor belt from pan feeder to Gruendler 
mill improved. · 

2) Additional vent lines to Gruendler.mill and conveyor. 
3) Gcuendler Mill speed reduced. 
4) Reduced frequency of discharging collected material from 

ore baghouse. 
5) Skirting added to crude ore bin pan feeder. 
6) Skirting added to pan feeders under fine ore bins. 
7) Second mobile vacuum borrowed as spare. 
~) Aurora hoppers for handling plant waste have been covered. 
9) Waste product pile has been eiiminated. Any material 

titacked outside will be stretchwrapped. 
10) Full-time clean-up man added. · 
11) Waste product area has been cleaned & graveled; 
12) Product and waste lines from blow through seal valves have 

had compressed air fittings added to avoid needing to take 
apart and clean. 

13) Waste bin bag refeed station has been modified, 
14) Waste bin bulk refeed station has been modified, 
15) Delumper has been modified. 
16) Kiln flame detector has been improved. 

Committed Actions 

l) Enclosure· at waste loading station. 
2) Strip doors for ore unloading building. 
3) Route known reject·direct to waste bin. 

Ted Stroebel 

cc: V. J, Eisinger 
R~ F.~ Mti1 ,.,.,.,'":'I ~ A r." ,,, -· 
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December 22, 1986 

Noise POiiution Control 

Mr. Gerald T. Wilson 
Environmental Noise Specialist 
Noise P·ollution Control 
Department of Environmental Quality 
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

Enclosed is a comprehensive noise compliance program 
and implementation schedule prepared for us by our sound 
consultant, Thomas R. Norris, P.E., and Associates. 

This plan specifies and schedules by dates the ·intended 
phases of engineering, purchasing and installation of 
various noise control modifications we will be making 
on our Celatom, Oregon Plant in Malheur County to achieve 
compliance. 

A copy of Mr. Norris' report is being sent directly 
to the neighbors whose residences are in the immediate 
vicinity of our plant so they will be aware of the actions 
bei~g taken and the intended time table. 

We trust that you will find these plans suitable 
and are most anxious to complete this program as outlined. 

REM: tml 
Encs.: Norris' Report 

cc: Marc L. Greenberg 
R.W. Piekarz 
Jack D. Grinton 

Very truly yours, 

~;:~ 
Roger E. Malone 

To neighbors as shown on attached 

Eaoht-Pichar ·Minerals. Inc. 1755 E. Plumb Lane P. 0. Box 1?.:'130 Reno. Nevada 89510 (702) 322-3331 
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Eagle-Picher Minerals. Inc. 

Office Date December 22, 1986 

Names and Addresses of neighbors: 

Bill Moore Rural Route #1 Box 451 

Bob Grove Rural Route #1 Box 1710 

Bill Schneider " " " 

Jack Torre " " " 

John Taylor " " " 

Dan & Donna Tolman· " " " 
Allen & Vicki Bixby " " " 

Marie Swancutt n " " 

Neil & Martha Recknagle " " 

Hank Bishop " " " 

John Hesse " " " 
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consu~tt cnts an eng~neermng. acoust~cs 
Analysis and Design for Vibration and Noise Control 

Mr. Roger E. Malone 
President 
Eagle-Picher Minerals, Inc. 
P. 0. Box 12130 
Reno, Nevada 89510 

Subject: Noise Control Plan 

Dear Mr. Ma lone: 

Thomas R. Norris, P. E., and Associates 

December 18, 1986 

St•le of Oregon 
Dept. of ~nvironmontol QualltY 

[filrn@~tJW&[ID 
DEC 2 41986 

Noise Pollution Control 

You requested a noise control plan, that, when fully implemented, 
will result in compliance to the Oregon environmental noise lim
its that you provided. This letter is submitted in response to 
that request. 

This Environmental Noise Control Plan for the Celatom, Oregon 
plant proposes the necessary steps and a schedule that, when 
implemented, would achieve compliance with environmental noise 
requirements. Detailed noise control designs will be submitted 
according to the attached schedule, which is a part of this plan. 

Noise control design work is continuing, and some noise controls 
are now in effect; Specifically, noise barriers have been 
installed, Fan 1-41 has been adequately slowed, and Fan 1-71 and 
1-25-C have parts on order for slowing. However, the noise 
reduction may not be generally noticed until most other noise 
sources in the plant have been muffled. 

After the noise is reduced, a final report will document the 
noise reductions. It is anticipated that this would be prepared 
by Mr. Jim Buntin of Brown-Buntin Associates. 

This plan is organized into sections on Engineering Noise Reduc
tion Goals, Major Noise Source Control, Secondary Noise Source 
Control, and a Schedule. 

Engineering Noise Reduction Goals 

The following discussion develops noise reduction goals for engi
neering purposes. These discussions concern A-weighted, full 
octave band, and one-third octave band noise limits. 

25 Onm11n Street. Sllite 202. San Francisca. CA 94111. tel: !415) 391-2158 
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1. A-weighted criteria. The Oregon DEQ has identified an 
intended noise limit of an L50 of 38 dBA at residences, based on 
information provid.ed to Eagle-Picher and to DEQ by Brown-Buntin 
Associates. This limit is dependent on assumptions regarding 
background noise levels. Noise levels are to be measured at res
idences. The Grove residence, located south of the plant, is the 
closest. Achieving compliance here will require the most noise 
reduction, and sets most design criteria. · 

According to Mr. Jim Buntin's report of October 21, 1986, and 
subsequent to lowering the rpm of some fans after our (CIEA's) 
initial visit, existing noise levels are an L50 of 49 dBA at 
night at the Grove. residence (Site 4), as documented on Table 
III. 

CIEA analyzed a nighttime tape recording made by Mr. Buntin on 
Loop Road near the Grove's mailbox on October 14, 1986. This 
location is substantially closer to the plant than the Grove res
idence. The noise level at the mailbox location was 55 dBA. 
This noise level was compared to the reported noise level as fol
lows. Projecting this sound level to the Grove residence results 
in 50 dBA, assuming nighttime atmospheric conditions that favor 
efficient sound transmission. This is very consistent with the 
49 dBA measured at the Grove residence by Mr. Buntin. 

Thus, conservatively, the noise reduction required is 12 dBA, 
taking the difference between the higher of 49 and 50 dBA and the 
goal of 38 dBA. 

2. The Oregon Administrative Rules' section on noise. This reg
ulation also provides octave band noise limits. However, for 
practical reasons, plant sounds meeting the A-weighted limit of 
38 dBA will also be well within the octave band noise limits. 

3. One-third Octave Band Analysis. The Oregon noise regulation 
provides pure tone limits, as evidenced by one-third octave band 
noise levels. CIEA measurements were made on August 14, 1986 at 
numerous locations around the plant. These data show that one
third octave band' noise levels in all directions now comply with 
the one-third octave requirements. The one-third octave noise 
limits are based on differences between adjacent frequency bands. 
Therefore, as plant noise is reduced, diligence will be necessary 
in order.to design so that compliance is assured. 

The most stringent regulatory requirement of those above is the 
A-weighted criterion of 38 dBA, requiring 12 dBA of reduction. As 
it is not practical to reduce all noise sources by 1 2 dBA ,, some 
fans will require more noise control than 12 dBA, and most minor 
sources less. 

.. 



---------------- -----·-·--·. 

Mr. Roger E. Malone 
Eagle-Picher Minerals, Inc. 
December 18, 1986 Page 2 

1. A-weighted criteria. The Oregon DEQ has identified an 
intended noise limit of an LSO of 38 dBA at residences, based on 
information provided to Eagle-Picher and to DEQ by Brown-Buntin 
Associates. This limit is dependent on assumptions regarding 
background noise levels •. Noise levels are to be measured at res
idences •. The Grove residence, located south of the plant, is the 
closest. Achieving compliance here will require the most noise 
reduction, and sets most design criteria. · 

According to Mr. Jim Buntin's report of October 21, 1986, and 
subsequent to lowering the rpm of some fans after our (CIEA's) 
initial visit, existing noise levels are an LSO of 49 dBA at 
night at the Grove residence (Site 4), as documented on Table 
III. 

CIEA analyzed a nighttime tape recording made by Mr. Buntin on 
Loop Road near the Grove's mailbox on October 14, 1986. This 
location is substantially closer to the plant than the Grove res
idence. The noise level at the mailbox location was SS dBA. 
This noise level was compared to the reported noise level as fol
lows. Projecting this sound level to the Grove residence results 
in SO dBA, assuming nighttime atmospheric conditions that favor 
efficient sound transmission. This is very consistent with the 
49 dBA measured at the Grove residence by Mr. Buntin. 

Thus, conservatively, the noise reduction required is 12 dBA, 
taking the difference between the higher of 49 and SO dBA and the 
goal of 38 dBA. 

2. The Oregon Administrative Rules' section on noise. This reg
ulation also provides octave band noise limits. However, for 
practical reasons, plant sounds meeting the A-weighted limit of 
38 dBA will also be well within the octave band noise limits. 

3. One-third Octave Band Analysis. The Oregon noise regulation 
provides pure tone limits, as evidenced by one-third octave band 
noise levels. CIEA measurements were made on August 14, 1986 at 
numerous locations around the plant. These data show that one
third octave band.noise levels in all directions now comply with 
the one-third octave requirements. The one-third octave noise 
limits are based on differences between adjacent frequency bands. 
Therefore, as plant noise is reduced, diligence will be necessary 
in order.to design so that compliance is assured. 

The most stringent regulatory requirement of those above is the 
A-weighted criterion of 38 dBA, requiring 12 dBA of reduction. As 
it is not practical to reduce all noise sources by 12 dBA,_ some 
fans will require more noise control than 12 dBA, and most minor 
sources less. 

.. . . ! .. - - - ..• . . 
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After silencing, the plant will have the rough equivalent of ten 
major noise sources. To comply, the ten sources measured indi
vidually (the remaining nine not operating) must not exceed an 
average of 28 dBA, so that when operating together their sum will 
not exceed 38 dBA. For practical reasons, the difficult to 
silence sources will slightly exceed 28 dBA and the more readily 
silenced sources will be less; however, the. average noise energy 
still must not exceed 28 dBA. 

After approval of the noise control plan, detailed noise control 
designs will be submitted. The next sections discuss the impor
tant noise sources and their controls. 

Major Noise Source Control 

The dominant environmental noise is from seven fans. Noise con
trol for each is discussed below. 

Noise levels shown below are estimated at the Grove residence. 

1. Fan 1-71, a Finish End B.H. Exhaust Fan, 48 dBA. This fan is 
one of two dominant plant noise sources. Noise is mostly from 
the fan outlet, with limited noise from the fan case. Detectable 
noise includes harmonics up to six times the blade passage tone. 
The fan outlet must be muffled. The case ·noise will probably 
require control by bracing and/or enclosing. Fan wheel changes 
and rpm changes would also reduce noise for this and all other 
fans. 

Last week, Eagle-Picher completed an analysis of fan rpm 
reduction for 1-71. An rpm reduction alone would produce inade
quate noise reduction, but would greatly assist other noise con
trols that will be needed. 

2. Fan 1-51-A, the Finish End Bin Vent Fan, approximately 44 
dBA. This is a small bin vent, and is unusually loud for its 
size· and hors·epower. The. fan outlet aims directly toward neigh
bors to the south, but the noise is not noticeable to the.north. 
This fan should respond well to outlet muffling. Case noise 
appears to be insignificant . 

. 3. Fan 1-25-C, a Wet End B.H. Exhaust Fan, approximately 40 dBA. 
This fan is the other dominant noise source, and is similar to 
fan 1-71 in noise emitted to all directions except to the south, 
(toward the Grove residence) where it is much less. The fan out
let must be muffled. Limited fan case noise control is probably 
required, 

,, • • 
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Last week, Eagle-Picher completed an assessment of impact on 
plant operations of reducing the rpm of Fan 1-25-C. The same 
comment on Fan 1-71 also applies here. 

4. Fan 1-85, the Finish End Packer/Bulk B.H. Fan, approximately 
38 dBA. This fan is physically similar to fan 1-71, but is not 
as loud. Fan outlet muffling is required, but probably not fan 
case noise controls. 

5. Fan 1-33-A, the Wet End Waste Bin Vent Fan, approximately 34 
dBA. This is a small vent fan on the waste bin, located near the 
center of the plant. The noise is directional. Outlet muffling 
is required, but not fan case noise control. 

6. Fan 1-9, the Crusher Bin B.H. Fan. Noise from fan 1-51-A is 
at exactly twice the frequency of fan 1-9 within the speed sta
bility of the induction motors driving these fans. Therefore, 
spectral analysis of tapes made near the Grove residence could 
not provide a direct measurement of Fan 1-9 noise. Estimates 
based on other data are that this fan is between 32 and 36 dBA 
at the Grove residence. Fan outlet silencing is required if 
nighttime fan operation will occur. The need for fan case noise 
control is doubtful, and will be evaltrated after silencing. 
Eagle-Picher personnel have stated that this fan is used only 
during the daytime for several hours per day, at present. 

7. Fan 1-41, a Finish End Backwash Fan. This fan has an open 
inlet. The noise is below 30 dBA at the Grove residence, but is 
clearly audible and is very significant to the north and east. 
During initial plant layout, to provide acoustic shielding, the 
warehouse was sited just south of this and other ground-level 
noise sources. The shielding is highly effective; this fan's 
noise is not detectable at the Grove or Swancutt mailboxes. 
Preferred noise control for Fan 1-41 is to slow the fan using a 
two-speed drive, as much of the noise is developed during low 
flow conditions, and to silence the inlet. The silencer, with or 
without an rpm reduction, would provide major noise reduction 
benefits to nearby in-plant areas. Other alternates that may be 
feasible include adding a second small fan for low flow condi
tions, and moving the damper to the inlet side of the fan. 

Last week, Eagle-Picher reported that the rpm of 1-41 had been 
greatly reduced. Close-in measurements show a 6 to 13 dBA reduc
tion. If distant measurements using fine-line spectrum analysis 
equipment confirm this amount of noise reduction, then no further 
muffling for this fan is needed to achieve the environmental 
noise reduction goal. 

.. • . - . . 
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not provide a direct measurement of Fan 1-9 noise. Estimates 
based on other data are that this fan is between 32 and 36 dBA 
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nighttime fan operation will occur. The need for fan case noise 
control is doubtful, and will be evalu·ated after silencing. 
Eagle-Picher personnel have stated that this fan is used only 
during the daytime for several hours per day, at present. 

7. Fan 1-41, a Finish End Backwash Fan. This fan has an open 
inlet. The noise is below 30 dBA at the Grove residence, but is 
clearly audible and is very significant to the north and east. 
During initial plant layout, to provide acoustic shielding, the 
warehouse was sited just south of this and other ground-level 
noise sources. The shielding is highly effective; this fan's 
noise is not detectable at the Grove or Swancutt mailboxes. 
Preferred noise control for Fan 1-41 is to slow the fan using a 
two-speed drive, as much of the noise is developed during low 
flow conditions, and to silence the inlet. The silencer, with or 
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muffling for this fan is needed to achieve the environmental 
noise reduction goal. 
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Secondary Noise Source Control 

Most secondary noise sources will require noise control to •meet 
an L50 of 38 dBA criterion at the Grove residence. However, we 
found that several did not require noise reduction and are 
included for completeness. These secondary noise sources are: 

8. Fans 1-7-B and 1-18-A, Small Bin Vent Fans. These were not 
in operation at the time of our visit. Although they could not 
be measured, they are identical to other bin vent fans. Assuming 
identical noise levels, fan outlet mufflers will be needed. 

9. Positive displacement blowers. These are responsible for 
many minor spectral peaks above 500 Hz; the noise of each blower 
by itself is minor, but when combined, total in the mid to high 
30 dBA range. Candidate P.D. Blowers for noise control are 1-73, 
1-61, 1-.32 and 1-78. Noise control, if needed, would consist of 
noise barriers around the blowers, and possibly inlet muffler 
changes. These blowers, actually small air compressors, produce 
significant noise to the north and east. Prior to any final 
design and impl~mentation, the noise of each blower should be 
evaluated in detail and the usefulness of any noise control con-
firmed. · 

10. Fan Cases of 1-71, 1-25-C, 1-69, 1-13, 1-24, and 1-9. Most 
large fan cases emit noise at the fundamental frequency and at 
the first harmonic. Noise control, if needed, would consist of 
fan case and duct bracing, and possibly noise barrier panels. 
(Because of high levels of noise emitted by the fan outlets, it 
would. have been costly and inexact to determine, prior to fan 
muffling, the exact amounts of noise reduction, if any, required 
by each fan case.· However, it was determined that only fa·ns 1-71 
and 1-25-C are likely to require over 5 dBA of case and duct wall 
noise reduction, based on vibration measurements.) Fans 1-69, 
1-13, 1-24, and 1-9 may not require case and duct noise controls. 

11. Small fan inlets and outlets. These will require individual 
attention during a site visit. Fan 1-35-B is a likely candidate 
for an inlet muffler. Fan 1-14-A is already muffled. 

12. Mechanical Noises. Two screw conveyors, 1 -2·6 and occasion
ally 1-52, emitted scraping and squeaking sounds. These noises 
were in the low 40 dBA range on Graham Boulevard to the east of 
the plant, but only episodically. Recommended noise reduction 
consists of bending or adjusting parts to eliminate internal 
metal~on~metal scraping. If this is not feasible, then other 
mean_s of noise control can be devised. 

•• "· ·- ! -
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Eagle-Picher reports that the mechanical noise sources mentioned 
were repaired successfully, eliminating the noises. Should such 
scraping or other noises re-appear in the future, similar acti0ns 
will need to made. 

13. Bin Vibrators. At the plant entrance along Graham Boule
vard, vibrators raise plant noise in the 63 Hz band from 62 up to 
67 dBA (unweighted). However, the octave noise level in the 63 
Hz band does not exceed the regulatory limit of 62 dBA at resi
dences. No noise control is required to achieve the noise 
reduction goal. 

14. Bag House Air Cleaners. These devices emit noise several 
times a minute. They are audible toward the north. Substantial 
noise control for these devices may be exceedingly difficult, and 
their distinctive intermittent noise may set a lower limit to 
achievable L10 noise levels. They are not expected to require 
noise control to achieve compliance, and will remain audible. 

15. Warning Devices. No noise reduction is required to meet the 
environmental noise regulations. Their sound will remain 
audible. 

Schedule 

The schedule allows time for developing special resonant silen
cers that are tailored to these fans and are not subject to 
acoustic degradation. The schedule also allows time for unfore
seen delays. Such delays cannot be ruled out because of poten
tial impact of some noise controls on production. 

The steps necessary to reduce plant noise and their schedule are 
described below. Step one applies to all noise sources, steps 2 
through 7 apply to major noise sources only, and steps 8 through 
12 apply to the secondary noise sources only. Figure 2 charts 
the schedule. 

1. Identify and prioritize plant noise sources 
control. This was completed in September 1986. 
findings appears in the preceding section. 

and their noise 
A summary of the 

2. Fan rpm reductions. Eagle-Picher has evaluated fan rpm 
reductions and fan wheel changes. This required the achievement 
of stable plant operation as a part of startup. Then, fan wheel 
changes and rpm reductions were evaluated for feasibility. This 
was done in September, October, and November, 1986 . 

. • -. 
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The steps necessary to reduce plant noise and their schedule are 
described below. Step one applies to all noise sources, steps 2 
through 7 apply to major noise sources only, and steps 8 through 
12 apply to the secondary noise sources only. Figure 2 charts 
the schedule. 
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findings appears in the preceding section. 

and their noise 
A summary of the 

2. Fan rpm reductions. Eagle-Picher has evaluated fan rpm 
reductions and fan wheel changes. This required the achievement 
of stable plant operation as a part of startup. Then, fan wheel 
changes and rpm reductions were evaluated for feasibility. This 
was done in September, October, and November, 1986. 
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3. Establish noise reduction engineering goals, both plant-wide 
and for individual major noise sources. This was done subsequent 
to reducing fan rpm's, in October, 1986. 

4. Design or specify mufflers for the seven major noise sources. 
This will likely require an additional plant visit for checking 
supports and clearances. At least two, and probably three., 
degradation-resistant muffler designs will be needed. Commercial 
mufflers will be used only if appropriate; otherwise, custom 
and/or proprietary designs will be specified. Design work will 
be submitted as the designs are developed. This work will pro
ceed in November 1986 through February 28, 1987. 

5. Order and receive mufflers for the major noise sources. Bid
ding and fabrication, if local, would require three to eight 
weeks. Order time for any commercially available silencers is 
typically six to sixteen weeks. Order by February 15 and receive 
on or before April 30, 1987. As appropriate, Eagle-Picher will 
look for ways to shorten order and fabrication time. 

6. Installation. Most installation can proceed as mufflers are 
received. The last would be installed 15 days after receipt, or 
by May 15, 1987. 

7. Inspect major noise source silencers. Some may require 
adjustment. Any fan case silencing would be specified at this 
time. Complete within two weeks of silencer installation, or May 
31, 1987 at the latest. 

8. Silence secondary small bin vent fans, and other small fans. 
Silencers will be designed or specified by January 31, 1987. 

9. Order small fan mufflers by February 15, 1987 and received by 
April 15, 1 987. 

10. Install small fan mufflers by May 15, 1987 or sooner if all 
major fans are silenced earlier than the deadline. Accelerated 
installation would not result in significant benefit to neighbors 
because of.dominant fan noises, but may ease scheduling pressure 
on maintenance staff. 

11. Place noise shields around some rotary positive displacement 
blowers, as needed. This can proceed any time, but will provide 
no large noise reduction benefit until the major noise sources 
are reduced. Complete by March 31, 1987. 

12. Mechanical noises. Complete by March 31, 1987. Sooner com
pletion is desirable because no design work is needed and to pre
vent a "rush" maintenance schedule at the time of silencer 

,_ 
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installation. New mechanical noises may arise from time to time, 
and would be addressed, as needed. 

13. Inspect secondary noise source controls within two weeks of 
installation, or no later than May 30, 1987. 

The proposed schedule provides time to develop noise controls 
that are practical and will provide enduring noise reduction. 
For example, a concern is that conventional fiberglass packed 
silencers, although quick to order and install, would be subject 
to a slow degradation because of the severity of the application. 
A result would be a plant noise that, although initially in com
pliance, could cr.eep upward after several months or a year. A 
result could be eventual non-compliance, retrofits, and hard 
feelings by neighbors. For these reasons, conventional fiber
glass silencers will be used only in those few locations where 
CIEA believes that they will remain effective. 

WHAT TO EXPECT 

Full implementation of the compliance plan will result in noise 
levels that comply with the identified goal of 38 dBA. 

Reduction of the dominant major fan noises (Items 1 through 7 
above) will reduce plant noise to about 38 to 42 dBA at the near
est residence. The major noises now heard by neighbors will be 
substantially gone. Accurate evaluation of any remaining unsil
enced secondary noises at reasonable levels of effort will then 
be feasible. These remaining secondary noise sources will be 
prioritized and reduced if necessary. Non-steady noises, such a.s 
voices and shovel use, will become more audible. 

My experience is that factory sounds, reasonably neutral in char
acter, which produce noise levels of 40 to 42 dBA, even in quiet 
rural areas, are usually found to be acceptable even for con
cerned residents. Thus, after control of the four loudest noise 
sources, urgency will be less and calendar time will be available 
for careful evaluation of remaining noise sources and for instal
lation of their controls. For this reason, noise control designs 
for the loudest noise sources should be accelerated, if feasible. 

COST 

Cos't is 
because 
loudest 
will be 
plate. 

significant because of the number of noise sources, and 
of the amount of noise reduction required from the four 
fans. Also, to achieve durable noise controls, there 
a substantial amount of fabrication using heavy steel 
Substantial consulting labor was incurred in separating 
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installation. New mechanical noises may arise from time to time, 
and would be addressed, as needed. 

13. Inspect secondary noise source controls within two weeks of 
installation, or no later than May 30, 1987. 

The proposed schedule provides time to develop noise controls 
that are practical and will provide enduring noise reduction. 
For example, a concern is that conventional fiberglass packed 
silencers, although quick to order and install, would be subject 
to a slow degradation because of the severity of the application. 
A result would be a plant noise that, although initially in com
pliance, could cr.eep upward after several months or a year. A 
result could be eventual non-compliance, retrofits, and hard 
feelings by neighbors. For these reasons, conventional fiber
glass silencers will be used only in those few locations where 
CIEA believes that they will remain effective. 

WHAT TO EXPECT 

Full implementation of the compliance plan will result in noise 
levels that comply with the identified goal of 38 dBA. 

Reduction of the dominant major fan noises (Items 1 through 7 
above). will reduce plant noise to about 38 to 42 dBA at the near
est residence. The major noises now heard by neighbors will be 
substantially gone. Accurate evaluation of any remaining unsil
enced secondary noises at reasonable levels of effort will then 
be feasible. These remaining secondary noise sources will be 
prioritized and reduced if necessary. Non-steady noises, such a.s 
voices and shovel use, will become more audible. 

My experience is that factory sounds, reasonably neutral in char
acter, which produce noise levels of 40 to 42 dBA, even in quiet 
rural areas, are usually found to be acceptable even for con
cerned residents. Thus, after control of the four loudest noise 
sources, urgency will be less and calendar time will be available 
for careful evaluation of remaining noise sources and for instal
lation of their controls. For this reason, noise control designs 
for the loudest noise sources should be accelerated, if feasible. 

Cos't is 
because 
loudest 
will be 
plate. 

significant because of the number of noise sources, and 
of the amount of noise reduction required from the four 
fans. Also, to achieve durable noise controls, there 
a substantial amount of fabrication using heavy steel 
Substantial consulting labor was incurred in separating 

. . 
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and cataloging the many plant noise sources at many locations. 
This is in addition to design consulting costs.· 

Below is a rough budget: 

Silencing major noise sources No. 1 through 7: 
Silenc_ing secondary noise sources No. 8 to 12: 
Design and analysis costs: 

$50-70K 
15-25K 
15-25K 

Total: $80-120K 

My expectation is that costs can be held to about $100K by care
ful attention to design. 

This completes our noise control plan. Please do not hesitate to 
call should you have questions or comments. 

Sincerely, _ 
/;,( ) 

.J;;:{~,,,~ / --~r;; '2-c~ 
Thomas R. Norris, P. E. 

TRN:e 
Encs.: Figures 1 & 2 

cc: Mr. Greenberg, Eagle-Picher Industries, Inc. 
Mr. Buntin, Brown-Buntin Associates 

,_ • 
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FIGURE 2: 

NOISE CONTROL PLAN SCHEDULE 

EAGLE-PICHER CELATOM PLANT, VALE, OREGON 

SEPT. OCT. NOV. DEC. JAN. FEB. MARCH APRIL MAY 
MILESTONE: 1986 1 986 1986 1986 1987 1 987 1987 1987 1987 

1. PRIORITIZE ALL NOISE 
' SOURCES 

MAJOR NOISE SOURCES ONLY: 

. 2. EVALUATE FAN RPM 
AND WHEEL CHANGES 

3. ESTABLISH NOISE I 

' REDUCTION GOALS 

4. MAJOR NOISE SOURCE 
MUFFLER DESIGN 

5. ORDER & RECEIVE MAJOR 
NOISE SOURCE MUFFLERS 

6. INSTALL MAJOR NOISE , 

SOURCE MUFFLERS 

7. INSPECT MAJOR NOISE f--t 
SOURCE SILENCING 

SECONDARY NOISE SOURCES ONLY: 

8. DESIGN/SPECIFY SECONDARY 
FAN MUFFLERS, AS NEEDED 

9. ORDER & RECEIVE SECONDARY ---t 
FAN MUFFLERS, AS NEEDED 

10. INSTALL SECONDARY FAN . 
MUFFLERS, AS NEEDED 

11 • DESIGN, ORDER & INSTALL , 
--7 

SHIELDS AROUND PD BLOWERS 
AS NEEDED 

12. DESIGN, ORDER, AND INSTALL ;..-..,. 
MECHANICAL NOISE SILENCING 
AS NEEDED 

13. INSPECT SECONDARY NOISE ,..._.., 
SOURCE SILENCING 

.£1. ;/'"''!f .. ·--------· .. !M!MM §_ ·---- . .¥~~· . ___ .... C*::f:::~7:.-~t~ ____ @_WS@™12.~- JM&l_&1£ji J£JJ o_:: ::µ: '-?fiMIC !kW}l$J!L _4; 1§!4&22£&&&&.&&£± aqq:x;;zgg&!!££z -< 



STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Environmental Quality Commission DATE' January 16, 1987 

Director 

SUBJECT, Supplemental Information to Agenda Item H, January 23, 1987, EQC Meeting 

91·12!5-1397 

Informational Report: Eagle-Picher Minerals, Inc. 

As an update to the status of air quality compliance activities at Eagle-Picher, 
The Department has attached our most recent correspondence. This information, 
which was not available at the time of staff report drafting, provides a description 
of the pollution control actions completed and time lines for completing the 
control of other identified problem areas. 

Representatives of Eagle-Picher are planning to attend the January 23, 1987 
Commission and respond to any questions you may have. 

Attachments 

Robert C. Harris:ts 
229-5259 
January 16, 1987 

Fred Hansen 
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December 22, 1986 

Robert W. Piekarz 
Vice President, Engineering 
Eagle-Picher Industries 
l'Jinerals Division 
P.O. Box 12130 
Reno, NV 89510 

Dear Mr. Piekarz: 

Re: ACDP No. 23-0032 
Malheur Cou.'lty 

The meeting between Department staff and Eagle-Picher representatives on 
December 18, 1986 was very encouraging. We have a better u.•derstanciing of 
your plans for complying with your Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. 

On November 21, 1986, your company was issued a Notice of Violation and 
Intent to Assess Civil Penalty for violations of your permit. A follow-up 
inspection by Steve Gardels, Eastern Regional manager, on December 9 and 
10, 1986 found repeated violations for which the Department could assess 
civil penalties, However, as a result. of our meeting, we believe your 
company is malting significant progress to comply by making physical 
equipment changes and additions, and by establishing management procedures. 

The Department has decided to not assess civil penalties at this time 
subject to the fellowing: 

1. You provided a list of items that you are committed to implement. 
By January 9, 1987, submit a schedule of when these items will be 
completed. The schedule must show prompt implementation to be 
acceptable. 

2. Immediate and continued compliance with Condition 6 (copy 
enclosed) of your permit. Whenever you have a spill, you must 
immediately clean it up to prevent the wind from blowing it away. 
This will require constant viligance on your part. 

A summary of the violations that Mr. Gardels found are as follows: 

1. Raw diatomaceous earth was allowed to accumulate around the 
conveyer .systems from the raw unloading conveyers and below the 
storage silos. 

2. Diatomaceous earth product was found on the ground in the reject 
bag storage area. 

3. During the inspection, several. bags of diatomaceous earth product 
were broken open in the reject pile storage area. The material 
was not immediately cleaned up and put· into enclosed containers. 
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4. A large spill of diatocaceous earth product from a line coming 
from the finished end baghouse had occurred. All of the outside 
equipment was covered with the product. No effort was made to 
wash down the equipcent and/or vacuum up tho spillage to comply 
with the permit. 

5. A large amount of fugitive dust was released during the loading 
from the waste bin into open top trucks. This situation 
apparently occurs daily when the waste bin is unloaded. 

During our meeting, you indicated that you could comply with your permit 
for the above or similar situations except for item i/5. To eliminate the 
fugitives from the waste bin unloading operation, you said you will build 
an enclosure. Until the enclosure is completed, you will continue to 
violate Condition 8 of your permit. 

The Department does not have the authority to allow the continued releases 
until a waste bin area enclosure is constructed. Therefore, as an interim 
measure, you should begin using enclosed truck trailers for loading waste 
materials so that dust emitted during the loading will be routed to the 
baghouse control system as required by your permit. If you can devise 
other temporary measures to comply, please feel free to do so. Be advised 
however, that allowing emissions during the transfer of waste product from 
the waste bin to trucks cannot be ignored during any future inspections 
that may be performed by the Department. 

I appreciate the fact that your company took our notice very serious and is 
actively working en solutions to correct the problems. I am expecting to 
hear from you soon concerning the compliance dates to complete your 
commitments. 

If you have any questions, feel free to call me at 229-5373 in Portland or 
Mr. Gardels at 276-4063 in Pendleton. 

FMB:b 
GB6319 

Sincerely, 

Fred Bolton, Administrator 
Regional Operations Division 

cc: Steve Gardels, Eastern Region Office, DEQ 
Paul Harper, Director of Environmental Affairs and Safety, Eagle-Picher 
Ted Stroebel, General Works Manager, Eagle-Picher 
Air Quality Division, DEQ 



FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Mr. Fred Bolton 
Administrator, Regional Operations Div. 
State of Oregon 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 
811 S.W. 6th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

RE: ACDP No. 23-0032, Malheur County 

Dear Mr. Bolton: 

January 8, 1987 

Thank you and your staff for meeting with us in your Portland 
office on December 18, 1986. 

During our discussions, we submitted an outline of those items 
which concerned your Eastern Regional (Pendleton) office. This 
listed the progressive measures needed to mitigate these problems. 
Your letter of December 22, 1986 requests that we also submit 
an implementation schedule. This schedule is as follows·: 

I. COMPLETED ACTIONS 

1. Shrouding on conveyor belt from pan feeder to Gruendler 
(crusher) mill improved. Completed on November 1986. 

2. Additional vent lines to Gruendler mill and conveyor. 
Completed on November 1986. 

3. Gruendler mill speed reduced. Completed on October 1986. 

4. Reduced frequency of discharging collected material from 
crude ore baghouse. Completed on December 1986. 

5. Skirting added to crude ore bin pan feeder. Completed 
on October 1986. 

6. Skirting added to pan feeders under fine ore bins. 
Completed on October 1986. 

7. Second mobile vacuum is in place as a spare. 
on December 16, 1986. 

Initiated 

8. Aurora hoppers for handling plant waste have been covered. 
Completed on November 1986. 

9. Waste product pile has been eliminated. 
stacked outside will be stretchwrapped. 
December 9, 1986. 

Any material 
Completed on 

Eagle-Picher Minerals. Inc. 1755 E. Plumb Lane P. 0. Box 12130 Reno. Nevada 89510 {702) 322-3331 

A Subsidiary of Eagle-Picher lnCfustrles. Inc. Cable Address: Eagpich 
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10. A full-time dust spill clean-up person has been added. 
Initiated on December 15, 1986. All plant personnel 
have been instructed on the importance of housekeeping 
and of promptly addressing spillages. 

11. Waste product area has been cleaned and gravE1led. 
Completed on December 16, 1986. 

12. Product and waste lines from blow-through seal valves have 
had compressed air fittings added to avoid disassembly 
to clean. Completed on November 1986. 

13. Waste bin bag refeed station has been modified. Completed 
on October 1986. 

14. Waste bin bulk refeed station has been modified. Completed 
on October 1986. 

15. Delumper has been modified. Completed on November 1986. 

16. Kiln flame detector has been improved, multiple redundancy. 
Completed on December 1986. 

17. Strip doors for ore unloading building. Completed on 
December 30, 1986. 

II. COMMITTED ACTIONS 

1. Route known reject directly to waste bin. Will be complete 
by January 15, 1987. 

2. Enclosure at waste loading station. Will be complete by 
February 15, 1987. An interim solution has been implemented 
on January 8, 1987. 

A sealable tarpaulin trailer cover is being used by our ore and 
waste hauling contractor as a methodology for the enclosure of the 
waste haulage truck trailers during the waste loadout operations, 
pending the completion of the waste loading enclosure. 

These address items 1 through 5 of Mr. Gardels' noted violations 
as itemized in your letter. 

Our commitment to the complete cooperation with DEQ in the intent 
and spirit of Oregon's air quality laws remains; however, we may 
be reaching the limits of best available control technology (B.A.C.T.' 
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The use of a multiple redundant flame failure detection system 
is a good example. We have installed an "improved" infrared 
system along with the standard ultraviolet "minipeeper" system. 
The infrared unit was not commercially available when the plant 
was designed. 

Please advise me at 702/322-3331 should you have any questions. 

RWP:ief 

Very truly yours, 

EAGLE-PICHER MINERALS, INC. 

R. W. Piekarz, P.E. 
Vice President Engineering 
& Environmental Affairs 

cc: Steve Gardels, E.astern Region, DEQ, Pendleton 
Paul Harper, Director of Env. Affairs & Safety, E-P, Cincinnati 
Ted Stroebel, General Works Manager, E-P, Celatom 
Air Quality Division, DEQ, Portland 
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811 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, OR 97204 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item I, January 23, 1987, EQC Meeting 

Informational Report on the Vehicle Inspection Program, 
1985-1986 

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 805.350 and 815.300 through 320 provide that 
motor vehicles registered within designated boundaries meet emission 
standards established by the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) prior 
to vehicle registration or re-registration. The Department of Environ
mental Quality (DEQ) operates Oregon's Inspection and Maintenance (I/M) 
Program in two air quality regions, the greater Portland area defined by 
the Metropolitan Service District boundaries and the greater Rogue Valley 
defined by the Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA). 

The program began operation in July, 1975 in the Portland area. The pro
gram began operation in the Rogue Valley in January, 1986. Since the 
program startup, the Department has prepared periodic update reports on the 
inspection program operation. The first of these reports was presented to 
the Commission at its January 18, 1977 meeting. Subsequent reports were 
submitted in 1979, 1981, 1983, and 1985. 

Evaluation 

Attached is a new informational report prepared by the Department for your 
consideration. The purpose of the report is to provide a summary and 
update on the operation of Oregon's Vehicle Inspection Program during 1985 
and 1986. The report contains an overview summary that provides a general 
descriptive narrative. It is followed by various appendices which provide 
a more technical and detailed commentary on the program operations, emis
sion characteristics of vehicles, air quality benefits, and other support 
documentation. 

Among the highlights of the report are the following: 
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1. During 1985 and 1986, over 850,000 emission tests have been conducted 
and over 550,000 Certificates of Compliance were issued. 

2. The Commission implemented ORS 468.397 establishing the Oregon I/M 
Program in the Rogue Valley area. At the end of its first year of 
operation, over 58,000 emissions tests were conducted at the Rogue 
Valley I/M station. 

3. Idle emission reductions from cars and trucks tested continue to be 
documented. Overall idle emission reductions of 66% for carbon 
monoxide (CO) and 75% for hydrocarbons (HC) were calculated based on 
comparing the results of the cars and trucks that passed with the 
emissions from those that failed and were ultimately repaired. 

4. Computer modeling indicates that compliance with ozone (03 ) and CO 
should be achieved by the end of 1987 in both the Portland and Medford 
areas. 

Director's Recommentation 

It is recommended that the Commission accept this informational report. 

Fred Hansen 

Attachment: Report On Oregon Vehicle Inspection Program 1985-1986 

W. JASPER:a 
VA5848 
229-5081 
January 6, 1987 
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REPORT ON 
OREGON VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 

1985-1986 

THE ROLE OF I/M PROGRAMS IN AIR QUALITY CONTROL 

Oregon's response to the federal Clean Air Act is the State Implementation 
Plan (SIP). This plan outlines the major air pollution problems of the 
state and the programs aimed at reducing pollution levels. Whether the 
problem is industrial or residential, fixed-source or mobile, the SIP 
prescribes remedies for the pollution ills. This report focuses on mobile
sourced pollution from motor vehicles. The specific program is I/M 
("inspection and maintenance"). The Oregon I/M Program is operated by the 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), which acts under the direction 
of the Environmental Quality Commission. 

I/M programs help reduce air pollution by requiring the inspection of motor 
vehicle exhaust emissions and the repair of vehicles that are producing 
more than the sllowed levels of pollution. The federal Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) regards I/M as an effective strategy to help urban 
areas control motor vehicle pollution and meet· national air quality 
standards. The Clean Air Act required states to meet these standards by 
December 31, 1982. Ccngress provided, however, that areas with severe 
pollution problems could be granted extensions to the end of 1987 if they 
agreed to initiate I/M programs. I/M was emphasized because its potential 
for reducing mobile-sourced emissions is significantly greater than any 
other approach. 

Vehicle emissions inspection programs are now operating in 33 states and 
the District of Columbia. They range in size from relatively small (the 
Boise, Idaho program) to very large (the seven major air quality area 
programs in California). From Alaska to Arizona and New york to 
California, every region of the nation has addressed its air polluton 
problems thorugh the implementation of I/M programs to protect public 
health. The U.S. General Accounting Office issued a report in 1985 
criticizing some I/M programs. Nevertheless, the GAO·concluded that well 
run I/M programs were effe::tive air pollution control measures. The report 
cited many features of the Oregon I/M program as a model for other states. 

Oregon has one of the nation's oldest and most highly rated I/M programs. 
This is the program operated in the Portland metropolitan area since 1975 
by the state Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). Only the State of 
New Jersey's vehicle inspection program has been in existence longer. The 
DEQ also administers one of the nation's newest I/M programs, Oregon's I/M 
operation in the Rogue Vslley of scuthern Oregon. This program was 
launched on January 1, 1986, to help the Medford area solve its persistent 
carbon monoxide problem. Under Oregon law, I/M programs may be requried in 
any area that cannot reasonably meet state and federal clean air standards 
by any other means. Vehicle inspection is frequently regarded as a "last 

- 1 -



resort strategy", but it is also a proven way to reduce air pollution from 
motor vehicles. Even with the development of better pollution control 
equipment and tougher emissions standards for new cars and trucks, I/M 
programs still play a vital role in keeping air pollution levels down in 
many urban communities. 

MOTOR VEHICLES: A MAJOR SOURCE OF·POLLUTION 

Though Oregon has fewer urban areas than many states, its more populated 
cities can experiance significant air pollution from automobiles and other 
motor vehicles. In any community with heavy traffic, the increased level 
of exhaust emissions creates air quality problems. These problems can 
become particularly serious if the area's geography and weather encourage 
the buildup of air pollution. These conditions exist in some western 
Oregon areas, especially in the Rogue Valley. 

Vehicle exhaust emissions contain three major pollutants-carbon monoxide 
(CO), hydrocarbon gases (HC) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx). (The latter two 
combine, in the presence of sunlight and elevated temperatures, to produce 
ozone--more commonly known as "smog.") Motor vehicles account for 73 
percent of the carbon monoxide and 46 percent of the hydrocarbons in the 
Portland airshed; in the Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area 
(AQMA), they generate 59 percent of the carbon monoxide and 33 percent of 
the hydrocarbons. Portland and Medford currently exceed federal Clean Air 
Act standards for carbon monoxide. Portland also exceeds standards for· 
ozone. 

I/M programs address the health and livability problems associated with 
increased exhaust emissions from motor vehicles in urban areas. They 
identify vehicles with excessive exhaust emissions and require their 
repair. The DEQ analyzed vehicle emissions characteristics tested during 
1986 in both Portland and Medford. Vehicles that passed the I/M test 
averaged 66 percent cleaner for carbon monoxide and 75 percent cleaner for 
hydrocarbons. The number of vehicles tested and pass rates for cars and 
trucks are shown in Tables 1 and 2. 

OREGON'S I/M PROGRAM 

REQUIREMENTS 

Vehicle inspection in Oregon is tied to motor vehicle registration. Most 
vehicles must pass the exhaust emissions test every two years. Some 
vehicles, including government-owned vehicles and heavy-duty, gasoline
powered trucks, must be inspected every year. Testing is mandatory for 
gasoline-powered cars, truCks, vans, motor homes and buses, as well as 
diesel-powered passenger cars and diesel trucks with manufacturers 1 gross 
vehicle ratings of 8 ,500 pounds or less. Some classes of vehicles are 
exempt. This includes new vehicles, those more than 20 model years old, 
those with farm plates and vehicles used in interstate commerce. 

- 2 -



Light Duty 
Heavy Duty 
Total 

Table 1 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Vehicle Inspection Program 
811 S. W. Sixth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 

ACTIVITY SUMMARY FOR JANLIARX 1985 THROUGH NOVEMBER liBQ 

EMISSION INSPECTION TESTS 

8001140 
_n...fil 

827 1294 

By Location: 
Gresh an 

Certificates of Compliance Issued - 549,999 

·Milwaukie 
Northeast 
H11 l sboro 
Northwest 
Beaverton 
Medford 

LIGHT DUlY VEHICLE EMISSION OONTRCl. TEST SUMMARY 

164,845 
135,065 
145 ,136 
60,668 
60,927 

202,214 
58,379 

Vehicle Cateoorv 
Total Total .L.l.2lll+ 1975-1980 1968-1974 Pre---122.a 

Pass Emission Test 

Test Fall ed For: 
E>«:esslve Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Excess Ive Hydrocarbons (HC) 
E>«:essiv e HC and CO at idle 
Either CO or HC @ 2500 rpm 
Disconnected Emission Control Equipment 
Other Causes (i.e., smoke, dilution, 
Excessive Nol se 

VPAS.1 
VA5823 

idle speed) 

Number Percentage .L.._25% 

525,905 66% : 88% 

71.327 9 % . 2% . 
56 .752 7 % : 2% 
43 ,808 5 % . 1 % . 

8,045 1 % : 4% 
49 ,531 6 % : 2% 
37.875 5 % : 2% 

6,897 1 % - % 

49% 23% li_ 

59% 55% 65% 

10 % 14 % 11 % 
8 % 11 % 8% 
8 % 5 % 2% 
- % - % - % 

10 % 6 % - % 
4 % 8 % 12 % 
- % 2% 3 % 

VIP 86345 



Table 2' 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Vehicle Inspection Progran 

811 s. W. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

HEAVY-DU1Y GASQINE VEHICLE TEST SUMMARY 
Jan 85 through Nov 86 - All Stations 

Pre-1970 Trucks (2042) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide CCO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons CHC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC & CO 
Tests Fail ed for a:> @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

1970-1973 Trucks (9430) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide CCO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons CHC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for a:> @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Fall ed for Other Causes 

1974-1978 Trucks (9283) 

64% 
7% 

11% 
2% 

11% 
5% 

61% 
11% 

9% 
3% 

11% 
5% 

Pass Emission Test 60% 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 11% 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons CHCl 11% 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 3% 
Tests Failed for a:> @ 2500 rpm 7% 
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 5% 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 3% 

1979 and Later Trucks (8941) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide CCO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for a:> @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Failed for Emission Equi pwent Disconnects 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

VMHD (2/00) 
VA5834 

74% 
3% 

l(llb 
1% 
1% 
7% 
2% 

VIP 86360 



Oregon's vehicle inspection programs are completely self-supporting, 
through the seven-dollar fee charged for the Certificate of Compliance. 
This certificate is issued when a vehicle passes the I/M inspection, and is 
required to register the vehicle. There is no charge if a vehicle fails 
the test, but its registration canno.t be renewed until it is retested and 
passes. 

Oregon's I/M Program operates under rules adopted by the state Environ
nmental Quality Commission (EQC). This citizen board, appointed by the 
Governor, supplies policy direction to the DEQ. During 1985-1986, its most 
significant action relating to vehicle inspection was designation of the 
Rogue Valley as part of Oregon's I/M Program. 

THE PORTLAND AREA 

The Oregon I/M program in the Portland area operates in the 455-square-mile 
Metropolitan Service District, which includes portions of Clackamas, 
Multnomah and Washington counties. (Figure 1 shows the inspection area and 
locations of the six Portland-area testing stations.) During 1985 and 1986, 
these stations tested over 800,000 vehicles and issued 550,000 Certificates 
of Compliance. The I/M boundaries, defined by Oregon statute, are designed 
to include as many of the vehicles regularly traveling in the Portland area 
as possible. Studies conducted by DEQ during 1985 continued to support 
estimates that about 88 percent of the motor vehicles driven in the area on 
a regular basis are registered within the I/M boundaries. Commuter traffic. 
from Clark County, Washington, though it has increased significantly in 
recent years, accounts for only about 3 percent of the vehicle traffic in 
the Portland area. 

Vehicle inspection is one of several control strategies employed to deal 
with motor vehicle pollution in Portland. Other. approaches include the 
federal new-car emission standards, parking controls, improved traffic flow 
and increased use of mass transit. During the last two years, public use 
of the Tri-Met mass transit system has declined by about 5 percent. 
Population growth in the Portland suburbs and the recent availability of 
cheaper gas has helped increase the number of vehicle miles traveled in the 
area by about 5-7 percent during the last two years. And there is 
considerable pressure on the City of Portland to increase its current lid 
on the number of parking spaces in the downtown area. These programs have 
helped Portland make steady progress toward meeting Clean Air Act 
standards, but the more stable nature of the vehicle inspection program 
makes it a key element of plans to maintain those ambient air standards 
once they are achieved. 

THE OREGON I/M PROGRAM IN THE ROGUE VALLEY 

Medford has the worst carbon monoxide problem in Oregon, and an I/M program 
had been recommended for several years as the only way the area can meet 
health standards for this pollutant. In 1985, the Oregon Legislature 
mandated I/M for any area of the state that cannot meet Clean Air Act 
requirements by any other means. As a result of this legislation, the DEQ 
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implemented the I/M program in the Rogue Valley on January 1, 1986. This 
followed a two-month period of voluntary testing and a public awareness and 
education program designed to help explain how the program works and why it 
is needed. 

The I/M exhaust emissions test is required for vehicles registered within 
the approximately 115-square mile Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance 
Area (AQMA). (See Figure 2). Besides Medford and Ashland, this includes 
the communities of Eagle Point, White City, Central Point, Jacksonville, 
Phoenix and Talent. The AQMA includes about 85 percent of the total 
Jackson County population, an estimated 88 percent of the motor vehicle 
traffic that regtlarly travels through the carbon-monoxide problem areas in 
central and north Medford originates from within this area. 

The DEQ operates the Rogue Valley I/M Program from a single testing 
station, located near the Medford-Jackson County Airport in north Medford. 
The Department estimates that about 80 ,000 vehicles will be tested at the 
station during the first two years of operation. During 1986, .the station 
conducted 58,379 vehicle tests and issued over 58,000 Certificates of 
Compliance. 

THE I/M TEST 

All vehicles that go through the DEQ inspection stations in Portland and 
Medford receive the same test. The inspection takes about five- ·minutes, , 
though waiting times to take the test vary with the time of day and month. 
A licensed DEQ vehicle inspector uses an exhaust gas analyzer to measure 
tailpipe emissions. The emission standards vary with make, model and the 
number of engine cylinders. Older vehicles are not required to meet the 
same tailpipe standards as newer models. All vehicles are also checked for 
excessive smoke and exhaust system leaks. 

Any 1975 or newer model must pass a "tampering" inspection for defective or 
missing pollution control equipment. This includes the leaded-fuel inlet 
restrictor required on all "unleaded fuel only" vehicles. Since April 1, 
1985, the inspection procedure in Portland has also included a test for 
excessive exhaust noise. Noise emission standards were implemented as a 
result of a petition presented in 1984 to the Environmental Quality 
Commission by a Portland citizens' group, the Coalition for Livable 
Streets. The Commission held public hearings, and then directed the DEQ to 
include noise testing as part of the vehicle inspection procedure. Because 
the petition was based in Portland, the noise test is not included in the 
Rogue Valley at this time. 

PASS RATE 

Vehicle inspection statistics in Tables 1 and 2 for calendar years 1985 and 
1986 show an average overall pass rate of around 64 percent. The pass rate 
in Portland averaged 67 percent for all vehicles tested. Surprisingly, for 
a new program, the pass rate in Medford has averaged 62 percent since the 
I/M startup in January 1986. 
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ROGUE VALLEY l/M 

FIGURE 2 

Where are vehicles inspected? 

The AOgue Valley l/M vehicle testing 
station is located south of the Med
ford-Jackson County Airport, at: 

3030 Biddle Road 
Medford 

The station is open 

TUESDAY THROUGH FRIDAY: 
OPENAT11A.M. • CLOSEAT7P.M. 

SATURDAY: 
OPEN AT 9 A.M. • CLOSE AT 5 P.M. 

The station is closed 
SUNOAY AND MONDAY 

• ' • 



Table 1 includes the major categories of why vehicles failed the test. The 
major difference between Portland and Medford is the rate of failure for 
disconnected or missing· pollution control equipment. This is to be 

·expected for a newer program. (Portland also has one of the lowest 
tampering rates in the nation, according to an EPA report released in 1985. 
That survey showed that in Portland only about 8 percent of the vehicles 
tested have missing or defective pollution control equipment, while 
nationwide the tampering rate is close to 25 percent. This statistic is 
frequently cited as evidence of the effectiveness of the Portland vehicle 
inspection program.) Table 1 shows that for the whole 85-86 listing 
period, 6 percent of the vehicle tests conducted ended in failure because 
of "tampering" with emission control equipment. For the Portland portion 
of that sample, the average rate was 5%. For the Rogue Valley portion, the 
average tampering rate observed was 10%. If a vehicle fails the 
inspection, the owner is given information about possible causes for the 
failure and a explanation of emissions warranties that may apply. 

DEQ surveys indicate that some vehicles need only minor repair or 
adjustments to pass the test. Common adjustments involve the carbureter, 
choke, idle speed or ignition timing. Replacement of spark plugs, 
sparkplug wires or air filters is also fairly common. Maj or engine 
repairs, such as overhauls, are necessary for less than 1 percent of the 
vehicles that fail the inspection. The range of repairs is as varied as 
the range of vehicles tested. 

REPAIR COSTS 

DEQ surveys conducted during 1986 in Portland and Medford define "cost of 
repair" as the amount a customer reported spending to repair the vehicle 

. after it failed an I/M test (see Table 3). The survey of 3 ,000 customers 
included questions about the types of repairs, who made them and the 
customer's level of satisfaction. The average cost of repair reported in 
Portland was $44.50, while the average cost reported in Medford was $59.79. 
The higher costs reported in Medford were attr.ibutable to two factors: (1) 
A greater number of repair items per vehicle (2.3 items in Medford, 
compared to 1.5 in Portland), and (2) the higher costs of repairing or 
replacing pollution control equipment, a more common item in the Rogue 
Valley survey. The first factor was more significant, reflecting the fact 
that there was simply more routine work to be done on Rogue Valley vehicles 
to get them properly in tune for the exhaust emissions inspection. This is 
to be expected in a new program. 

Table 3 

AVERAGE COST OF REPAIR REPORTED 
AFTER FAILING I/M TEST 

Overall Average Repairs 

New Car Dealers 
Service Stations 
Independent Garages 
Self or Friend 

Portland Area 
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$44.50 

77 .69 
33 .87 
80 .81 
22.99 

Rogue Valley Area 

$59. 7 9 

71.88 
75 .40 
71.77 
39.13 



Most of the customers surveyed reported satisfaction with the repairs._ 
Nine out of 10 respondents said their cars ran better or the same after the 
repairs. Those responses were divided· about equally between "better" and 
"same." 

SERVICE AND QUALITY CONTROL 

The DEQ strives for good service at its vehicle inspection stations by 
providing convenient facilities, keeping waiting lines as reasonable as 
reasonably short as possbile, employing a trained and helpful staff and 
maintaining equipment in good condition. Each testing station participates 
in a rigorous program of equipment calibration and maintenance to insure 
that exhaust emissions are measured accurately. Every new· vehicle 
inspector receives 32 hours of classroom training, followed by a month of 
on-the-job training. All inspectors take part in training sessions to keep 
them current on automotive technology and other issues related to their 
jobs. 

Direct service at the testing stations is augmented by a licensed fleet 
inspection program. During the past two years, 51 fleet operations were 
licensed to test and certify their own vehicles. All I/M testing is backed 
up by an administrative and engineering staff that helps provide efficient 
program operation, as well as educational and support efforts for the 
automotive service industry. As a tribute to their efforts, the vehicle 
inspection program 1 s management and supervisory staff rece;ived the .. 
Governor's Management Service Recognition Award in May 1985; The award 
cited the staff's efficient management of public funds and significant 
contribution to the reduction of air pollution in the Portland airshed. 

Education and support efforts were particularly important· to help 
facilitate the startup of the Rogue Valley I/M Program. The DEQ has 
provided six-week training clinics for automotive service technicians in 
the I/M area. This ongoing program trains mechanics as "Recognized 
Emission Technicians." Local response to this program has been excellent. 
To date, 11 courses have been conducted and 124 technicians certified. 

It is too early to get a reliable reading on compliance with the I/M 
program in the Rogue Valley. but the EPA conducted a comprehensive audit of 
the Portland vehicle inspection program in 1985 • The federal agency found 
a high rate of compliance; about 95 percent of the motor vehicle owners are 
responding to the requirements of the I/M program. The EPA audit report 
also commented: "DEQ is running a well-designed and effectively managed 
vehicle inspection program. The I/M staff appeared very competent and 
interested in the success of the program •••• EPA believes the program is 
extremely effective, as demonstrated by the significant improvements in air 
quality since the program started." 

AIR QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS FROM I/M 

During its more than 11 years of operation, the vehicle inspection program 
in Portland has been the focus of several surveys by EPA and other agencies 
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outside DEQ. Those studies, as well as records maintained by DEQ, document 
the program 1 s positive impact on the Portland airshed. There are three 
different ways to measure this: 

1. Emission Levels. DEQ's day-to-day tailpipe emission measurements 
indicate the I/M test is an effective way to identify vehicles that are 
giving off excessive pollution. After these vehicles have been repaired 
and retested, they show a measured idle-speed reduction of up to 70 percent 
for carbon monoxide emissions and 65 percent for hydrocarbons. Eugene, 
which has no I/M program, served as a control area for a 1978-79 study by 
DEQ. Fleetwide emissions averaged 50 percent higher in the Eugene cars 
than in the Portland cars tested. 

As mentioned earlier, DEQ statistics (Figures 3 & 4) for calendar years 
1985 and 1986 show that passing vehicles averaged 37 percent cleaner for 
carbon monoxide and 75 percent cleaner for hydrocarbons. These averages 
are based on computer tracking and analysis of about 21,000 exhaust 
emissions tests, primarily at the Rogue Valley station. The emissions 
reductions noted are consistent with overall emissions trends noted in 
Portland over the past several years. 

2. Computer Modeling. EPA uses computer modeling to assign credits to 
the different air pollution control strategies. The most current models 
indicate that the Portland airshed contains 33 percent less carbon monoxide 
because of vehicle inspection. For ozone, Portland 1 s ambient· air is.·· 
projected to be in compliance with federal standards by the end of 1987. 
Without I/M, the EPA computer models do not project compliance. 

3. Air Quality Monitoring. Before Portland implemented a vehicle 
inspection prog·ram in 1975, the metropolitan area ftequently violated state 
and federal health standards for carbon monoxide. In 1972, for example, 
the DEQ recorded more than 150 days of violation. Ten years later, in 
1982, Portland had only two violation days. In 1985, Portland exceeded the 
standard on two days; during 1986, the area recorded zero violations. 

Ozone levels have also improved in Portland, though this pollutant is 
subject to weather variations that complicate the picture. The overall 
reductions in both carbon monoxide and ozone have occurred despite 
increases in population, the number of motor vehicles on the road and the 
total number of miles traveled in the Portland area. 

In Medford, it is too soon to assess the impact of I/M through air quality 
monitoring. The area recorded 33 days above the carbon monoxide standard 
in 1985 and 22 above the standard during 1986. Medford appears to be on a 
generally improving trend for carbon monoxide, but this picture is 
complicated by the area's changing traffic patterns, sluggish economy and 
persistent air stagnation problems. 

In looking at I/M programs and air quality improvements, it is important to 
note that all three of the above measures of air quality reflect the 
contribution of control measures other than vehicle inspection. This 
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includes the :Unproved pollution control equipment on newer vehicles, 
improvements in traffic flow, parking controls and use of public 
transportation. The bottom line, however, is that "high emitting" vehicles 
would have been generating from two to three times as many pollutants if 
they had not been identified by the Portland vehicle inspection program. 

THE OUTLOOK E'OR I/M IN OREGON 

The stringent new-car emissions standards :implemented by the federal 
government in 1981, along with the need for better fuel economy, brought 
about major changes in automobile engine technology. Just as many argued 
that the introduction of catalytic converters in the 1970's would eliminate 
the need for I/M programs, some now point to the "electronics revolution" 
as a reason to eliminate vehicle emission inspections. There may indeed be 
a point at which we no longer need I/M, but current data suggest that day 
may be a long way off. The sophisticated new pollution control equipment 
is more effective, but its effectiveness deteriorates over a period of 
time. Maintenance is required to keep it operating properly, I/M is still 
needed for these new technology vehicles, just as it has been for earlier 
models. 

The vehicle inspection programs in the Portland and Medford areas are an 
important component of the State Implementation Plan under the Clean Air 
Act. The purpose of these programs is to reduce carbon monoxide -emissions.
through :Unproved vehicle maintenance. (E'or Portland, this also applies to 
ozone-producing hydrocarbons.) The emissions reductions obtained through 
I/M in Portland have helped the area make significant progress in meeting 
ambient air standards, The new program in the Rogue Valley is regarded as 
essential to achieving ambient air carbon monoxide standards for the 
Medford area. Emissions inspection is a key element in current control 
strategies for both areas. 

APPENDICES 

The appendices attached to this report provide additional detail on various 
aspects of the Oregon I/M Program. These appendices are: 

A. Environmental Quality Commission Actions, 1985-1986. 

B. Program Operations in the Oregon I/M Program during 
1985-1986. 

c. Emissions from Cars and Trucks. 

D. Vehicle Inspection and Air Quality. 

E. Population and Traffic Trends in Oregon's I/M Areas. 

E'. I/M Programs around the Nation: A Brief Summary. 

(Because of the voluminous nature of these materials, please contact the 
DEQ, Vehicle Inspection Program for a complete set of the Appendices.) 

VA5849 
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Appendix A 

Summary of Oregon Environmental Commission Vehicle Inspection Program 
Related Actions During 1985-1986 

Date 

March 8, 1985 

April 19, 1985 

June 7, 1985 

July 19, 1985 

September 27, 1985 

November 28, 1985 

June 13, 1986 

July 25, 1986 

September 12, 1986 

October 24, 1986 

WPJ:a 
VA5849.A 
November 12, 1986 

Action 

Received information report on I/M program for 
1983-1984. 

Adopted changes affecting Vehicle Inspection 
Program rules regarding engine changes and 
underhood inspection. 

Issued an emergency repeal of the motorcycle noise 
testing requirements. 

Adopted Intergovernment agreement providing for 
mandatory noise testing of Tri-Met buses. 

Gave authorization for public hearings to gather 
testimony on new boundaries, implementing HB 2458. 
This action was the first step in establishing the 
Rogue Valley I/M program. 

Adopted rules which established boundaries in the 
Medford-Ashland and Air Quality Maintenance Area. 
Effective date for I/M program in the Rogue Valley 
Area was January 1, 1986. 

Adopted rules formalizing suspension of motorcycle 
noise testing requirements. 

Gave authorization to conduct public hearings to 
consider amendments to test standards. 

Received an informational· report reviewing the 
light duty vehicle noise testing. 

Adopted amendments affecting inspection program 
standards for 1972-1974 model year cars. 

Approved Modification to Bus Noise Inspection 
Intergovernmental Agreement with Tri-Met. 
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Appendix B 

Inspection Program Operations 

ORS 815.300. provides that motor vehicles registered within the boundaries 
of the Metropolitan Service District, in the greater Portland metropolitan 
area and Medford-Ashland AQMA, comply with the emission control test 
method, criteria and standards established by the Environmental Quality 
Commission. Compliance is required in order to register or renew the 
registration of a motor vehicle. Passenger cars and light duty trucks, 
which constitute the bulk of the inspection workload, are on a biennial 
registration renewal schedule and are teste<;I every two years. Heavy duty 
trucks and government-owned vehicles are tested on an annual basis. 
Certain classes of vehicles have been legislatively exempted from the 
emission control test requirements. 

The primary goal of the inspection program is to reduce automotive caused 
air pollution by promoting proper vehicle maintenance. To do this with an 
acceptable level of service for the public, the inspection program 
provides sufficient, convenient facilities and reasonable customer waiting 
times, by utilizing testing equipment in excellent condition and a trained 
and helpful staff. The Department of Environmental Quality currently 
operates six motor vehicle inspection centers in the greater Portland 
metropolitan area and one inspection center in Medford. 

Direct service at the inspection· stations is supported by administrative 
and engineering efforts. Administrative and ·engineering staff work on a 
variety of related tasks and projects in providing efficient program 
operation, sod educational and support efforts for the automotive service 
industry. Efforts in these areas are important since individuals who 
repair motor vehicles must be aware of what is expected and why. 

With the biennial licensing cycle for passenger cars sod light duty truck 
registrations, the emission inspections are not spread evenly throughout 
the two-year period. Figure B-1 shows the month's test volumes during 
1985 sod 1986. Figure B-2 shows daily testing activity for 1985 sod 
1986. During this period, approximately 800,000 light duty vehicle 
inspections were conducted at the Department's facilities sod over 500,000 
certificates were issued. Overall program statistics are shown in Tables 
B-1 and B-2. 

During 1985-1986,, the program staff has conducted or participated in a wide 
range of activities. There was a survey of rarrlomly selected vehicle 
licenses from shopping center sod work parking lots in the Portland 
metropolitan area. The registration information was then cross-referenced 
with the driver's license files. Vehicles registered outside of the MSD 
area were additionally cross-referenced in that town's phone book as ao 
additional verification of residence. This survey data, composed of 2 per
cent of the vehicles in this area, indicated about 10 percent of those 
vehicles may have been improperly registered. This is the sanie order of 
magnitude that the Motor Vehicle Division reports in its survey of 
liability insurance compliance. 
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Light Duty 
Heavy Duty 
Total 

TABLE B-1 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Vehicle Inspection Program 

811 s. W. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

ACTIVITY SUMMARY FOR JANUARY 1985 THROUGH NOVEMBER ~ 

EMISSION INSPECTION TESTS 

800.140 
_21,.,,fil 

827 .294 

By Location: 

Certificates of Compliance Issued - 549,999 

Gresh an 
Mfl wauki e 
Northeast 
Hfl 1 sboro 
Northwest 
Beaverton 
Medford 

LIGHT DUTY VBIICLE EMISSION CX>NlRQ. TEST SUMMARY 

164,845 
135,065 
145 ,136 
60,668 
60,927 

202,214 
58,379 

-----~~ - ~ebl~le QetegQr~ 

Pass Emission Test 

Test Failed For: 
Excessive Carbon Monoxf de (CO) 
Excessive Hydrocarbons ( HC) 
Excessive HC and CO at idle 
Either CXl or HC t!! 2500 rpm 
Disconnected Em1ssion Control Equipment 
Other Causes (i.e., smoke, dilution, idle speed) 
Excessive Nof se 

VPAS.l 
VA5823 

Total 
tlJJ.mber 

525,905 ' 

71,327 
561752 
43 ,808 

8,045 
49 ,531 
37,875 

61897 

Total .Ll5!!ll+ l2ZS-15!!lQ l2fi!l-l2H 
eer~eots9§ .i...._25~ 42~ 23~ 

: 
66% . 88% 59% 55% . . .. 

: 

9 % : 2 % 10 % 14 % 
7 % . 2% 8 % 11 % . 
5 % . 1 % 8 % 5 % . 
1 % . 4 % - % - % • 
6 % : 2 % 10 % 6 % 
5 % : 2% 4 % 8 % 
l % - % - % 2 % 

VIP 86345 

P re::l.22.!l 
3£_ 

65% 

11 % 
8% 
2% 
- % 
- % 

12 % 
3 % 



Table B-2 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Vehicle Inspection Program 

811 s. W. Sixth Avenue 
Portland. Oregon 

HEAVY-DUTY GASOLINE VEHICLE TEST SUMMARY 
Jan 85 through Nov 86 - All Stations 

Pre-1970 Trucks (2042) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC & CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

1970-1973 Trucks (9430) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

1974-1978 Trucks (9283) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

1979 and Later Trucks (8941) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

VMHD (2/ 80) 

B-3 

64% 
7% 

11% 
2% 

11% 
5% 

61% 
11% 

9% 
3% 

11% 
5% 

60% 
11% 
11% 

3% 
7% 
5% 
3% 

74% 
3% 

10% 
1% 
1% 
7% 
2% 

VIP 86360 



FIGURE B-1 
ACTIVITY SUMMARY FOR OREGON l/M STATIONS 

OPERATED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
JANUARY 1985 THROUGH DECEMBER 1986 
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An agreanent between the Department and federal 
tion was implemented in early 1985. This 
procedures by providing invoiced billing for 
assigned to the Portland metropolitan area. 

General Services Administa-
agreanent 
the 600 

simplifies some 
federal vehicles 

On May 29, 1985, the program's managanent and supervisory staff was awarded 
the Govemor 1 s Managanent Service Recognition Award by Govemor Atiyeh 
in Salem. This was the first time the award was presented to a team of 
employees rather than to an individual. 

One member of the program's staff suggested several ideas for extending the 
"useful life" of the exhaust gas analyzers. One such suggestion, 
specifically to rebuild rather than purchase new HC/CO detector assemblies 
by using the sensor from surplus carbon dioxide assemblies, was adopted by 
the Oregon Employee Suggestion Award Board. This suggestion, estimated to 
realize a net savings of $2500 .00 annually was given the "Suggestion of the 
Month Award" for May, 1986. 

Fleet Inspection Operations 

The Department 1 s daily inspection activities are augmented by a licensed 
fleet inspection program, During this past two-year period, 51 licensed 
fleet inspection operations have been licensed to test and issue 
Certificates of Compliance to their vehicles. During the past two years, 
the licensed fleets issued 12 ,501 Certificates of Compliance. This is 
approximately 2 percent of the program's testing volume, yet does not 
directly impact the testing stations' workload. 

The fleet operations currently licensed are listed in Table B-3. 

Customer Interaction 

The program 1 s engineering and supervisory staff continues to work with 
customers regarding their vehicle failing to meet the exhaust anission 
and/or noise levels. As such, a significant amount of staff time is 
devoted to direct interaction with the customer. These direct contacts are 
normally either by telephone or person-to-person. The customers vary from 
the typical vehicle owner/operator to the automotive service technician 
that is trying to accomplish the necessary repairs within reasonable costs 
and still maintain a satisfied customer. 

Customers with vehicles that present unusual testing problans or situations 
are referred, if necessary, by the inspector staff to the program field 
supervisors. At that time, an appointment can be made to have a vehicle 
brought into the program 1 s Tech Center, 1301 S.E. Morrison Street, 
Portland, or to the Rogue Valley station for further testing. If 
appropriate, diagnostic evaluation to identify the cause (s) of failure is 
done. 

Direct personal contacts by the program 1 s field supervisors with customers 
who have encountered difficulties in meeting the testing program standards 

B-6 



Table B-3 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 
LIST OF LICENSED FLEET OPERATIONS 

Portland Metropolitan Area 

001 Portland Motor Pool 
002 Mobile Chef (Canteen Company) 
003 City of Portland - Bureau of Fleet Managanent 
004 U .s. Postal Maintainance Facility 
005 Oregon State Highway Division 
006 Washington County Public Works 
007 General Telephone Company 
009 Northwest Natural Gas Co. 
010 Portland General Electric (5 locations) 
011 Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone 
012 Clackamas County Public Works 
013 Multnomah County 
014 United Parcel Service 
015 Port of Portland 
016 Portland School District #1 
017 Pacifific Power and Light Company 
018 Beaverton School District #48 
020 Carnation Company 
021 Laidlaw Transportation 
022 City of West Linn 
023 Power Rents, Inc. 
024 Tri-Met Transportation 
026 City of Lake Oswego 
027 North Clackamas School District #1 
028 Washington County Fire District #1 
029 Lake Oswego School District #7 
030 Consolidated Freightways 
031 City of Oregon City 
032 Oregon City School District 
033 City of Milwaukie 
034 Portland Bottling Company 
035 Unified Sewerage Company 
036 Parkrose School District #3 
037 Tektronix, Inc. 
038 David Douglas School District 
03 9 City of Forest Grove 
040 Oregon National Guard 
041 Reynolds School District 
042 City of Beaverton 
043 Hillsboro School District 
044 Oregon Air National Guard 
045 Tualatin Fire District 
046 City of Hillsboro 
047 City of Tualatin Maintenance 
049 City of Gresham 

Rogue Valley Area 

003 Jackson County Fleet Services 
004 City of Ashland 
006 City of Medford 
011 Pacific Northwest Bell Telephone 
017 Pacific Power & Light Company 
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and criteria average between 15 and 20 per week. Although these personal 
contacts in addition to the telephone contacts, are extremely time 
consuming, it enhances the staff's ability to effectively relate to and 
understand the customer's concerns about the operation of the inspection 
and maintenance program. 

These sessions often serve the same type of functions as the Action Line in 
the local paper. The customer is concerned that a repair shop has quoted 
excessive repairs to properly repair the vehicle, or the customer feels 
that the inspection station has unfairly failed their vehicle. The usual 
result of these sessions is to confirm what the customer already knows or 
suspects. Occasionally. however. an error or oversight is uncovered, 
especially when the vehicle concerned is considered "exotic". Thus, the 
process serves as a safety net from both the customer and the staff's 
perspective. 

Training Activities 

Secondary Education - The program's staff has continued its educational 
environmental awareness efforts utilizing its powertrain demonstration 
unit. During the past two years, seminars have continued to be made to 
groups around the state. This is an important educational tool in 
explaining emission control to groups, particularly high school and 
community college students. 

The program's supervisory staff has been actively involved as members of 
educational advisory committees, both at the local and state level. 
These involvements range from local high school and community college 
automotive programs to the Oregon Association of Industrial Clubs of 
America (VICA). In April, 1986, the program's staff received a plaque 
recognizing the Department as a 10 year industrial sponsor. 

Inspection Staff - The program's inspector staff size has ranged from 35 
to 47 during the past two years. New inspectors are normally hired 
on a seasonal or temporary basis and after completing their trial service 
period, are rotated into permanent positions when turn.over occurs. New 
inspectors receive 32 hours of classroom training, followed by on-the-job 
training at the inspection stations. During 1985-1986, 26 new inspectors 
were trained. The purpose of the training sessions, conducted 4 times in 
this past period, is to provide new inspectors the necessary background 
information, knowledges and skills to perform the entry level 
requirements of the inspector's job duties. All inspectors are required 
to satisfactorily complete a six month trial service period and must be 
able to meet licensing requirements that have been legislatively 
established. 

Fleet Inspectors - All previously licensed fleet inspectors are required 
to attend a one day update training session every two years. Fourteen of 
the recertification sessions were conducted. Additionally, 45 newly 
licensed fleet inspectors were provided training by the program staff 
during five sessions. Fleet operation inspectors must complete a 16 hour 
training session to become licensed as a fleet inspector. The 51 
licensed fleet operations employ a total of 154 licensed fleet 
inspectors. 
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Rogue Valley Emission Technician Clinics - As previously stated, a major 
goal of the Oregon I/M program is to improve air quality by promoting 
proper automotive maintenance. In view of the existing interest for 
additional motor vehicle emission control efforts in the Rogue Valley, it 
was determined that conducting a mechanic emission training program would 
be beneficial and would definitely complement implementation of an I/M 
program in the area. The Environmental Protection Agency provided the 
Department training funds to conduct such a progran in the Rogue Valley 
area. 

The goal of the training program was to increase the skills and 
confidence levels of automotive service technicians in the I/M program 
area for maintaining and repairing emission controlled vehicles. It was 
determined that startup problems of an I/M progran would be eased if the 
service industry received prior specific emission control training. 
Likewise, ongoing problems of vehicle misadjustments would also be 
reduced. 

An automotive instructor training workshop was conducted by program staff 
at Rogue Community College from September 30 to October 4, 1985. The 
purpose of this workshop was to "train the trainers" that could later be 
called upon to present emission control training courses to the 
automotive service industry in the Rogue Valley area. This 40 hour 
workshop was attended by 12 instructors from the local area. 

A services agreement contract between the Department and Jackson 
Educational Services District (ESD) was prepared. This agreement 
provided for the ESD to administer funds and paperwork necessary to 
compensate the instructors at the completion of each course. The 
continued willingness of the ESD staff to reduce or eliminate typical 
intergovernmental agency obstacles and delays demonstrated their desire 
to make this. effort a joint success. 

The training classes, which were conducted at the RVIM testing station, 
began November 5, 1985. A total of 11 classes have been conducted during 
the past year. Each session consisted of 30 hours of classroom and 
handson training. The hands-on training was a necessary segment s·o the 
technician could apply and reinforce the information learned in the 
classroom. A total of 128 technicians, representing 56 service 
facilities, have completed this training course. Of these facilities, 34 
have met the criteria necessary to display their Rogue Valley I/M program 
"Recognized Emissions Technician" sign. 

Figure B-3 shows the brochure that is available for Rogue Valley area 
residents, listing the technicians that have successfully completed the 
course. 
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Figur· B-3 

Rogue Valley 
l/M Program 

RECOGNIZED 
EMISSION 

TECHNICIANS 

"Recognized Emission Technicians" are Jackson 
County-area mechanics who have completed a 36-
hour course on Emissions Systems Diagnosis. This 
course Is run by the Rogue Valley lfM ("Inspection 
and Maintenance") program. 

These technlcans have learned advanced skills In 
diagnosing the causes of motor vehicle pollution and 
ways to cure It. They have demonstrated to the 
Rogue Valley l{M Program their capability in using 
exhaust gas analyzers to diagnose emission control 
problems. 

By participating in the course, these recognized 
technicians, along with their employers, have shown 
a commitment to cleaner air In the Rogue Valley. 
Accurate engine analysis plays an Important role in 
reducing air pollution from motor vehicles. 

October 1986 
Department of Environmental Quality 
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Oregon's I/M Program In The Rogue Valley 

The 1985 Oregon Legislature passed and the governor signed into law House 
Bill 2845. This law required the Environmental Quality Canmission (EQC) to 
designate boundaries of areas needing a motor vehicle inspection program. 
The Medford-Jackson County area has been identified as one such area. 

In July, 1985, the EQC authorized a series of public hearings for the 
proposed I/M program. It was proposed the boundaries would be the Medford
Ashland AQMA, which includes the cities of Medford, Ashland, Central Point, 
Eagle Point, Jacksonville, Phoenix and Talent. 

Six public hearings were held in August, 1985 and on September 27, 1985, 
the EQC designated the Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) 
as the boundary for the I/M program. Beginning January 1, 1986, a 
Certificate of Compliance issued by the Department would be required for 
residents in the AQMA to renew vehicle registration. 

An Inspection Units Supervisor with 11 years experience in the Portland 
program was selected to supervise the Rogue Valley inspection program. The 
remaining program staff consists of an Administrative Assistant, a Senior 
Vehicle Emissions Inspector, and 6 Vehicle Emissions Inspectors. 

A staff member with several years of experience, most recently at the 
Hillsboro station, was chosen and transferred by the Department to fill the 
position of Sr. Vehicle Emission Inspector. This, in turn, provided other 
inspectors in the Portland area some promotional and transfer 
opportunities. The six remaining authorized Vehicle Emissions inspector 
positions for the Rogu·e Valley program were filled from applicants that 
interviewed for the Senior Vehicle Emissions Inspector .position. All were 
from the Rogue Valley area. An initial one week of classroom and on-site 
training was conducted in Port;l.and as part of their job training. 

A short-term voluntary testing program was implemented beginning 
November 19, 1985. This was accomplished by temporarily assigning 
inspectors from the Portland program to operate a Mobile Testing Unit at 
different locations throughout the Rogue Valley area. 

The I/M program staff in the Rogue Valley began testing vehicles and 
issuing Certificates of Canpliance on December 26, 1985, using the 
Department's mobile testing van. On January 1, 1986, the Rogue Valley I/M 
station opened with two lanes in operation with the third completed in 
February. A grand opening was held on January 7, 1986, with local 
dignitaries and media observing DEQ Director Fred Hansen cutting the 
ribbon. 

A great deal of effort was put together to develop a successful public 
awareness program. Providing factual information in a timely and 
informative manner greatly assisted the public's understanding and 
acceptance of this proram. A multi-media program was developed that was 
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shown to interested citizen groups throughout the valley. The key points 
of this effort were to clearly explain the problems and show why after all 
was said and done, I/M was the only answer that was available. In 
November, the Department received the the 1986 regional Public Relations 
Society of America Spotlight ·Award recognizing the overall excellence and 
effectiveness for its public awareness program to improve community 
relations in the Rogue Valley. 

Noise Testing 

In the spring of 1984, the Environmental Quality Commission received a 
petition from the Portland Area Coalition for Livable Streets. The 
petition requested that all major motor vehicle categories, including Tri
Met's diesel buses, be included in a noise inspection program. As a result 
of this citizen petition, public hearings were held. In November of 1984, 
the Environmental Quality Commission directed the Department to include 
noise testing as part of the current vehicle emission testing program. The 
EQC set a start-up date of April 1, 1985 for noise testing of passenger 
cars, vans and pickup trucks. Motorcycles were to be included in the noise 
testing program; however, this was rescinded due to lack of necessary 
legislative budget authorization. 

The only aspect of Oregon 1 s I/M program not included in the Rogue Valley 
was the mandatory noise inspection. The major reasoning accepted by the 
Commission was that this was. a Portland area solution to a Portland area 
problem identified by Portland area residents. 

The noise test for passenger C!lrs, vans and pickups is fast and simple. 
A noise measurement is taken 20 inches from the tailpipe when the engine is 
running at 2500 RPM. The 2500 RPM point is a part of the existing emission 
test, and the noise test is conducted concurrently with the emissions test. 
Noise limits for most front-engine vehicles is 93 dBA and 95 dBA for rear
engine vehicles. 

Responding to the petition's additional request, the Commission directed 
the Department to develop, prior to April 1, 1985, an agreement that would 
ensure that all of Tri-Met' s buses are maintained to appropriate noise 
emission limits. On June 7, 1985, an intergovernmental agreement was ap
proved for testing and certifying of the buses which met the noise 
standards. 

Under the terms of the intergovernmental agreement, Tri-Met is required to 
annually certify that each bus meets a noise emission limit. This noise 
limit is intended to distinguish defective or deteriorated exhaust system 
components from those in good (quiet) repair. For noise testing purposes, 
Tri-Met 1 s bus fleet is currently considered to consist of 14 sub fleets, 
representing the different bus models with their respective engine and 
exhaust system configurations. Because of the various subfleet systems, 
differing noise limits were established for each subfleet. Tri-Met has 
taken corrective measures for bus noise compliance that has ranged from 
simple bolt tightening, gasket replacement, and muffler replacement, to an 
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exhaust system conversion using components that were not supplied when the 
vehicle was new. This latter option has been used only when vehicles from 
one subfleet exceeded their particular noise limit. Tri-Met has found the 
noise testing program to be an effective engine diagnostic test as well as 
a ~ay to meet noise emission levels. 

Program.Facilities 

Construction of a new building to replace the existing operation at 6737 
N.E. Portland Highway was completed in April, 1985. The new facility, 
financed and developed by the property owner, resulted in a. inspection 
station with three covered inside lanes and one outside lane for larger 
vehicles. This replaced the open air facility that had existed for almost 
ten years. 

With only one central location planned for the Rogue Valley area, station 
location was a critical issue. Many hours of staff time were spent in 
finding a suitable location for the Rogue Valley testing station. After 
reviewing various sites, it was agreed that an existing building located 
near the Jackson County Airport, at 3030 Biddle Road, could be modified to 
the program Is requirements. An agreement was signed on October 4. 1985 for 
the 5-year lease to begin November 1, 1985. Beginning October 31, 1985, 
the program staff was able to utilize the building as a training center. 

A major undertaking of staff time was dedicated to the design, construc
tion, delivery, installation and equipping of the Rogue Valley station's 
test booth modules. The test booths were constructed, delivered and 
installed by the · program's maintenance staff in Portland after it was 
determined that necessary completion dates could not be met by outside 
contractors. These dates were necessary to have testing begin on schedule. 

In August, 1986, a new inspection station in Hillsboro was opened. The 
attractive, efficient facility is a major improvement for the western 
Washington County area, which is one of metropolitan Portland's fastest 
growing areas. For the past nine years, the program had been operating out 
of a "temporary" single-lane mobile unit on Southwest Baseline Road in 
Hillsboro. 

In September 1986, the Beaverton inspection station was repainted, inside 
and out, as part of a preventive maintenance program. This is the only 
facility that is owned by the Department. The land is leased from the City 
of Beaverton under an urban renewal redevelopment agreement. All other 
inspection facilities are leased. 

VA5849.B 
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Apppendix C 

Emissions From Cars and Trucks 

The purpose of conducting an I/M program is to identify vehicles in need of 
maintenance. The emission reductions obtained help achieve the area's goal 
of meeting the federal ambient air quality heal th standards. Emissions 
from motor vehicles are regulated in two ways, both of which affect air 
quality. 

The U.S. government, acting through the Environmental Protection Agency, 
has established new vehicle standards. These. standards regulate new motor 
vehicle emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), unburned hydrocarbons (HC), 
nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulate matter. These standards apply to all 
motor vehicles, whether cars or pickups or motorcycles or heavy trucks and 
buses. The test procedure used to test new cars and light trucks is called 
the Federal Test Procedure. It is conducted by having a vehicle start up 
and drive on a dynamometer through a prescribed driving cycle that lasts 
about 22 minutes. The emissions that are generated are captured in bags and 
then analyzed for compliance against the appropriate federal new vehicle 
standard. The test procedure for new heavy truck engines is slightly 
different, in that heavY truck engines are mounted on an engine dynamometer 
rather than being installed in a vehicle. All emission standards or 
measurements for federal requirements are expressed in terms of mass of 
pollutant emitted per-mile travel (i.e. grams p~r vehicle mile). For heavy 
duty engines, it is mass of pollutant per unit of work (i.e •• grams per 
brake-horsepower hour). 

The Oregon I/M program idle emission test does not use the Federal Test 
Procedure, nor does the state test new vehicles. The state idle test uses 
a short test that is intended to identify high emitting vehicles and 
predict whether the vehicle would pass or fail the Federal Test Procedure. 
The test method used is referred to as the 2-stage idle test. In addition 
to gaseous emission measurements made and recorded at idle and 2500 RPM, 
there is an inspection of the emission control equipment on 1975 and newer 
model year motor vehicles. Table C-1 summarizes the overall inspection 
activity for 1985 and 1986. Table C-2 presents a similar summary for heavy 
duty trucks. 

Documenting the reductions in vehicular emissions is done by two major 
methods. The first uses computer modeling. A tool called 11MOBILE3" is 
used to calculate the emission rates, The I/M program and how it is 
conducted is factored into this model. Local climatic and population 
figures are added, giving the program a good degree of local customizing. 
Figure C-1 shows the results of these computer modeling runs. These curves 
show that the modeling estimates that the I/M program cars are about 30 
percent cleaner for CO and 11 percent cleaner for hydrocarbons than non I/M 
cars. 

C-1 



L 1ght Duty 
Heavy Duty 
Total 

Table C-1 

Department of Env1ronmental Qual1ty 
Veh1cle Inspect1on Program 

811 S. W. S1xth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

ACIIVID SUMMARY FOR JANUARY 1985 THROUGH NOVEMBER li8Q 

EMISSION INSPECTION TESTS 

800,140 
_llifil 

827 1294 

By Locat1 on: 

Cert1f1cates of Compl1ance Issued - 549,999 

Gresh cm 
M1l waukie 
Northeast 
H1l l sboro 
Northwest 
Beaverton 
Medford 

LIGHT DUTY VEHICLE EMISSION 00N1Ra. TEST SUMMARY 

164,845 
135 ,065 
145 .136 
60,668 
60,927 

202,214 
58,379 

Vehicle Cateaorv 
Total Total ..t..12lil.+ 1975-1980 1968-1974 Pre::l.2Qli 

Pass Emfssfon Test 

Test Fa1led For: 
Excess1ve Carbon Monoxf de CCOl 
Excess1ve Hydrocarbons CHCl 
Excessive HC and CO at 1 dl e 
E1ther CO or HC @ 2500 rpm 
D1sconnected Em1ss1on Control Equ1pment 
Other Causes (1.e., smoke, dilut1on, idle speed) 
Excess1ve Nol se 

VPAS. l 
VA5823 

Number Percentage _;___25X 

525 ,905 66% 88% 

71.327 . 9 % : 2% 
56 .752 7 % : 2% 
43 .808 5 % : 1 % 

8,045 1 % . 4 % . 
49 ,531 6 % : 2% 
37,875 5 % : 2% 

6,897 1 % - % 

49% 23% :il._ 

59% 55% 65% 

10 % 14 % 11 % 
8 % 11 % 8 % 
8% 5 % 2 % 
- % - % - % 

10 % 6 % -% 
4 % 8 % 12 % 
- % 2 % 3 % 

VIP 86345 



Table C-2 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Vehicle Inspection Program 

811 S. W. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

HEAVY-DUTY GASOLINE VEHICLE TEST SUMMARY 
Jan 85 through Nov 86 - All Stations 

Pre-1970 Trucks (2042) 

Pass Emission Test 
-Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC & CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

1970-1973 Trucks (9430) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

1974-1978 Trucks (9283) 

1979 

Pass Emission Test. 
Tests Failed for Carbon M.onoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

and Later Trucks (8941) 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Tests Failed for Hydrocarbons (HC) 
Tests Failed for Both HC and CO 
Tests Failed for CO @ 2500 rpm 
Tests Failed for Emission Equipment Disconnects 
Tests Failed for Other Causes 

VMHD (2/80) 

C-3 

64% 
7% 

11% 
2% 

11% 
5% 

61% 
11% 

9% 
3% 

11% 
5% 

60% 
11% 
11% 

3% 
7% 
5% 
3% 

74% 
3% 

10% 
1% 
1% 
7% 
2% 

VIP 86360 
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Much effort goes into analyzing the ·data from the individual vehicle 
tested. In the past, this data was obtained by means of "data grab 
sample". Since all the emission test data was recorded on paper, reviewing 
each test individually was very labor intensive. Because of this, a 
smaller sample was "grabbed" and the analysis was then projected to the 
whole group. 

The Department implemented a pilot data capture project as part of its I/M 
operation in the Rogue Valley. The I/M· program in the Rogue Valley is 
equipped with an AT&T 7300 computer system that allows for simultaneous 
input of emissions data from each of the 3 inspection lanes. The system 
was brought on line at the end of July 1986 after initial installation and 
shakedown at the Northeast inspection station in Portland. 

The records are transmitted nightly to the Department's central computer 
via telephone lines, Since the installation of the system, about 85 
percent of the test records have been captured on computer files. The 
remaining records are contained on the manual backup system. Most of the 
system difficulty requiring the use of manual records occurred during the 
software debugging phase in the early part of the project. 

The test data from the I/M program in the Portland area is still being 
manually recorded. As such, it is still difficult and labor intensive to 
review. Because of the availability of the electronic files of I/M test 
data from the program in Medford and the interest of the effects of the 
program on that area, most of the data analysis of in-use cars and trucks 
will be from the Rogue Valley. However, there will be sufficient 
information to show that car emissions from the southern Oregon area were 
not all that different from their northern cousins. 

During the public hearings on implementation of the I/M program in the 
Rogue Valley, there was much concern expressed about the failure rate of 
the vehicles. Testimony was given . that failure rates would be too 
excessive and that the costs associated with repair of failed vehicles 
would be prohibitive and pose an undue economic burden on the area 
residents. This has not been the case. Table C-3 compares the Portland 
area pass/fail statistics with those from Rogue Valley. Figure C-2 
compares the age distribution of vehicles in the two areas. Overall, the 
main difference appears in the category of emission control equipment 
failures with some minor variations in emissions failure. The failure 
rates for RC and CO were a little higher than the Portland area vehicles. 
This is not unexpected, since this is the initial part of the I/M program 
in Rogue Valley and there has been maintenance and repair work done that 
may otherwise have been neglected or ignored. 

C-5 



,----·--· --···-··-·-

! 
l 
f 

l 

--···--····----·--- --- ------ ·- ________ , _______ , _____ _ 

FIGURE C-2 

. ···-··-··-- ··--- ---------------------. -------1 
I 
l AGE DISTRIBUTION OF VEHICLES IN THE OREGON l/M PROGRAM 

PORTLAND AREA VS ROGUE VALLEY AREA VEHICLES 

75-80 
39X 

PORTI.AND AREA 

PRE-68 4X 

75-80 
40" 

ROGUE VAU.EY AREA 

I 

l 
! 

I 
I 
I 

PRE-68 4% 

.-,I 
. -- -·--··-"" 



Table C-3 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Vehicle Inspection Program 

A Comparison of Pass & Fail Rates 
For November 1986 

Of The 6 Portland Area Stations 
And The Rogue Valley Station 

Portland Area Rogue Valley 

Pass Emission Test 
Tests Failed for Excessive CO 
Tests Failed for Excessive HC 
Tests Failed for Excessive HC 

& CO at Idle 
Tests Failed for Either HC or 

CO @ 2500 RPM 
Disconnected Emission Equipment 
Other Causes 
Excessive Noise 

Emission Reductions 

67% 62% 
8% 9% 
7% 9% 
5% 5% 

1% 1% 

5% 10% 
5% 4% 
1% N/A 

During the six months that the computer system has been operating, about 
21,000 Rogue Valley vehicles have been tested with the results 
electronically stored• About 1,000 vehicle emission tests were captured in 
the Portland area during the initial shakedown prior to the delivery of the 
computer system to Medford. 

The emissions data from cars and trucks is compared against test standards. 
The values were chosen in part based upon levels that would be proper for 
maintained vehicles. Thus, when technicians service vehicles and use the 
correct techniques and procedures, the tailpipe emissions should be well 
below the state's idle emission standards. The inspection for emission 
control equipment is included because emission equipment is important in 
all driving modes, not just at idle when the I/M test is made. This 
concept is of even more importance today with totally integrated engine/ 
emission control/fuel economy designs. 

The analysis of the data collected during the emissions test documents 
improvements in emissions. Differences in emission readings between 
different makes of vehicles can be related to design problems or to the way 
specific groups of vehicles are maintained. The common maintenance factors 
often relate to some very specific vehicle subgroups such as 4x4's. 

Table C-4 contains the overall average idle emissions readings 
Portland and Rogue Valley area vehicles because only limited data 
the program in Portland is available for analysis on the computer. 
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chart helps tie together the emission reduction results from the two areas. 
Emission readings at the 2500 RPM point are included for 1981 and new 
vehicles, because this is a pass/fail test condition for those vehicles. 

Age Group 

Pre-68 
68-74 
75-80 
81 + 
@ 2500 RPM ( 1 81 +) 

Pre-68 
68-74 
75-80 
81 + 
@ 2500 RPM ( 1 81 +) 

Table· C-4 

Average Idle Emissions 
of Vehicles Passing and Failing 

the DEQ I/M Test 

Portland Area Vehicles Rogue Valley Area Vehicles 
Carbon Monoxide % 

Pass Fail Pass Fail 

2.93 4.95 
1.96 4.94 1.88 3.99 
0 .56 2.62 0.57 2.18 
0.07 0.88 0.94 1.18 
0.16 1.60 0.24 1.74 

Hydrocarbons, ppm 

430 1042 
138 1147 231 719 
111 437 123 342 

43 140 65 243 
46 126 55 152 

The average emissions for both passing and failing tend to be of the same 
order of magnitude in both Portland and the Rogue Valley. The emission 
reductions between the pass and fail results also tend to be about the 
same. This type of information has been documented before. In a study 
during the late 70's, the EPA compared emissions from cars in Portland with 
those from the Eugene area. The study found that the Portland area test 
fleet was 50 percent cleaner than the Eugene fleet. The study also 
indicated that high emitting can be identified and repaired. The emission 
reduction obtained from identifying failed vehicles and having them 
repaired is what gives the emission reduction benefit. 

Having showed the general similarities and differences between the two 
areas in the Oregon I/M program, the remaining analysis will use data 
predominately from the Rogue Valley. Data from Portland will only be used 
to highlight or provide added emphasis. 

Figures C-3 through C-6 show the average idle emissions for cars and 
pickup trucks. These emission reductions from Rogue Valley area vehicles 
are of the same order of magnitude of emission reductions documented from 
prior years in the Portland area. Overall, the average. idle emissions 
reductions for all vehicles in the study group is 66 percent for carbon 
monoxide and 75 percent for hydrocarbons. This is shown in Figure C-7 
and 8. 
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Figures C-9 through C-12 show average pass and fail emission levels ·tor 
several popular car makes. These charts indicate that there can be a large 
variation between different makes in their average emissions. Pass/fail 
percentages are listed in Table C-5. 

Table C-5 

LISTING OF MAKES AND CORRESPONDING PASS RATES IN I/M TEST 
(All Models - All Years) 

Make 

Ford 
Honda 
Chevrolet 
Oldsmobile 
Toyota 
Nissan (Datsun) 
Buick 
Subaru 
Mazda 
Dodge 
Pontiac 
Plymouth 
Volkswagen 
Mercury 
Chrysler 
Cadillac 
Lincoln 

Percent Pass 

57% 
79% 
59% 
70% 
72% 
63% 
65% 
70% 
64% 
56% 
53% 
54% 
60% 
61% 
67% 
69% 
66% 

There are many reasons why the emission characteristics of cars and trucks 
are different. There are design differences among the various manu
facturers. Some of these designs have been involved in emission related 
recalls. As an example, the data indicates that the 1982 Nissan Hanja and 
Sentra with the 1.5 litre engines had a 50 percent failure rate in the I/M 
test. These vehicles were involved in a CO related recall announced this 
last year. 

An example of the effects of engine design can be found in the pickup truck 
engines. Most of these engines do not use the more sophisticated 
electronic control/ feedback systems found in passenger cars. There is a 
higher failure rate observed among this group, most probably because of 
faulty mechanical or misadjustments made to change vehicle performance. 
Such an example is found in the 5.0 litre Chevrolet pickup. 

Other groups may have high listings in Table C-5 because the name brand has 
been manufacturing and selling cars in lthis country for many years. Ford, 
for example, has been retailing for over 75 years, while Suzuki has been 
marketing passenger vehicles for less than a year. Thus, in groupings 

C-9 



FIGURE C-3 
AVERAGE EMISSIONS FROM ROGUE VALLEY AREA CARS 

COMPARING AVERAGE CARBON MONOXIDE IDLE EMISSIONS 
OF VEHICLES THAT PASS WITH THOSE THAT FAIL THE 1/M TEST 
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FIGURE C-4 
AVERAGE EMISSIONS FROM ROGUE VALLEY CARS 

COMPARING AVERAGE HYDROCARBON IDLE EMISSIONS 
OF VEHICLES THAT PASS WITH THOSE THAT FAIL THE 1/M TEST 

E 
c.. 
0. 

v) 
:z 
0 

~ 
~ 

1000 

~ 500 g . 

:z g 
~ 
~ 
~ 

0 

66 67 68 69 70 717273 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 818283 8485 86 

MODEL Y .R 

~ PASS 

.. FAIL 

&-Dl!Z.11rt:: 



I 

I 
I 
! 

I 
I 
I 
I 

L 

FIGURE C-5 
AVERAGE CARBON MONOXIDE IDLE EMISSIONS 

FROM ROGUE VALLEY AREA LIGHT DUTY TRUCKS 
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FIGURE C-6 
AVERAGE HYDROCARBON IDLE EMISSIONS 

FROM ROGUE VALLEY AREA LIGHT DUTY TRUCKS 
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FIGURE C-7 

OVERALL AVERAGE IDLE EMISSION 
REDUCTION IN CARBON MONOXIDE 
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FIGURE C-8 
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FIGURE C-11 
AVERAGE EMISSION OF GENERAL MOTORS CARS 

ILDE CARBON MONOXIDE--PASS&FAIL 
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FIGURE C-12 
AVERAGE EMISSION OF GENERAL MOTORS CARS 
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such as Table C-5, the older vehicles that are approaching the end of their 
useful life, are combined with the newer replacements. 

The inspection of emission control equipment, 'while a long term occurrence 
for motorists participating in the program in the Portland area, was a 
factor that generated much trepidation in Rogue Valley area residents. The 
lack of firm data of the amount of "tampering" lead to a variety of 
estimates on how high the idle emissions would be and how much tampering 
would be observed when the inspection program began operation. Fears of 
mammoth amounts of tampering and grossly excessive emissions were 
unfounded. Granted, emission and tampering failure rates in the Rogue 
Valley area are higher than in the Portland area. They only average about 
5 percentage points higher for the entire fleet. This was much less than 
what some of the in-house estimates predicted. 

Table C-6 shows the difference in observed tampering rates between the 
Portland area vehicles and Rogue Valley vehicles. While observation rates 
for disconnected emission equipment are higher in the Rogue Valley area, 
they were not as high as some predictions. 

Table C-6 

OBSERVED EMISSION EQUIPMENT DISCONNECT RATE 
BY MODEL YEAR GROUPING 

PERCENT OF TESTS 

1975-80 1981 
Equipment Type Portland Medford Portland 

Positive Crankcase 1.1 0.6 0 .17 
Ventilation System (PCV) 

Fuel Filler Inlet 0.8 4.1 0.2 
Restrict or 

Thermal Air Cleaner 1.6 4.8 0.3 

Air Injection Reactor 1.0 1.8 0.2 
System (Includes Pulse Air) 

Catalytic Converter 0.9 1.7 0.2 

Evaporative Emission 1.1 1.6 0.5 
Control 

Exhaust Gas 1.8 2.8 0.5 
Recirculation 

Spark Control 0.7 0.9 0.1 
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Table C-6 indicates that most of the emission equipment disconnections are 
observed on older vehicles. Three years ago, less than 2% of the 1981 and 
newer vehicles had "tampering". This year, roughly double that amount is 
being ·Observed. The observation ratio for equipment disconnection are 
twice again as high at the Rogue Valley station where the I/M program has 
just started. · 

Reviewing the types of equipment, as listed in Table C-6 gives an indica
tion of how air quality can be improved. For the 1975-1980 model year 
grouping, major differences were observed in the following categories: 
fuel filler inlet restrictor, thermal air cleaner, air injection pump, and 
catalytic convertor. The catalytic convertor is the most effective piece 
of pollution control equipment prior to the installation of the micro
processor controls. It is affected and poisoned by leaded fuel, evidenced 
by the "fuel filler" category. The thermal air cleaner is an unusually 
effective device for improving emissions and vehicle driveability in cold 
weather. The replacement of these devices alone, will significantly 
reduce emissions and greatly aid in meeting the air pollution goals. 

Cost of Repair 

Besides the emission reductions obtained, the next most asked question 
about inspection maintenance is ''What does it cost?" The cost of repair is 
the amount of money that a customer reported spending in order to repair 
the vehicle after failing an I/M test. A survey was made to update the 
Department's estimate of average repair costs. The data obtained from this 
study was obtained in a two-part survey: the initial part in the spring 
and the later part in the fall of 1986. The data from the early portion 
was used to prepare a paper for presentation at a Society of Automative 
Engineers meeting. The fall data was collected to provide additional 
background infprmation and validaltion of the spring survey's finding. 

The costs reported by customers covered every conceivable repair from 
simple carburetor adjustments to replacing tampered emission control 
equipment, to repowering diesel engine vehicles with gasoline engines. 
Questions about the types of repairs, who made them, and the customers' 
satisfaction with repairs were asked. While there were some differences 
between the overall average dollar repair figures, statistically they were 
equivalent, giving good repeatability between the spring and fall surveys. 
The average cost in the spring is $50 .68, with a $44.50 average for 
Portland and a $59.79 for Rogue Valley. In the fall, the average was 
$57 .02, with a $55 .16 for Portland and a $65 .67 for Medford. Combining 
both spring and fall surveys, there were over 3,000 respondents who 
reported repair costs after initially failing the I/M tests. 

In general, repair costs per category of repair are no different in Medford 
or Portland. · When comparing average costs per repair action, the costs 
were essentially identical at $26 .03. This is because the average number 
of repaired items per respondent in the Rogue Valley was higher than it was 
in Portland. Rogue Valley respondents reported 2.3 repair actions per 
response compared to 1.5 repair actions per response from the Portland 
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respondents. This is due to the fact that there is simply more repair work 
to be done in the Rogue Valley, because of the startup nature of the I/M 
program. Reviewing individual repair categories by repair source shows 
that there is essentially no difference in average costs · between the 
Portland area and Rogue Valley area respondents. 

With repair expenses being relatively the same between the two areas, 
there appears no basis for early fears that the automotive service industry 
would, in general, be taking unfair advantage of failed motorists. Indeed, 
rare are complaints that the service industry is engaging in "rip-off" 
practices. 

One of the questions asked of all survey participants was about the 
percieved dirveability of the vehicle after repair. Roughly, 9 out of 10 
respondents reported that their vehicle performed "better" or "the same". 
Overall, it was roughly a 50/50 split between the categories. Only 1 in 10 
reported that the vehicle ran "worse 11 • The highest worse rating was given 
by those indicating self-repair of the car. 

Table C-7 shows the average cost of repair grouped by vehicle make. Note 
that the average cost for most makes is near the average value reported for 
the whole vehicle population. However, owners of expensive makes of cars 
report higher repair values, in line with their higher initial cost. The 
types of repairs performed on these vehicles are not particularly 
different, but their higher initial costs result in higher maintenance and 
repair costs. 

Make 

Ford 
Honda 
Chevrolet 
Oldsmobile 
Toyota 
Nissan 
Buick 
Subaru 
Mazda 
Dodge 
Pontiac 
Plymouth 
Volkswagen 
Mercury 
Chrysler 
Cadillac 
Lincoln 

Table C-7 

Reported Average Cost of Repair 
Portland and Medford Data Combined 

Vehicle Makes 
All Years/All Models Combined 

Including Pickups 

Average Cost Std Dev 

$ 69.48 $127 .86 
158 .13 356.55 

57 .29 178.89 
36.39 44.00 
44.05 66.01 
33 .12 73.84 
39 .46 68.89 
6.98 5.69 

42.65 47 .39 
57.64 73.65 
73 .oo 148.25 
43 .79 87.17 
53.50 87 .38 
44.53 101.60 
57.33 152 .oo 

142.00 145 .37 
17 4.00 187.50 
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Table C-8 compares the recent survey with past studies. There were many 
changes in survey techniques aimed at improving the quality of the 
information. There is also a change on the perception of the customer on 
the types of repairs performed. This is due to the fact that the vehicle 
fleet has changed. Also in the survey, only the respondents in both 
Portland and the Rogue Valley areas reported the same percentages of major 
engine repairs, 3 percent. Hardly an excessive figure. The costs have 
changed with times, but the increases are consistent with the changes as 
measured by the Consumer Price Index. 

Repairs and Adjustments 
Performed for Retest 

A/F Mixture Adjustment 
Idle Speed Adjustment 
Air Filter Replacement 
Carburetion Repair 
Dwell/Timing Adjustment 

Table C-8 

Past Survey Information 
on Reported Cost of Repair 

for Oregon I/M Program 

1974 

89% 

6 
2 

April 80 
Portland 

Spark Plug & Wire Replacement 
Distributor Repair 

22 

35 .1% 
16.7 

7.3 
9.7 
7.1 
8.8 
3.5 
2.1 Vacuum Hose 

Tune-Up 

Reported Cost of Repair 

$ 0 - 5 
5 .01 - 10 .oo 

10.01 - 20.00 
20.01 - 30.00 
30.01 50.00 
50 .01 - 70 .oo 
over $75 ;oo 

Noise Inspection 

30 

56.0 

17 
17 
3 
8 

29 .6 
33.9 
18.2 
5.4 
3.8 
3.8 
5.1 

May 86 
Portland Medford 

63.5% 
11.6 
6.8 
4.1 
6.8 
5 .3 
1.2 
3 .3 

15 .1 

31.6 
10.7 
26 .2 
5.5 
6.4 
4.1 

15 .2 

63.0% 
8.7 

10.2 
11.3 
23 .9 
17 .8 

1.7 
3.9 

25 .4 

21.3 
5 .7 

20 .7 
13 .2 
11.9 

6.3 
20 

Effective April 1, 19.85 , noise compliance was added to the vehicle testing 
requirements for the greater Portland metropolitan area. This was the 
result of a petition for rulemaking by the Livable Street Coalition. 
Because of the local Portland area petition, the staff recommended to the 
Commission and they decided not to include the noise requirement when the 
I/M program was brought on-line in the Rogue Valley. Since implementation 
and through November, 1986, 642,206 vehicles have been noise tested. Some 
6,897, or just over 1 percent of the vehicles tested, have been identified 
with exhaust noise in excess of state standards. · 
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Noise failures occur primarily among the vehicles in excess of 12 years of 
age. Less than 0.10% of vehicles newer than 1975 model year are identified 
as noisy. Implementation of this aspect of the program is complete for 
light duty cars and trucks. 

Conclusion 

Emission measurements document the effectiveness of the I/M program. 
Computer modeling continues to show the effectiveness of I/M programs. 
Idle emission measurements from the cars and trucks tested show significant 
reductions in the emissions of the passing and failing vehicles. The 
emission reduction of the repaired vehicles translate themselves into air 
quality improvements. 

Costs of repair have been documented, Customers generally are satisfied 
with their vehicles after repair. The dollar values reported are con
sistent with past surveys. 

VA5849 .C 
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Appendix D 

Vehicle Inspection and Air Quality 

In past reports this section has centered upon reporting the summary status 
of air quality in the Portland metropolitan area. With the inclusion of 
the Rogue Valley (Medford-Ashland AQMA) in the Oregon I/M program, this 
section will be composed of- two separate 'parts dealing individually with 
each. 

Both the Portland and Medford areas have a variety of air pollution control 
problems. The major pollutant problems that are related to the motor 
vehicle are carbon monoxide in both the Portland and Medford areas, and 
ozone in the Portland area. 

For purposes of definition, carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless 
gas that is highly toxic. It is formed by incomplete combustion of fossil 
fuels. It offsets the blood's ability to carry oxygen, causing health 
difficulties for those with heart and other chronic diseases. It will 
reduce lung capacities and can impair mental abilities, and in extremely 
high concentrations, it can cause death. 

Ozone is the chemical that is measured to track all photochemical oxidants. 
Ozone is a colorless gas with a· pungent metallic odor in high concentra
tions. It causes damage to the lungs and also to plants and other 
materials. It is formed during the photochemical reaction between oxides 
of nitrogen (NOx) and hydrocarbons. Nitrogen dioxide, a major component 
of NOx is a toxic reddish-brown gas. It is formed during the combustion 
processes. such as in the automobile engine. boilers. and from various 
industrial sources._ Hydrocarbons are compounds resulting from unburned 
fuel, evaporative fuel l-0sses, and industrial and chemical applications. 

Greater Portland Metropolitan Area 

Transportation control strategies aimed at controlling high carbon 
monoxide and ozone levels have been developed and implemented. In 
early 1986, the City of Portland adopted an update of the downtown parking 
policy. A revised comprehensive parking inventory by the City of Portland 
was conducted and completed in the fall of 1986. The results of the 
parking policy update and the revised inventory are expected to be 
incorporated as a revision to the transportation control strategy during 
the first half of 1987. 

The other elements in the transportation control strategy have 
unchanged. Table D-1 summarized the transportation control 
including the original 1973 strategy and its 1982 revision. 
elements include: 

1 Continue the inspection maintenance program: 
2 Continue to promote mass transit; and 
3 Parking inventory control. 
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Most transit improvement elements were completed by 1984. The newest 
element of the mass transportation program was the completion and 
inauguration of the MAX light rail service in September 1986. Transit 
officials are pleased with its higher than projected usage by area 
residents. 

Table D-1 

Portland Oregon Transportation Control Strategy 

1973 Plan 

1. New Motor Vehicle Program - federal responsibility. 

2. The inspection/maintenance program - state responsibility. 

3. Mass Transit improvements - Tri Met responsibility. 

4. · Traffic plan and circulation improvements - local 
government responsibility, 

1982 Revisions 

1. Continue the biennial auto inspection/maintenance program, 

2. Operate the downtown transit mall, and purchase 77 new . 
articulated and 75 standard coaches. This has been accomplished, 

3. Restore fareless square to all hours of the day. This has been 
accomplished, 

4. Expand bus service on I-5 freeway corridor. This has been 
accomplished, 

5, Operate ride-share programs; continue city carpool permit program 
for six-hour parking meters; implement McLaughlin corridor ride
share program; pursue state legislation that would remove 
institutional barriers to ride-sharing. All of these items have 
been maintained, 

6. Maintain and manage downtown parking inventory of 40,855 spaces, 
implemented through the services of a full-time parking manager. 
This is ongoing. 

Sources of carbon monoxide within the Oregon portion of the AQMA are shown 
in Table D-2. The major source has been and remains motor vehicles. 
Reductions in CO emissions have been somewhat off set by increases in 
residential woodstove heating. Nevertheless, the 1985 emission projections 
represent a 24 percent reduction in carbon monoxide emissions since 1980 -
approximately 5 percent per year, 
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Table D-2 

Summary of Carbon Monoxide Emissions (Tons/Year) Within 
the Oregon Portion of the Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA* 

Year 

Source 1980 1983 1985 

Industrial 12 ,53 9 7,994 8,294 

Non-industrial Fuel 47,656 55 ,982 70,599 
Combustion (Residential) 

Misc. (Fires, Solid Waste) 1,188 1,167 1,125 

Highway Transportation 37 8, 821 302,296 287,2,05 
(Motor Vehicles) 

Off Highway including 24,487 24,411 24, 964 
rail, air, river 

Total 464,523 391,850 392,187 

* Source - Report on Reasonable Further Progress through December 31, 1985 
- Oregon DEQ to USEPA, October 1986 

Figure D-1 shows the number of exceedance days at the three main Portland 
monitoring sites. The fourth site at SE Lafayette Street is not included 
in this data presentation because of its short time span· of operation and 
because it is located in a residential neighborhood and appears to be 
primarily affected by woodstove emissions rather than motor vehicle 
emissions. 

Compliance is defined as not having more than one violation day of the CO 
standard per calendar year. The State Implementation Plan (SIP) is being 
revised to reflect a new compliance date of 1987. Originally, compliance 
had been projected in the SIP to be obtained by the end of 1985. The 
continuous CO monitors operated by DEQ in th~ Portland area have not had 
any violations of the Federal 9 ppm (10 mgfm ) ambient CO standard based 
upon the second highest day exceedance since the first quarter of 1984. 

The CAMS (Continuous Air Monitoring Station in downtown Portland) had 
no exceedances while both the Hollywood and 4th & Alder site had exceedance 
days, but no violation days. Although 1985 and 1986 ambient CO data 
indicate marginal compliance with the standard, the model projections 
indicate that continuous compliance will not be achieved until 1987 dand 
the SIP is being revised to reflect this. Ambient carbon monoxide emission 
reductions have been obtained over the past several years. The trend lines 
in Figure D-2 show that downward trend. 
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FIGURE D-1 

CARBON MONOXIDE 
NUMBER OF EXCEEDANCE DAYS 

so,-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--. 

70 

en eo 
~ 
Cl 

LL.I 
u 50 :z 
C§ 
t::1 
C,.) 40 

~ 
l.J... 
0 
a:::: 30 
LL.I 
ID 
:::!! 
::::> :z 20 

10 

o' K 

74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 

YEAR 

~CAMS STN 

.. HOLLYWOOD 

rzlJ 4TH/ALDER 

wpJ-1 



FIGURE 0-2 

CARBON MONOXIDE EMISSION TRENDS 
GEOMETRIC MEANS 
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Violations of the ambient CO standard are due to a variety of reasons. 
Meterology plays a significant role. Traffic has increased in the Portland 
area over the past several years, and this can be offsetting some of the 
emission reductions obtained from the federal new car program and the 
inspection maintenance program. Statewide traffic, measured as vehicle 
miles traveled, is up almost 5 percent over the years 1984 and 1985. 
Vehicle registrations have not increased correspondingly. This indicates 
that people are driving more than in· recent years. With the recent 
stabilization and decline of the price of gasoline, this trend may 
continue. 

CO compliance has been maintained at the CAMS station for 1984 through 
1986. This gives a good indication that traffic related CO violations will 
be under control by 1987. When attainment is reached at all sites, the 
issue will then switch to maintaining compliance with the standard. The 
maintenance of compliance below the required standard will require new 
strategies of and by itself if population growth increases, or it may just 
require keeping the existing programs operating. While continual decreases 
in vehicle emission levels should maintain compliance for the foreseeable 
future, population increases and increases in the vehicle miles traveled 
will affect the amount of pollution entering the local atmosphere. 

The compliance plan for ozone in the Portland area has not been changed 
for the past several years. Area sources are shown in Table D-3. The 
plan relies on transportation measures, the I/M program, and control of 
volitale organic compounds (VOC) from stationary sources. Attainment 
of the ozone standard is still projected by December 1987. During 1985 
and 1986, violations occurred both at the Carus monitoring site and the 
Milwaukie monitoring site. Ozone levels exceeded the standard on two days 
at Carus and one day at Milwaukie irt 1985; and on one day at Carus and 
three days at Milwaukie in 1986. This data is shown graphically in Figures 
D-3 and D-4 for the Carus and Milwaukie sites respectively. The ozone 
standard allows for one exceedance per year at each site. The frequency 
of ozone exceedances appears closely related to the frequency of hot days 
with temperatures of 90° F or more. The 1985-86 ozone season had a total 
of 36 days with maximum temperatures of 90° F or more. That's about 16 
days more than normal. Without the various ozone controls in effect, 
including the I/M program, the exceedances would most likely have been 
higher and more frequent. 

The problem of increased fuel volatility is affecting some of the ozone 
reduction benefits obtained. The oil companies over the past 10 years 
have increased the volatility of gasoline about 2 to 4 psi. There are a 
wide variety of factors that have lead to these increases. The sources of 
crude oil for US domestic supply have changed requiring changes in refining 
operations. The lead phasedown program which has resulted in a reduction 
of average lead content from about 3 gm/gal. to 0.1 gm/gal. contributed to 
the need to reformulate the gasoline blends. The final factor which has 
affected refinery blending is that the sales ratio between leaded and 
unleaded gasoline has changed so that over 60 percent of the gasoline sold 
nationwide is unleaded. Coupled with changing these stocks, lead 
phasedown, and other factors has resulted in a change in gasoline 
formulas. 
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Table D-3 

Summary of Hydrocarbon (VOC) Emissions (Kg/Day) Within the Oregon 
Portion of the Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA* 

Year 

Source 1980 1983 1985 

Gasoline Marketing 22 ,315 2,843 3,070 
(except vehicle fueling) 

Vehicle Fueling 6, 918 6,580 6,729 

Industrial Processes 6,670 6,511 6,103 

Industrial & Non- 34,404 36,191 28 ,862 
Industrial Surface 

Coatings 

Solvents & Misc. 17 ,595 15,656 15 ,557 

Highway Vehicles 77, 133 63 ,056 56,684 

Off Highway including 6,202 5,797 5,941 
rail. air. river 

Total 171,237 130,123 122,946 

* Source - Report on Reasonable Further Progress through 
December 31, 1985 - Oregon DEQ to USEPA, October 1986. 

All these factors have affected the ability of the on-board vapor recovery 
systems, installed on passenger vehicles since 1971, to adequately do their 
designed jobs. This affects vehicular refueling emissions. All fueling 
facilities in the Portland metro area have Stage I vapor recovery (tanker 
truck-to-gas station). State II (gas station-to-vehicle) has been 
mentioned as an alternative to be considered-more on a national level, 
than on a local level. This national consideration is being made by the 
USEPA in response to the large number of cities in the United States that 
are forecasting continued ozone noncompliance into the 1990 1s. 

Medford-Ashland AQMA 

The Medford-Ashland AQMA last SIP update for carbon monoxide was made 
in 1985. That document was adopted by the Environmental Quality 
Commission at the same time that the Medford-Ashland AQMA was established 
as an I/M zone under ORS 468.397 (HB 2845 1985 Oregon Legislature). 
Figures D-5 and D-6 show the number of exceedance days for carbon monoxide 
and the long-term CO trend. 
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Carbon monoxide episodes in the Medford-Ashland AQMA, (Rogue Valley) are 
made worse by air stagnation and geography of its high mountain valley. 
Medford' s CO problem has been described as among the top ten in the 
country. To help meet ambient CO health standards, an I/M program started 
January 1, 1986. That was the last element of the Rogue Valley CO 
attainment·plan to be put into place. The plan projects compliance by the 
end of 1987. 

Table D-4 lists the CO emission inventory and sources for the Rogue Valley 
area. As in the Portland area, motor vehicles are the major source, but 
because of the geography and economy, residential woodstoves are a higher 

. relative contributor than in Portland. 

Table D-4 

Summary of Carbon Monoxide Emissions (Tons/Yr) 
For The Medford Ashland AQMA* 

Source 

Industrial 

Non Industrial Fuel 

Combustion (including 
woodstove) 

Misc. (fires, solid 
waste) 

Highway Transportation 
(Motor Vehicles) 

Off Highway 

Total 

1980 

3,017 

12,650 

3,175 

36,234 

3 ,173 

58,249 

Year 

1983 1985 

2,731 3,337 

11, 738 12,434 

1,118 1,339 

31,627 28,617 

3,005 3,037 

50,219 48, 804 

* Source - Report on Reasonable Further Progress through 
December 31, 1985 - Oregon DEQ to USEPA, October 1986. 

The Economy 

Much has been written about the Oregon economy of late. This document is 
not the place for an economic discussion, but the economy has had mixed 
influences on air pollution in both Portland and the Rogue Valley. 
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Population growth over the past five years has been relatively flat, and 
times it has declined (see Table E-2 and E-10). The economic slump has put 
negative pressure on the state and has contributed to compliance with some 
of the air pollution goals. There have been changes in individual habits 
where dirtier and less costly fuels have been chosen. Burning wood is such 
an example. 

The economic slump has also apparently slowed new car sales, thus slowing 
replacement of the existing fleet, thus reducing the benefits of the 
federal new car program over this time period. To show the effect, the 
average age of cars in Oregon now has grown from seven years in 1975 to ten 
years in 1985. On the other hand, the slowness in growth has relieved 
pressures on how to accommodate additional industrial sources. As Oregon 
prepares to close out the 1980 1 s, the environmental stage has changed much 
over the last ten years. Much good has been accomplished. Habits have 
changed. New technologies have emerged and all that can be predicted with 
certainty is that there will be continued changes. 

VA5849.D 
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Appendix E 

Population Growth and Traffic Pattern Trends 

PORTLAND AREA 

In. 1974, the Oregon Legislature established the boundaries for the Vehicle 
Inspection Progran as being identical to the existing Metropolitan Service 
District (MSD) boundaries, covering portions of Multnomah, Clackamas and 
Washington Counties. Vehicles registered within the MSD are required to 
pass the inspection prior to vehicle registration. Following a vote during 
the May 1978 primary election, the MSD was reorganized to include a smaller 
segment of Washington County and a larger part of Clackamas County. The 
Legislature adopted the current MSD boundaries as the boundaries for the 
Vehicle Inspection Program, effective January 1, 1980. This section reviews 
trends in population and traffic patterns associated with the program's 
geographic area. 

Population 

The MSD covers portions of Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas Counties and 
estimates its population in 1985 at 970,243. Since the MSD boundary was altered 
on January 1, 1979, only a few years of comparable population data is available 
(Table E-1). Growth is seen between 1979-1981. A population loss occurred 
between 1981-1983, and growth resumed in 1984 and 1985. 

Table E-1 

MSD Population Since 1979 

Year Population Growth 

1979 906. 800 
1980 938,571 31,771 
1981 947 ,890 9,319 
1983 935 ,000 -12 ,890 
1984 954,370 19,370 
1985 970 ,243 15 ,873 

To get a more complete view of MSD population trends, the tri-county 
(Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington) population should be examined. Table 
E-2 and Figure E-1 provide a good estimate of the MSD population growth 
rate since approximately 88 percent of the tri-county residents live within 
the MSD. 
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Table E-2 

Population Distribution* 
in the Portland Metropolitan Area 

Total of Total Total 
3 Oregon of 4 State 

Year Multnomah Washinaton Clackamas Clark Co, WA Counties · Counties of Oreaon 

1970 554,668(55%) 157. 920 (15%) 166,088(16%) 128,454(13%) 878,676 1,007 ,130 2,091,533 
1971 559 ,700 (54%) 169 ,660 (16%) 17 4, 900 (17%) 130,100 (12%) 904,260 1,034,360 2,143 ,010 
1972 560 ,000 (53%) 17 8,300 (16%) 178,400(17%) 132,800(13%) 916,700 1,049,500 2 ,183 ,270 
1973 556,000(52%) 182 ,500 (17%) 185 ,600 (17%) 135 ,200(13%) 924,100 1,059 ,300 2,224,900 
1974 544,900(51%) 189,400(18%) 196, 900 (18%) 140 ,300 (13%) 931,200 1,071,500 2,226,000 
1975 547. 900 (51%) 190. 900 (18%) 202,900(19%) 149,000(14%) 941,700 1,090,700 2,299,000 
1976 553 ,000 (50%) 196,000(18%) 205 ,800 (19%) 154,300(14%) 954,800 1,109,100 2,341,750 
1977 556. 400 ( 49%) 200. 80·0c18%) 211,000 (19%) 164,000(14%) 968,200 1,132,200 2,396,100 
1978 549 ,000 (48%) 217 ,000 (19%) 220 ,000 (19%) 169. 400 (15%) 986,000 1,155,900 2,521,850 
1979 556. 600 ( 47%) 225,100(19%) 231,000 (19%) 17 8, 900 (15%) 1,012,700 1,191,600 2,584,350 
1980 562,300(45%) 247 ,800 (20%) 243 ,000 (19%) 192,227 (15%) 1,053, 100 1,245,327 2,639,915. 
1981 561,400(45%) 253 ,800(20%) 246,100(19%) 195,800(15%) 1,061,300 1,257,100 2,660,735 
1982 564,500 (45%) 259,700(20%) 245 ,100(19%) 198,600(16%) 1,069,300 1,267,900 2,665,185 
1983 557 ,500 (44%) 257. 400 (20%) 243 ,600 (19%) 200,000(16%) 1,058,500 1,258,500 2,635,000 
1984 562,300 (44%) 260,200(20%) 246,300(19%) 201, 700 (16%) 1,068,800 1,270,500 2 ,660 ,000 
1985 561,800(44%) 268,000 (21%) 248,200(19%) 203. 400 (16%) 1,078,000 1,281,400 2,675,800 

Average ** 0.04% 4.0% 3.7% 3.7% 1.5% 1.9% 
Growth/Year 
(1970-79) 

** Growth/Year 0.4% 6,2% 3 .2% 4.6% 2.4% 2.7% 
(1979-81) 

** Growth/Year -0.3% 0.7% -0.5% 1.1% -0.1% 0.05% 
(1981-83) 

** Growth/Year 0 • 4% 2 .0% 0.9% 0.9% 0 .9% 0 .9% 
(1983-85) 

Average ** 0.08% 3.6% 2.7% 3 .1% 1.4% 1.6% 
Growth/Yea·r 
(1970-1985) 

* Data from Portland State University Center for Population Research and Census 
** Growth per year was calcylated using the compounding formula: 

I= (P/P.) /n_l 
1 

Where: I = growth rate per year 
P = population after "n" years 
Pi= initial population 
n = number of years 
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FIGURE E-1 

POPULATION DISTRIBUTION IN THE 
PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA 
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The Multnomah County population has remained essentially the same since 
1970. while Clackamas and Washington Counties have had population increases 
of 49 percent and 69 percent, respectively. Clark County. Washington, has 
also shown a substantial growth of 58 percent since 1970. As compared to 
the greater Portland metropolitan area, the Multnomah County portion of 
population ·has decreased from 55 percent in 1970 to the current portion of 
44 percent. Thus, the population of the metropolitan area is increasing. 
but not evenly throughout the area. The fastest growth continues to occur 
in the suburbs. 

Overall, population growth in the tri-county area since 1970 has been at an 
average rate of 1.5 percent per year. The growth rate was much higher 
between 1977 and 1980. averaging 2.9 percent per year. Growth continued at 
a slower rate in 1981 and 1982, but then took a drop in 1983. This likely 
represents a temporary population loss due to extended economic hard times. 
Between 1983 and 1985, population again began to grow. 

A look at working population will give some insight into traffic trends 
during weekday rush hours. Probably the best indicator of working 
population is income taxes filed by county. from the Oregon Department of 
Revenue. This is summarized in Table E-3 for the metropolitan area. The 
numbers in parentheses show the fraction of total population that is paying 
Oregon income tax. 

County 

Multnomah 
Washington 
Clackamas 
Clark Co.• WA 

Total of 
3 Oregon 
Counties 

Grand Total 

1970 
Returns 

204,500(37%) 
61. 987 (39%) 
53, 150 (32%) 
12. 700 (10%) 

319,637(36%) 

332,337 

Table E-3 

Oregon State 

1981 
Returns 

246. 450 ( 44%) 
106 ,364(42%) 

97,787(40%) 
24,692 (13%) 

450 ,601 (42%) 

472.595 

Income Taxes Filed 

1982 1983 
Returns Returns 

238,028 (42%) 230,209(41%) 
102,223 (39%) 105,226(41%) 

94.530(39%) 94,356 (3 9%) 
23,161(12%) 22,915(11%) 

434,781 (41%) 429 ,791 (41%) 

457. 942 452,706 

* Growth per year was calcyfated using the corresponding formula: 
I = (P/Pi) n_l . 

Where: I = growth rate per year 
P = population after "n" years 
Pi= initial population 
n = number of yesrs 
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1984 
Returns 

234,745 (41%) 
108,069(42%) 

96. 443 (39%) 
24,632 (12%) 

439,257 (41%) 

463 ,889 

(_ J-8~ 

Growth/) 

1.0% 
4.0% 
4.3% 
4.8% 

2.3% 

2.4% 



Overall, the growth in working population (Table E-3) in the MSD is almost 
double the growth of the total population (Table E-2) between 1970 and 
1984. However, in the four years 1979-82, this trend was reversed, 
probably as a result of high Portland area unemployment. Table E-4 shows 
the annual average unemployment rates for the Portland metropolitan area 
for the last fifteen years. In 1983-84 the annual rate of employed people 
was expected to within the MSD. Annual employment growth was only 
0.5%/year for 1983-84. 

Vehicle Registration 

Table E-4 

Unemployment Rates 
Portland Metropolitan Area 

Period Rate 

1970 6.3 
1971 7.1 
1972 6.1 
1973 5.4 
1974 6.2 
1975 9.5 
1976 8.7 
1977 6.8 
1978 5.2 
1979 5.4 
1980 6.3 
1981 8.0 
1982 10.1 
1983 10.1 
1984 8.0 
1985 7.4 
1986 7.7 

Table E-5 shows passenger car registration and population figures for the 
ten Oregon counties with the largest number of passenger vehicle 
registrations. Overall, since 1970, increases have occurred in both 
vehicle registrations and in population. The data shows that vehicle 
registration in almost all counties has been growing at a rate of over 
twice that of the population. The highest growth rates both in population 
and in vehicle registrations are occurring in Deschutes, Clackamas and 
Washington Counties. Multnomah County, the state's most populous, had a 
minimal population increase but still shows significant growth in vehicle 
registration. 

However, between 1981 and 1983, the population and vehicle registrations 
generally began to fall. The 1984-85 data shows a general upturn in 
population and vehicle registration but not as robust as in the previous 
growth years. Both Coos and Linn counties still showed population declines 
while vehicle registrations grew slightly. 
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Table E-5 

Vehicle Registration and Population by County 

County 

1. Multnomah 
2. Lane (Eugene) 
3. Clackanas 

(Portland/ 
Oregon City) 

4. Washington 
(Portland/ 
Beaverton) 

5. Marion (Salem) 
6. Jacks on (Medford) 
7. Douglas (Roseburg) 
8. Linn (Albany) 
9. Coos (Coos Bay) 
10. Deschutes (Bend) 

Estimated 1983 
Passenger Car 
Registrations 

364,687 
207 .613 
191,886 

185 ,973 

160 ,456 
112 ,968 

76, 159 
71,217 
48,897 
57. 450 

Estimated 1985 
Passenger Car 
Registrations 

379,919 
214, 450 
202 ,233 

198,045 

167,619 
118,606 

77. 995 
72 ,119 
49,040 
62 ,087 

Registration 
Growth 

Rate/Year 
1970-1983* 

0.8% 
3.7% 
6.0% 

5 .9% 

4.5% 
5 .0% 
4.2% 
3.8% 
2.9% 
8.3% 

* Growth per year was calculated using the compounding formula: 

I= (P/P.)l/n_l 
Where: I = grow1'h rate per year 

P = population after "n" years 
Pi= initial population 
n = number of years 

86363 

Registration 
Growth 

Rate/Year 
1983-1985* 

2.1% 
1.6% 
2.7% 

3.2% 

2.2% 
2.5% 
1.2% 
0.6% 
0 .1% 
4.0% 

Estimated 
1983 

Population 

557,500 
267,900 
243 ,600 

257. 400 

205. 900 
133 ,350 

90. 400 
89 ,350 
61, 450 
63 ,300 

Estimated 
1985 

Population 

561,800 
269,500 
248,200 

268,000 

213,750 
137. 900 

92 ,150 
89,000 
60,150 
65 ,400 

Population 
Growth 

Rate/Year 
1970-83* 

0.04% 
1.7% 
3 .0% 

3 .8% 

2.3% 
2.7% 
1.7% 
1.7% 
0.7% 
5 .8% 

Population 
Growth 

Rate/Year 
1983-85* 

0.4% 
0.2% 
0.9% 

2 •. 0% 

1.9% 
1.7% 
1.0% 

-0.2% 
-1.0%. 

1.7% 



Morning Traffic Trends 

Morning traffic trends can provide a feel for the business development 
throughout the· tri-county area. Vehicles traveling between 6 a.m. and 
11 a.m. on weekdays generally represent morning business traffic. 

Figure E-2 gives the average morning weekday traffic into and out of 
downtown Portland for June 1986. Besides displaying the total vehicle 
counts, the figure shows the growth in traffic count which has occurred 
since 1970, and the growth in this count in the last few years. 

Morning traffic counts have substantially increased over the past sixteen 
years. The largest increase by far occurred at the Vista Ridge Tunnel 
(Highway 26), reflecting the population and business activity increases in 
Washington County. 

Of some concern to Oregonians is the influx of vehicles from Vancouver, 
Washington, where cars are not required to pass an air pollution emissions 
test. The morning southbound traffic counts at the two Interstate bridges 
provides an indication of the number of people residing in Washington that 
work in Oregon. This traffic count data compares very well with the Oregon 
income taxes filed for Clark County residents shown in Table E-3. 

Figure E-2 shows that a great share of the morning traffic entering Oregon 
from Washington stops in Portland. Each morning, about 28,000 vehicles 
enter Oregon over the I-5 and I-205 Bridges. The shopping centers and 
industrial areas along the Columbia River are expected to attract a large 
portion of these vehicles. In the last two years the southbound traffic 
across the two Columbia River bridges increased about 18 percent. 

The combined interstate bridge traffic counts show approximately a 98 
percent increase in southbound traffic over the past sixteen years. This 
growth in bridge traffic is of twice the magnitude of the growth rate in 
vehicle registration in the Portland tri-county area (54 percent). The 
actual out-of-state influx of approximately 28,000 vehicles each morning is 
only about 3 percent of the vehicle population in the Portland tri-county 
area. The 28 ,000 vehicles represent 15 percent of the registered vehicles 
in Clark County Washington.* 

Vehicles From Outside the Vehicle Inspection Boundaries 

The vehicle inspection boundaries have been legislatively established as 
the Metropolitan Service District (MSD) boundaries. This area is shown in 
Figure E-3, along with the average daily traffic (ADT) across those 
boundaries for major thoroughfares. During 1985, there was a total of 
280 ,000 ADT on these main roads. Assuming a worst case that all of . the 
traffic on these roads is registered outside the MSD, then 18 percent of 
the passenger vehicles operating within the MSD would not have been tested. 
This does not take into account through traffic. 

* Data from Department of Licensing, Olympia, Washington. 
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Fi gu1·e E- 2 

AVERAGE WEEK-DAY FLOW OF VEHICLES ON THE PORTLAND 
FREEWAY SYSTEM FROM 6 AM - 11 AM 
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Figu.re E-3 

AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC EADT) ACROSS CURRENT 
VEHICLE INSPECTION BOUNDARIES 
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14,800 

-0-

226. 800 

• 

DAILY TRAFFIC AT MSD BOUNDARIES 

1981 1983 1985 

103,400 82,800 85,600 
13,700 14,000 14,:700 
13,700 13,900 12,900 

9,000 8,800 10,100 
48,500 51,700 56,400 
14,600 17,200 18,800 
14,000 13,800 17,800 
14,700 14,900 12,700 

-0- 37,500 51,000 

231,600 254,600 280,000 



The Department did an additional study of Oregon license plates observed in 
parking lots within the Portland area to gauge out-of-area impact. This 
study shows that about 12 percent of those Oregon licensed vehicles were 
from outside the MSD area. 

Vehicle Usage 

Pollution emitted into the Portland airshed from vehicles is a function of 
the amount of pollution emitted per mile and the total miles traveled. 
Table E-6 and Figure E-4 show the trend of vehicle usage in the Portland 
area in the last nine years. The table gives the estimated miles traveled 
per year on the primary and secondary streets in the tri-county area. 
There has been an overall increase of 39 percent in traffic in the last ten 
years. Note in the years 1979-80 there was little change in traffic 
volume, but in 1981 volumes again began to show substantial increases. 
Many factors, including economic outlook could have caused such a reaction. 
One of the stronger factors may have been the increased fuel prices in 
1979-80 with the subsequent leveling off of prices in 1981. 

Table E-6 

Annual Vehicle Miles 
Portland Metropolitan Area 

Change in 
Year Multnomah Clackamas Washington Total Total Miles 

1975 1,518,000,000 597 ,000,000 686,000,000 2,801,000,000 ------
1976 1,619,000,000 659,000,000 751,000,000 3 ,029 ,000 ,-000 228,000,000 
1977 1,682,000,000 708,000,000 796,000,000 3,186,000,000 157,000,000 
1978 1,724,000,000 782 ,000,000 870 • 000. 000 3,376,000,000 190,000,000 
1979 1,713,000,000 792,000,000 855 ,000 ,000 3,362,000,000 - 14,000,000 
1980 1,678,000 ,000 776,000,000 911,000,000 3 ,365 ,000 ,000 3,000,000 
1981 1,731,000,000 806,000,000 941,000 ,000 3 ,478,000 ,000 113,000,000 
1982 1,732,000,000 826,000,000 966,000,000 3,524,000,000 86,000,000 
1983 1,726,000,000 907 ,000 ,000 1,010,000,000 3 ,643 ,000 ,000 119 ,000 ,000 
1984 1,865,000,000 950. 000 • 000 1,092,000,000 3. 907 ,000 ,000 264,000 ,000 

Another of the factors affecting vehicle usage in the Portland metropolitan 
area is bus ridership. Table E-7 shows the number of boarding passengers 
in each of the last sixteen fiscal years. 
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FIGURE E-4 

A~,~l'JUAL VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED 
PORTLAND METROPOLITAf'~ AREA 
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Fiscal Year 

1970-71 
1971-72 
1972-73 
1973-74 
1974-75 
1975-76 
1976-7.7 
1977-78 
1978-79 
1979-80 
1980-81 
1981-82 
1982-83 
1983-84 
1984-85 
1985-86 

Table E-7 
Tri-Met Bus Ridership 

Number of Boarding Passengers 

20,730,000 
21,350,000 
22 ,170 ,000 
25 ,480 ,000 
28 ,360 ,000 
35 ,210 ,000 
38,080 ,000 
41,570 ,000 
42,250,000 
50,670,000 
48,090,000 
47,090,000 
49 ,320 ,000 
49 ,320 ,000 
47. 400 ,000 
45 ,000 ,000 

Increase in 
Number of Passengers 

620,000 
820 ,000 

3,310,000 
2,880 ,000 
6,850,000 
2 ,870 ,000 
3. 490 ,000 

680 ,000 
8,420,000 

-2 ,580 ,000 
-1,000,000 

2,230,000 
- 0 -

-1,920,000 
-2,400 .ooo 

Bus ridership increased every year between 1970 and 1980, however, between 
1980 and 1982 a drop in ridership was shown. Between 1982 and 1984 
ridership- increased, but dropped again in 1984 and 1986. A Tri-Met· 
spokesman suggested a couple reasons for such fluctuations: 1) fluctuations 
in fuel prices; 2) fluctuations in employment. 

Summary of Portland Area 

The population of the MSD (also the Vehicle Inspection Program boundaries) 
is estimated at 970 ,243. The annual growth rate over the last fifteen 
years was 1.5 percent per year. In the last few years the population 
growth has slowed and for the first time in fifteen years the population 
declined between 1982 and 1983. The population began to rise again in 
1984-85. The past growth was mainly occurring in the suburban areas. 
Multnomah County has shown no significant net population gain in the last 
fifteen years. 

Between 1970 and 1980 working population in the metropolitan area had grown 
at a rate of 3 .4 percent per year. However, in both 1981 and 1982 working 
population dropped. Unemployment rates peaked in 1982, leveled off in 1983 
and dropped then leveled off in 1984 through 1986. 

The number of registered vehicles in the metropolitan area has fluctuated 
with population, increasing between 1970-81 and showing a drop between 
1981-83, and increasing again during 1984-85. 
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Morning traffic (6 a.m. - 11 a.m.) on major roads in the metropolitan area 
over the last 15 years has increased. There continues to be a trend of 
greater growth in the suburbs relative to downtown. There was no clear 
indication of reduction in morning traffic during the 1982-83 recession 
years and growth continued strong in 1984-86. Every weekday morning 
approximately 28,000 vehicles (about 3% of the total number of vehicles 
registered in the MSD) enter Oregon across the two interstate bridges (I-5 
and I-205). Morning traffic across the bridges has increased at the rate 
of five percent per year.over the past sixteen years. 

Currently it is estimated about 12 percent of Oregon's 
operating within the MSD come from outside the area. 
changed significantly in the past few years. 

registered vehicles 
This ratio has not 

Overall, the vehicle usage (vehicle miles traveled) in the metropolitan 
area has increased by an average of four percent per year in the last nine 
years. Between 1979 and 1980 there was little change in traffic volume, 
but between 1981 and 1984 a significant increase was again seen. 

MEDFORD-ASHLAND AREA 

On September 27, 1985, the Environmental Quality Commission adopted rules 
for implementation of an Inspection Maintenance (I/M) Program for the 
Medford-Ashland area. The boundaries selected for the program were those 
of the existing "Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area" (AQMA). The 
Rogue Valley I/M program began operations in January 1986. The designated 
AQMA includes a reported 85_ percent of the population of Jackson County, 
Oregon. 

Population 

The Medford-Ashland and AQMA includes at least parts of the incorporated 
cities listed on Table E-8. 

Table E-8 
Cities Within the Medford-Ashland AQMA 

Cities 

Ashland 
Central Point 
Eagle Point 
Jacksonville 
Medford 
Phoenix 
Talent 

Total 

Estimated 1985 Population 

15 ,660 
6,7 40 
3,010 
1,990 

41, 975 
2,510 
2,660 

7 4,545 

The incorporated cities listed in Table E-9 are within Jackson County but 
outside the AQMA: 
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Cities 

Butte Falls 
Gold Hill 
Rogue River 
Shady Cove 

Total 

Cities 

Outside 

Table E-9 

Inside Jackson County 
but 

Medford-Ashland AQMA 

Estimated 1985 Population 

450 
910 

1,440 
1,190 

3,990 

The total Jackson County population in 1985 was 13 7, 900 of which 85 percent 
(117 ,000) is reported by Jackson County to be within the AQMA. It is of 
note that only an estimated 63 percent of the population within the AQMA 
reside in incorporated cities. 

The population of Jackson County is shown in Table E-10 for the last eight 
years. 

Table E-10 
Population of Jackson County, Oregon* 

Year Population 

1978 126. 900 
1979 130,250 
1980 132 ,456 
1981 133 ,700 
1982 133,725 
1983 133 ,350 
1984 135 ,100 
1985 137. 900 

*Data from Center for Population Research and Census, Portland, Oregon 
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The overall growth in eight years was a very slow nine percent with a lull 
in 1981-1983, where growth was at a standstill. The years 1984 and 1985 -
85 showed improved growth. 

The estimated unemployment rate in Jackson County for the last several 
years is shown in Table E-11. State Employment Division spokesman said 
that the data was accurate to within + 10 percent and in fact was not 
biased by excluding those that are chronically unemployed and off the 
unemployment rolls. 

Table E-11 

Annual Average Jackson County Unemployment Rate 

Year Unemployment Rate, % 

1978 7.0 
1979 8.9 
1980 10.3 
1981 12.7 
1982 14.4 
1983 12.0 
1984 10 .1 
1985 9.4 
1986 9.0 

To add perspective to the anployment figures, view the number of Jackson 
County residents that filed Oregon State income tax returns, shown in Table 
E-12. 

Table E-12 
Oregon State Income Taxes Filed for Jackson County* 

Year Number of Returns 

1982 47, 126 (35%) 
1983 47. 961 (36%) 
1984 49,134 (36%) 

The numbers in parentheses show the returns as a percentage of the total 
population. There was little change indicated in this percentage in the 
years 1982-1984. This same consistency was also observed in the Portland 
area for those years. The percentage of employed people in the Portland 
area is 41 percent compared to 36 percent for Jackson County. This is 
consistent with the reported higher unemployment rate in Jackson County. 

* Oregon State Department of Revenue 
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Out of Area Vehicles 

During the summer of 1986, the Department conducted a study fo estimate the 
magnitude of out of area vehicles. License plate numbers were collected at 
random from area parking lots. The addresses on the registrations were 
compared to area phone directory listings. In this survey for the Rogue 
Valley area, 17 percent of the vehicles were registered outside of the 
Medford-Ashland AQMA. 

Bus Ridership 

Buses are an alternative form of transportation that can help reduce 
pollution in the towns in the Rogue Valley by removing passenger cars from 
the roads. Reduced passenger car mileage leads to both low pollutant 
emissions and enhanced traffic flow. Table E-13 shows the number of annual 
boarding riders on the buses of the Rogue Valley Transit District, the only 
bus service in the Rogue Valley. 

Table E-13 

Annual Bus Ridership in Rogue Valley 

Fiscal Year 

1981-82 
1982-83 
1983-84 
1984-85 
1985-86 

Boarding Riders 

230,575 
273,711 
363,807 
630 ,424 

1,095,692 

Notice that in the last two years the ridership has jumped dramatically. 
The 1984-85 increase was a result of reducing the time between buses from 
45 minutes to 30 minutes, and the 1985-86 increase resulted from the 
transfer of school children onto the bus system by cancelling an existing 
school bus program. The figure of just over a million ridership in Rogue 
Valley compares to a figure of 45 million ridership in the Portland area. 
The population in the Rogue Valley AQMA is estimated at 117,215 compared to 
970 ,243 for the Portland MSD. The ridership of the Rogue Valley Transit 
District would have to grow by a factor of five to have ridership 
equivalent to that of Portland. Nevertheless, even at just over a million 
in ridership, the Rogue Valley Transit District will certainly still make a 
substantial contribution to reduction of pollution and traffic congestion. 

Summary of Medford-Ashland AQMA 

The Rogue Valley I/M program began operation in January 1986, with 
boundaries the same as the Medford-Ashland AQMA. The 1985 population 
estimate of the AQMA is 117,000, approximately 85 percent of the Jackson 
County population. 
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The unemployment rate· in Jackson County in 1986 is 9.0 percent, a 
substantial improvement from the 1982 peak rate of 14.4 percent, but still 
higher than the estimated 7.7 percent for Portland. 

The per capita vehicle registration in Jacks on County is 0. 9, slightly 
higher than that in the Portland area. 

Oregon licensed vehicles which travel into the AQMA for a visit is 
estimated as 17 percent ·of the total traffic. 

Bus ridership in the AQMA is increasing but the per capita ridership is 
only 1-Sth that of Portland ridership. 

VA5849.E 
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Appendix F 

Inspection/Maintenance Programs by Geographic Area 

The following are brief, thumbnail descriptions of inspection/maintenance 
programs operating or scheduled to begin operation in the United States. 
Thirty-three states and the District of Columbia are discussed. Cost 
figures reported are based upon charges to the motorist, and do not include 
program costs funded by the individual State general funds unless 
specifically cited. 

Alaska 

Alaska has a decentralized inspection/maintenance program that began 
operation in July 1985. It is be operated in the Anchorage and Fairbanks 
areas. No vehicle registration is to be issued unless a vehicle has been 
inspected. All vehicles are included in the inspection program. 

Arizona 

Arizona has a centralized private contractor inspection/maintenance 
program. Mandatory operation of the Arizona program began in January 1976. 
The program operates in the Phoenix and the Tuscon metropolitan areas. The 
inspection fee to the motorist effective ;January 1987 is $7 .12, for 
passenger cars and light trucks and $24 for vehicles over 26 ,000 pounds 
gross vehicle weight rating. Several other changes have been made in the 
Arizona inspection/maintenance program including mandatory tampering 
inspection of all 1975 and newer vehicles and raising of the cost of repair 
limit from $50 to $300 for 1980 and newer cars. The cost limits are not 
applicable for repairing tampered vehicles including vehicles that have 
been improperly using leaded fuels. 

California 

California has a decentralized inspection/maintenance program. The program 
began operation in March 1984. The program operates in the Sacramento, 
San Francisco Bay, Fresno, Ventura, South Coast Basin (Los Angeles) and San 
Diego areas. The testing cycle is biennial, and fees are set by the 
individual inspectlon stations and range from $19 to $35. Gasoline-powered 
passenger vehicles and trucks up to 20 years of age and up to 8,500 pounds 
gross vehicle weight rating are included. 

Colorado 

Colorado operates an annual decentralized inspection/maintenance program in 
the Front Range (Denver, Colorado Springs and Fort Collins) areas. The 
program operation began in 1982. Test fee is $10. The inspection program 
covers vehicles 1968 and newer, up to 10 ,000 pounds gross vehicle weight 
rating. Legistative changes were made in 1986 that tie the inspection 
requirement to registration renewal. 

F-1 



Idaho 

Idaho operates an annual decentralized inspection/maintenance program in 
the Boise (Ada County) area. The program started in August 1984. The test 
fee ranges between $3 and $10 and averages $9. 73. Three dollars goes to 
the County to cover administrative costs. Inspection is required for all 
light duty vehicles 1970 and newer. 

Nevada 

Nevada has an annual decentralized inspection program in the Las Vegas, 
Reno, and Carson City areas. Test fee is set by market competition and 
averages about $10. The inspection program covers about 1965 and newer 
vehicles, up through 8,500 pounds gross vehicle weight rating. 

New Mexico 

New Mexico was operating an annual centralized contractor operation, which 
started in January 1983 in the Albuquerque area. The funding mechanism was 
ruled invalid by the New Mexico courts. This action effectively canceled 
the program. No alternative has been implemented. Clean Air Act Sanctions 
were imposed April 1985. 

Oregon 

Oregon operates a biennial centralized program in the greater Portland 
metropolitan and Medford (Rogue Valley) areas. The program in Portland 
stai:ted operation in July 1975. The program in Rogue Valley was added in 
1986. All gasoline-powered motor vehicles regardless of weight rating, and 
diesel vehicles under 8500 gross vehicle weight must be certified before 
registration renewal. The certificate fee is $7.00. 

Utah 

Utah opei:ates an annual centralized program in the Salt Lake and Davis 
County areas. Provo, Utah was added July 1986. The program began 
operation in April 1984. The inspection fee is $9.00. All 1968 and newer 
vehicles are included in the inspection program. A tampering inspection 
is included. 

Washington 

Washington has an annual centralized contractor operated inspection/main
tenance program operating in both the greater Seattle an Spokane areas. 
The inspection/maintenance program started in Seattle in 1982 with Spokane 
Joining in 1985. The overview of the contractor is funded by the State 
general fund. The program covers all vehicles up to 14 years of age. 
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The lfidweat 

Illinois 

Illinois inspection/maintenance program started May 1986. It is a 
centralized contractor-operated program in the greater Chicago and East 
St. Louis metropolitan areas. No inspection fee is directly charged the 
motorist. Funding is obtained from the general fund. 

Indiana 

Indiana has contracted the biennial inspection to the Indiana Vocational 
Technical College. The program started in June of 1984. There is no test 
fee associated with the inspection. The program has a biennial test cycle 
and requires vehicle model years from 1973 through the present and up to 
10 ,000 pounds gross vehicle weight rating to be inspected. The program 
area is limited to the Chicago, Illinois and Louisville suburban areas. 

Michigan 

Michigan started its inspection/maintenance program December 1985 • 
a decentralized program operating in the greater Detroit area. 
inspection fee is $10 and includes vehicles throug·h the last nine 
years. 

Missouri 

It is 
The 

model 

Missouri has an annual decentralized inspection/maintenance program which. 
began operation in January 1984. An idle test is used and pollution 
contr.ol equipment is inspected. The test fee is $4.50. The program covers 
1968 and newer vehicles, up to 6,000 pounds gross vehicle weight rating. 

Ohio 

Ohio has designated Cincinnati and Cleveland as nonattainment areas. The 
SIP was disapproved by EPA in 1984 •. 

Wisconsin 

Wisconsin has a central contractor-operated inspection/maintenance program 
operating in the greater Milwaukee area. There is no test fee. They use a 
loaded mode and idle test with the loaded portion of the test being used 
for vehicle preconditioning. All vehicles less than 15 years of age and 
under 8,000 pounds gross vehicle weight rating are required to go through 
the inspection. 

Alabama 

There is currently no program in Alabama. The Birmingham area is in 
nonattainment of federal air quality standards, and an inspection 
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program may be required. The current status of such a-requirement is under 
study. 

Georgia 

Georgia has an annual decentralized inspection/maintenance program 
operating in the Atlanta area. In this program the idle test is used. 
Test ·fee is $5 .00. Vehicles 12 years of age and newer and under 8,500 
pounds gross weight rating are required to be inspected. 

Kentucky 

Kentucky has a centralized contractor inspection/maintenance program 
operating in the Louisville area. The test fee is $6.00. All vehicles up 
to 18,000 pounds gross vehicle weight rating are required to be inspected. 
The Kentucky suburban area of Cincinnati, Ohio, is also in nonattainment, 
and started a program in November 1986. 

Louisiana 

The Louisiana inspection/maintenance program began in September 1985. It 
was incorporated into the State's Safety inspection program and operates 
state wide except for New Orleans. The Baton Rouge area is in 
nonattainment. The New Orleans area is in compliance. 

North Carolina 

North Carolina has incorporated an inspection/maintenance program in its 
annual decentralized safety inspection. The program is limited to the 
Charlotte area but the Raleigh area was brought in line in 1986. The 
inspection fee is $12. The program covers all vehicles 12 years old and 
newer. 

Oklahoma 

Oklahoma started an inspection/maintenance program in the Tulsa area in 
January 1986. It is scheduled to expand to the Oklahoma City area in 
January 1987. It is a decentralized inspection/maintenance program that 
does a tampering inspection only. The test fee is $5. There is no cost 
waiver and it applies to all 1979 and newer vehicles under 8,500 pounds 
gross vehicle weight. 

Tennessee 

Tennessee has two different operating inspection/maintenance programs. In 
the Nashville area, there is an annual centralized contractor operated 
program. The program began operation in 1984. A $7.00 fee is charged. It 
covers vehicles 12 years of age or newer and under 8,500 pounds gross 
vehicle weight rating. An annual centralized locally-run program is 
operating in the Manphis area. This program began operation in August 
1983. No fee is charged, but the program covers all model year vehicles. 
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Texas 

Texas is operating an annual decentralized tamper only 
inspection/maintenance program. The program started in 1984 in Houston 
and the Dallas-Fort Worth and El Paso areas were added in 1986. The 
inspection requirement applies to all 1968 and newer vehicles. 

Connecticut 

Connecticut has an annual statewide contractor operated inspection/main
tenance program. The program began operation in January 1983. The program 
is enforced via window stickers, as opposed to using the state's 
registration system. The test fee is $10. Vehicles covered include 1968 
and newer vehicles, up to 10,000 pounds gross vehicle weight rating. 

Delaware 

Delaware operates a state operated annual centralized inspection/main
tenance program in the New Castle County (Wilmington) area. There is no 
test fee. The idle test is used. The inspection requirement covers 
vehicles with model yesrs 1968 and newer and rated under 8,500 pounds·gross 
vehicle weight rating. 

Maryland 

Maryland has an annual centralized contractor-operated program. The 
program began operation in February of 1984. The program is limited to the 
greater Baltimore/Washington, D. C. area. The test fee is $9 .00. All 
vehicles within the last 12 model years, up t.o 10 ,000 pounds gross vehicle 
weight rating are required to be inspected. 

Massachusetts 

Massachusetts has an annual decentralized program operating statewide. The 
program began operation in April of 1983. The system uses a window sticker 
enforcement system. The test fee is $10. Vehicles up to 15 years of age 
and under 8,000 pounds gross vehicle weight rating are included. 

New Hampshire 

New Hampshire is developing a decentralized inspection/maintenance program 
that is scheduled to start in September 1987. It is scheduled to cover 
all vehicles up to 15 years of age. 

New Jersey 

New Jersey has the· oldest inspection/maintenance program in the United 
States. It is a statewide annual state-operated centralized program which 
began operation in February of 1974. The program uses an idle test and 
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has been incorporated into the state's safety inspection system. Test fee 
is included in the registration charge. 

New York 

New York has an annual decentralized inspection program operating in the 
New York City metropolitan area. The program began operation in January 
1981. Tampering inspection was included for 1984 and newer vehicles 
effective July 1984. The inspection fee is $6.50. The program includes 
all vehicles up to 8,500 pounds gross vehicle weight rating. 

Pennsylvania 

Pennsylvania has an annual decentralized ·inspection/maintenance program. 
The program began operation in June 1984. The program is limited to the 
Philadelphia/Pittsburgh/Harrisburg areas. The test fee is $5 .00. The 
program covers all vehicles up to 25 years of age and under 11,000 pounds 
gross vehicle weight rating. 

Rhode Island 

Rhode Island has an annual statewide decentralized inspection/maintenance 
program. Their program began operation in 1979. The test fee is $4.00. 
The idle test was added to the existing safety inspection. No SIP credit 
is claimed by Rhode Island for this I/M program. 

Virginia 

Virginia has an annual decentralized inspection/maintenance program. The 
program is limited to the Washington, D.C. suburban area. The inspection 
fee is $5 .oo. It covers the last eight years of vehicles, up to 6,000 
pounds gross weight rating. Data is collected manually. 

Washington, D.C. 

Washington, D.C. has an annual centralized district government operated 
inspection/maintenance program. The program was added to an existing 
safety inspection program. The program started operation in January 1983. 
The inspection fee is $5 .00. It covers all vehicles under 6,000 pounds 
gross vehicle weight rating. 

VA5849 .F 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
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811 SW Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204 
Neil Gol&chmidt 

Go~rnor 

OE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Canmission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item K, January 23, 1987, EQC Meeting 

Issue Paper: Determination of Percent Allocable For 
Pollution Control Tax Credits 

During the Commission's consideration of the tax credit application for 
the Ogden-Martin facility in Marion County, legal and policy questions 
arose. The Department brings this issue paper to the Commission in an 
attempt to outline the issues and promote discussion of them by the 
Commission, resulting in the Department receiving policy direction from 
the Canmission. 

Background 

The pollution control tax credit statute (ORS 468.190) states that the 
Commission shall consider five factors in establishing the percent of the 
pollution control facility cost allocable to pollution control. These 
factors are as follows: 

(a) If applicable, the extent to which the facility is used to 
recover and convert waste products into a salable or usable 
commodity, 

(b) The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the 
facility, 

(c) If applicable, the alternati~ methods, equipment and costs for 
achieving the same pollution control objective. 

(d) Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur 
as a result of the installation of the facility. 

(e) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion 
of the actual cost of the facility properly allocable to the 
prevention, control or reduction of air, water or noise pollution 
or solid or hazardous waste or to recycling or properly disposing 
of used oil. 
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In the past, the Department has selected only one factor which was in most 
cases factor (b), return on investment. In a few cases other factors, 
as applicable, have been considered in the staff report and used to 
establish percent allocable. 

In reviewing the application for tax credit for the Ogden-Martin resource 
recovery facility, the Commission decided that it was important for all 
five factors to be considered by the Commission in determining percent 
allocable. In doing this, the Commission weighted the relevant factors 
and arrived at a percent allocable which was a combination of these 
weighted factors. 

The issues which now must be addressed are, first, how all five factors 
should be considered and, second, when all five factors are considered, 
whether and how they should be weighted. 

1. Consideration of the five factors. 

a. Legal counsel has determined that in order to satisfy 
statutory requirements, the Commission must consider all 
five factors in establishing percent allocable for all tax 
credit certifications. Since Department staff reports are 
usually adopted as findings of the Commission, if the 
Commission agrees with staff findings, the statutory 
requirement will be met if the staff reports appropriately 
discuss our consideration of all five factors. 

Though all five factors would be analyzed in all cases, the 
Department would expect to base the determination of percent 
allocable in most cases on factor (b), return on investment. 
Because of the nature of the model used to determine return 
on investment, factor (a), the extent to which the facility 
recovers and converts waste into a salable or usable 
commodity and factor (d), any related savings resulting from 
the facility, are taken into account. For example, in 
reviewing an application for a scrubber system which collects 
wood fibers in exhaust gas, DEQ would consider the savings 
which result from returning wood fibers to the process. 
These would be considered as part of the annual operating 
expenses used in the return on investment calculation. 

In the example above, it could be argued that the sole 
purpose of the facility was air pollution and that sole 
purpose should be considered an "other" factor under (e). 
However, the Department recommends eliminating from 
consideration those factors which the Department considers 
in determining eligibility (e.g. principal or sole purpose). 

b. The tax credit rule (OAR 340-16-030(2)) states that the 
Commission shall consider the five factors "if applicable". 
Based on legal advice regarding interpretation of the statute 
to require consideration of all five factors in all cases, 
the rule should be amended to more accurately parallel the 
statute. 
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2. Using the five factors to determine percent allocable. 

In those cases where more than one factor is considered 
applicable, the Commission may wish to develop a method to 
determine which factor or combination of factors should be used 
and if a combination of factors is used, how they should be 
weighted. 

a. Which factor or combination of factors. 

Currently, the tax credit rule (OAR 340-16-030(5)) states 
that the Commission shall choose the factor or combination of 
factors which result in the least percent allocable. Some 
question has been raised by legal counsel as to whether this 
rule is actually within the authority granted to the 
Commission which states that "the Commission may adopt rules 
to establish methods to determine the portion of costs 
properly allocable" to pollution control (ORS 468.190(3)). 
Since this rule appears to be beyond statutorily granted 
rule making authority, the Commission should consider 
amending the rules to delete this section. 

b. The Department needs criteria to use in deciding whether 
more than one factor should be used in determining percent 
allocable in a particular case. We also need a process to 
determine if all factors used should be weighted equally. 
We could have all factors weighted equally except in those 
cases determined by the Commission to be unique because of 
the nature of the facility, in which case the Commission 
would determine the weighting. 

Return on Investment Calculation 

Another issue which needs to be addresed is whether the Department's 
present return on investment calculation, which is an internal rate of 
return method using cash flow analysis, is the most appropriate. The 
Department needs to review alternatives and decide how best to approach 
an evaluation of the current method and any potential revision of it. 

Director's Recommendation 

The Department requests that the Commission discuss the conceptual 
framework it wishes to have the Department use in drafting rules on issues 
covered in this paper. 

MConley:y 
MY3905 
229-6408 
January 16, 1987 

Fred Hansen 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item K, January 23, 1987, EQC Meeting 

Request For An Exception to OAR 340-41-026(2) (An EQC 
Policy Requiring Growth and Development Be Accommodated 
Within Existing Permitted Loads) By Wacker Siltronic 
Corporation. 

Background and Problem Statement 

Wacker Siltronic Corporation has requested the Environmental Quality 
Commission grant an exception to a water quality management plan policy, 
OAR 340-41-026(2). This policy states: "In order to maintain the quality 
of waters in the State of Oregon, it is the policy of the EQC to require 
that growth and development be accommodated by increased efficiency and 
effectiveness of waste treatment and control such that future discharge 
loads from existing sources do not exceed presently allowed discharged 
loads unless otherwise specifically approved by the EQC. 11 

This policy recognizes that each river's assimilative capacity is limited 
and maintenance of water quality, while accommodating growth, will require 
more stringent controls. However, this policy is only one of several " 
criteria which apply to industrial treatment facilities discharging treated 
effluent to surface waters. In determining the allowable discharge 
standards for new and expanded industrial treatment facilities, the Water 
Quality Management Plan, OAR 340, Division 41, presents other policies and 
requirements that, together with OAR 340-41-026(2), must be reconciled. 
These include: 

1. Specific industrial waste treatment requirements are 
determined on an individual basis in accordance with 
applicable federal requirements. States must require that, 
at a minimum, the industrial permit conditions comply with 
the appropriate "federal effluent guidelines". 

2. All facilities must be designed to incorporate "highest and 
best practicable treatment and/or control of waste" to 
maintain dissolved oxygen and overall water quality at the 
highest possible levels. These levels of control are 
established by the Department. 
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3. Permit limits are established so that waste discharges will 
not impair beneficial uses or violate water quality 
standards for the basin. 

Since 1978, Wacker Siltronic Corporation has operated a silicon wafer 
manufacturing facility at 7200 N.W. Front Avenue, Portland. Through the 
process of crystallization, Wacker grows silicon ingots, slices them into 
thin wafers for polishing, and sells the polished wafers to other high-tech 
companies for processing into computer chips, 

When the NPDES permit was first issued to Wacker Siltronic in 1978, the 
Department did not have experience with this type of industry and there 
were no federal effluent guidelines to follow. Therefore, the permit 
limits were based on the Department's best professional judgment, The 
original NPDES permit limits are as follows: 

Concentrations 
Monthly Ave. Dail.y Max. 

mg/1 mg/1 

Loadings 
Monthly Ave, Dail.y Max, 

lb/day lb/day 

(Originally Proposed Limits) at a flow of 0,20 MGD 

Total Suspended Solids 15 30 25 50 
(TSS) 

Biochemical Oxygen 15 30 25 50 
Demand (BOD) 

Fluoride 6 12 10 20 

Hexalalent Chromium 0.02 0.05 0.03 0 .1 
(er+ ) 

Total Chromium (crT) 0.3 1 .o 0.5 1 .o 
Total Toxic Organics 1.37 
(TTO) 

Wacker's first phase proposal in 1978 was to discharge an average of 0.20 
million gallons per day (MGD) of process waste water from the wafer plant. 
The initial application implied that wafer production would be expanded in 
the future, It further stated that a polysilicon plant would be con
structed at a later date which would also increase waste water flow. Since 
the timing for construction of the polysilicon plant and the expansion of 
wafer production were uncertain, the Department based the permit limita
tions on a flow of 0.20 MGD with an understanding that it could be 
increased in the future. However, had Wacker proposed to include higher 
wafer production and the polysilicon plant in the initial development, the 
original permit would have contained limits to accommodate the additional 
production facilities, 
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The original flow estimate has proved to be low. Wastewater flow at the 
original production levels was about 0.28 MGD or 40 percent over what was 
projected. Since 1983, existing production lines have expanded by about 50 
percent, which increased average flows to belween 0.30 and 0,35 MGD. As 
yet, the polysilicon plant has not been constructed. Wacker•s projections 
through 1991 would triple the original production level and raise the 
average flow to 0.65 MGD. If the poly plant comes on line in the late 
1980 's, the total flow will increase to 0 ,80 MGD by 1991 • 

Since actual process water flows have exceeded the projected design flow of 
0.20 MGD, it is becoming more difficult for Wacker to comply with the 
loading limitations. 

Wacker Siltronic submitted an application to renew their NPDES permit based 
on a flow of 0 .80 MGD. Renewal of the permit based on this requested flow 
would increase by 300 percent, the permitted waste loads discharged to the 
Willamette River. However, based upon the size of the receiving stream, the 
increased loadings are relatively insignificant: the TSS and BOD5 each 
would increase from a monthly average of 25 lbs/day to 100 lbs/day, for 
example. In comparison, during the summer, about 50,000 lbs/day of BOD5 is 
discharged into the Willamette River system from other industrial and 
domestic source upstream from the Wacker plant. 

Alternatives and Evaluations 

Two alternatives exist for the Corumission to consider in response to Wacker 
Siltronic Corporation's request for permit renewal. If the Department is 
to renew the permit as requested by Wacker, the Commission would have to 
grant an exception to the water quality management policy which requires 
that growth and development be accommodated within existing permitted 
loads. The alternatives are discussed and evaluated as follows: 

1. Approve the requested increase in permitted waste discharge 
loads. 

This proposal would not change any of the existing concentration 
limitations because the degree of treatment would be the same, 
but it would increase the allowable (lbs/day) loadings for TSS, 
BOD, and fluoride by 300 percent. The increased loading for 
chromium would be somewhat different since the basis for flow 
would be 0.65 MGD rather than 0.80 MGD. Chromium is generated as 
a waste only in the wafer plant. 



EQC Agenda Item 
January 23, 1987 
Page 4 

Concentrations 
Monthly Ave. Daily Max. 

mg/1 mg/1 

Loadings 
Monthly Ave. Daily Max. 

lb/day lb/day 

(Requested Limits, based on flow of 0.80 MGD which would 
include a flow allowance for the Polysilicon plant) 

TSS 15 30 100 200 
BOD 15 30 100 200 
Flugride 6 12 40 80 
er+ 0.02 0.05 0 .11 0.27 
crT 0 ,3 1 .o 1 .6 5,4 
TTO* 1.37 

The concentration limitations in Wacker•s permit are based 
on the Department's determination of "highest and best 
practicable treatment". These limitations are considerably 
more restrictive than that allowed by the federal guidelines 
of 1983. Diversion of the waste waters to the City of 
Portland's sanitary sewerage system is not desireable from 
the City's and the Department's viewpoints because the waste 
stream is too dilute to be further treated by the City's 
sewage treatment works. 

The Department has taken several river samples above and 
below Wacker's discharge point during the summer low flow 
period, and has not seen any measurable effect from the 
discharge. The quality of the Willamette River near the 
point of discharge has been very good. 

The current and requested discharge volumes are relatively 
small. In addition, during the critical low flow condition 
of the Willamette River, Columbia River water normally 
intrudes up the Willamette River to the vicinity of 
Wacker's discharge. Columbia River water is generally 
colder and contains more dissolved oxygen than the 
Willamette water. Consequently, the dissolved oxygen 
concentrations rise in this stretch of the Willamette river 
during the summer. At the requested loadings, the discharge 
will not have any measureable effect on the water quality of 
the Willamette River. 

* Total toxic organics. 
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2. Deny the request for an increase in permitted waste 
discharge loads. 

Summation 

This alternative could lead to two different actions. 
First, Wacker Siltronic could request authorization from the 
City of Portland to divert additional flow to the City's 
sewerage system. Indications are the City would not want 
this waste water because the low concentration of pollutants 
from the Wacker plant are about the same concentrations as 
the discharge from the City's sewage treatment plant. 
Consequently, the pollutants in the Wacker waste water would 
essentially flow through the sewage treatment plant with no 
treatment. The additional flow rate from Wacker would 
probably aggravate by-pass problems inherent with the City's 
combined sanitary/storm sewer system. 

Second, Wacker could choose to install additional treatment 
systems to lower the concentration of pollutants while 
increasing the volume of the discharge. This could allow 
Wacker to increase the discharge volume, but keep the 
discharge load within current permit limits. The type of 
additional treatment necessary at these low concentrations 
would be very expensive, and somewhat experimental. In the 
Department's view, it would gain no measurable environmental 
benefit. 

Although the pollutant concentrations could probably be 
sufficiently lowered to accommodate the planned expansions 
with existing loading limits, Wacker views this approach as 
an unreasonable financial burden since the permit limits are 
already based on "highest and best practicable treatment 
and/or control of waste", and it is not anticipated there 
would be any measureable water quality impact. 

The Department believes granting Wacker•s request will not 
diminish the Commission's efforts to preserve and enhance 
water quality in the Willamette River. The low level of 
pollutants discharged compared with the quantity and quality 
of the receiving stream is such that no measurable impact is 
expected by granting this exception to the existing policy. 

1 • Wacker Sil tronic Corporation has requested an increase in 
the loading limitations of their NPDES permit. Such request 
will require the Commission to consider an exception to OAR 
340-41-026(2) which requires that growth and development be 
accommodated within existing permitted waste discharge 
loads, unless otherwise approved by the Commission. 
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2. Wacker Siltronic has presented their expansion plans which 
call for flows to increase to 0 .65 MGD by 1991 • Assuming 
the polysilicon plant is constructed at that time, flows 
will increase another 0.15 MGD to O.Bo MGD. 

3. The low concentration of pollutants in Wacker's effluent are 
basically similar to that of the discharge from the City 
Portland's sewage treatment plant. Thus, Wacker•s effluent 
would not receive further treatment if it is diverted to the 
City's plant or subjected to other conventional treatment 
methods. 

4. Although the loadings would increase by about 300 percent, 
the overall discharge to the Willamette River would still be 
relatively small. The Department's sampling of the 
Willamette River near Wacker's outfall has not shown any 
measurable degradation of water quality. The Department 
does not believe there would be any measureable impact on 
the water quality of the Willamette River as a result of the 
increase. 

5. Wacker Siltronic's outfall is located in the lower 
Willamette River where, during the summer, Columbia River 
water intrudes. This condition: (1) results in higher 
dissolved oxygen concentrations than are normally found 
upstream in the Willamette River; and (2) provides 
sufficient capacity to assimilate Wacker's proposed 
increased loadings. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Alternatives and Evaluation, the Director recommends that 
the Commission adopt the staff report as its findings, allow an exception 
to the existing policy, and grant the requested permitted load increase 
based on a flow of 0 .Bo MGD. 

Attachments (3) 

A - OAR 340-41-026 
B - Permit Renewal Application 
C - Draft Renewal Permit 

Larry D. Patterson:h 
WH1375 
229-5374 
December 1, 19B6 

!fVL~ 
Fred Hansen 
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NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 

WASTE DISCHARGE PERMIT 
Department of Environmental Quality 

522 Southwest Fifth Avenue, Portland, OR 
Mailing Address: Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207 

Telephone: (503) 229-5696 

Issued pursuant to ORS 468. 7 40 and The Fe.deral Clean Water Act 

ISSUED TO: 

Wacker Sil tronic Corporation 
P.O. Box 03180 
Portland, OR 97203 

PLANT TYPE AND LOCATION: 

Manufacturing Monocrystalline 
Silicon 
7200 N.W. Front Ave. 
Portland 

EPA Reference No. OR 003058-9 

SOURCES COVERED BY mIS PERMIT: 

Type of Waste 

Silicon 
Manufacturing 

Outfall 
Number 

001 

Outfall 
Location 

River Mile 
6.6 

RECEIVING STREAM INFORMATION: 

Major Basin: Willamette 
Minor Basin: 
Receiving Stream: Willamette River 
County: Multnomah 
Applicable . 
· Standards: OAR 340-41-445 

Issued in response to Application No. 999527 received 5/2/86. 

Fred Hansen, Director Date 

PERMITTED ACTIVITIES 

Until this permit expires or is modified· or revoked, the permittee is 
authorized to construct, install, modify or operate a waste water 
collection, treatment, control and disposal system and discharge to public 
waters adequately treated waste waters only from the authorized discharge 
point or points established in Schedule A and only in conformance with 
all the requirements, limitations, and conditions set forth in the attached 
schedules as follows: 

Page 

Schedule A - Waste Discharge Limitations not to be Exceeded.. 2,3 
Schedule B - Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Requirements... 4 
Schedule C - Compliance Conditions and Schedules............. 5 
Schedule D - Special Conditions.............................. 6 
General Conditions •••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••• Attached 

Each other direct and indirect waste discharge to public waters is 
prohibited. · · 

This permit does not relieve the permittee from responsibility for 
compliance with any other applicable federal, state, or local law, rule, 
standard, ordinance, order, judgment, or decree. 
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Waste Limitations not to be Exceeded Aft.er Permit Issuance 
Date, 

Outfall Number.001 

Concentrations 
Monthly Ave. Daily Max. 

Loadings 
Monthly Ave. Daily Max. 

mg/1 mg/l lb/day lb/day 

(Process Waste Water) 
Suspended Solids 15 
BOD 15 
Fluoride 6 
Hexavalent 

Chromium 0.02 
Total Chromium 0.3 
Total Toxic Organics** -

(Cooling Water and 
Boiler Blowdown) 
Total Phosphates 2.0 

(Combined Outfall) 

pH 

Temperature 

Free Available 
Chlorine * 0.2 

30 81 162 
30 81 162 
12 33 65 

0.05 0.11 0.27 
1.0 1.6 5.4 
1.37 

5.0 

Limitations 

Shall not be outside the range 
6.0-9.0 except for 7 hours and 
26 minutes per month per outfall. 
An individual excursion shall 
not exceed 60 minutes. 

Shall not exceed 85°F. 

0.5 

2. Waste Dischar e Limitations not to be Exceeded After Permit Issuance 
Date, an After Completion of the Po ysilicon Plant. 

Outfall Number 001 

Concentrations 
Monthly Ave. Daily Max. 

mg/l mg/1 

(Process Waste Water) 
Suspended Solids 15 30 
BOD 15 30 
Fluoride 6 12 
Hexavalent 

Chromiilm 0.02 o.os 
Total Chromium 0.3 1.0 
Total Toxic Organics** - 1.37 

(Cooling Water and 
Boiler Blowdown) 
Total Phosphates 2.0 s.o 

Loadings 
Monthly Ave. Daily Max. 

lb/day lb/day 

100 200 
100 200 
40 80 

0.11 0.27 
1.6 5.4 



(Combined Outfall) 

·pH 

Temperature 

Free Available 
Chlorine 0.2 

Expiration Date: 6/30/91 
File Number: 93450 
Page 3 of 6 Pages 

Limitations· 

Shall not be outside the range 
6.0-9.0 except for 7 hours and 
26 minutes per month per outfall. 
An individual excursion shall 
not exceed 60 minutes. 

Shall not exceed 85°F. 

0.5 

* Discharge of chlorine shall not occur more than two (2) hours on any 
day. Further, during chlorination there shall be no discharge of 
cooling tower blowdown. 

**Total Toxic Organics is defined in 40 CFR 469.2l(a). 

3. Notwithstanding the effluent limitations established by this permit, 
no wastes shall be discharged and no activities shall be conducted 
which will violate Water Quality Standards as adopted in OAR 
340-41-445 except in the following defined mixing zone: 

The mixing zone shall consist of a portion of the Willamette River not 
to exceed a 50 foot radius from the point of discharge. 
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Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 
in writing by the Department) 

(unless otherwise approved 

Outfall Number 001 

Item or Parameter 

(Process Waste Water) 

Flow 
BOD 
Suspended Solids 
Hexavalent Chromium 
Total Chromium 
Fluoride 
pH 
Total Toxic Organics • 
Minutes pH is outside 

the range of 6.0-9.0 

Number of pH excursions 
outside the range of 6.0-9.0 
that exceed 60 minutes in 

Minimum Frequency 

Continuously 
Weekly 
Weekly 
Weekly 
Weekly 
Weekly 
Continuously 
Monthly 

Continuously 

duration Continuously 

(Cooling Water and Boiler Blowdown) 

Flow 
Total Phosphates 

(Combined Outfall) 

pH 
(After September 30, 1984) 
Temperature 
Free Available 

Chlorine 
Bioassay** 

Continuous 
Weekly 

Weekly 
Continuous 
Weekly 
During Cooling System 
Chlorination 

2 per year (approx. 6 
months apart) 

Type of Sample 

Totalizing Recorder 
24-hour Composite 
24-hour Composite 
24-hour Composite 
24-hour Composite 
24-hour Composite 
Recorder 
Grab 

Totalizing Recorder 
Grab 

Grab 
Recorder 
Grab 

Grab 
96 hr Static 

• In accordance with 40 CFR 469.21(a), the permittee shall monitor for 
all Total Toxic Organic compounds at least annually. Those Total 
Toxic Organic compounds confirmed to be present in the waste water, 
or likely to be present, shall be monitored on a monthly basis. 

•• Bioassay must be performed in a manner app~oved in writing by the 
Department. 

Reporting Procedures 

Monitoring results shall be reported on approved forms. The reporting 
period is the calendar month. Reports must be submitted to the Department 
by the 15th day of the following month. 
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SCHEDULE C 

Expiration Date: 6/30/91 
File Number: 93450 
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1. As soon as practicable but not later than July 1, 1987, the pennittee 
shall submit a report which evaluates the design capacity of the 
existing waste water treatment and control systems. The report shall 
compare existing and projected flows and/or loadings with the design 
capacity of the systems. Should any portions of the treatment and 
control systems approach capacity during the period of this pennit, 
the report shall.include a schedule for upgrading those items. 

2. The pennittee shall submit a proposed plan by August 15, 1986, to 
evaluate the organic strength of the waste water by methods other than 
the conventional BOD-5 test. Such alternatives could include COD or 
TOC. The results of the approved study shall be submitted to the 
Department by no later than July 1, 1987. 
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Special Conditions 

Expiration Date: 6/30/91 
File Number: 93450 
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1. The total discharge shall be controlled to maintain a reasonably 
constant rlow rate throughout each 24-hour operating period. 

2. Sanitary wastes shall be disposed to the City or Portland 
municipal sewage system. 

3, An adequate contingency plan ror prevention and handling or spills 
and unplanned discharges shall be in rorce at all times. A continuing 
program ~r employee orientation and education shall be maintained 
to ensure awareness or the necessity or good inplant control and quick 
and proper action in the event or a spill or accident. 

4. An environmental supervisor shall be designated to coordinate and 
carry out all necessary runctions related to maintenance and operation 
or waste collection, treatment, and disposal racilities. This person 
must have access to all inrormation pertaining to the generation or 
wastes in the various process areas. 

5, There shall be no heavy metal based additives in the cooling tower or 
the boiler waters. 

6. The Department shall be notiried in writing when construction or the 
polysilicon plant begins and when the polysilicon plant is completed. 

P93450 .W 



Mi'\IL TO: •: OEPMTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY - Business Office 

NATIONAL POLLUTANT 
Appl. 919-£:21 

P. O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

APPLICATION FOR RENEWAL OF A ~ 

c_q# I 2 77 {) 
I !// 3 {){)~ . 

s-01-F~ 

0 I SCHARGE EL I ~~~~~~~N SYSTEM PERMIT . i~&:e 93 J./jff) 
0 f2. • 0 0 30~'13" Cf Received: ~ Mf)-'r' 8 ~ 

A. REFERENCE INFORMATION: 

OHicial Name Dnd Address of Applicant (Owner) Present Permit No. oo".7 .. 1 

Wacker Siltronic Corporation Oa te Exp i res 09/30/86 
P. 0. Box 03180 
Portland, OR 97203 

responsibl.e Officia~ (Name, Ti tie, Address, Phone) Alternate Responsible Official or 

John Pittman, Director of Engineering Chief Operator 

P. 0. Box 03180 Murray Tilson, Facilities Opera-
Portland, OR 97203 (5031 241.?n?n tions/Environmental Supervisor 

Description of activities requiring a permit from the Department: (Check a 11 that apply) 
_Construct, install, or modify waste collection, treatment, or disposal f ac i 1 i ti es. 

x Operate waste collection, treatment, or disposal faci 1 ities. 
_z._Discharge treated waste waters into the waters of Willamette River 
_Other 

B. GENERAL 'QUESTIONS: 

c. 

1. Have the treatment .or disposal methods employed, as indicated in previous applications,I 
been altered in any way since the last application was submitted? _YES .L,;~0 
If yes, explain. 

•· Has the quantity or quality of wastes discharged, as indicated in previous applications, 
been significantly changed in any way since the last application was submitted? 
..ll,_YES ___JlO If yes, explain. 

B.2. - See Attachment No. 1 dated 4/28/86. 

SPECIAL QUESTIONS ANO REQUESTED INFORMATION 

2. Please attach a brief report which indicates your 
and limitations of your present permit. 

C.1. See Attachment No. 1 dated 4/28/86. 
C.2. - See Attachment No. 2 dated 4/28/86. 

I hereby certify that the information contained in this application is true and correct to the 
best of my knowledge and belief. 

c.c: 
Cc.: 
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Attachment N.Q... 1 

April 28, 2986 

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
P. o. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 

Reference: NPDES Permit Renewal Applic~tion 
Sections: B.2 and C.1 

Wacker Slltronlc Corporation 
P.O. Box 03180 
Portland, OR 97203 
7200 N.W. Front Ave. 
Porlland, OR 97229 
Phone (503) 243-2020 
TWX 910-464-4777 
FAX 503 226-0052 

We respectfully offer-the following to support our need to 
increase our TSS/BOD loading limitations on NPDES Permit No. 
3847-J for effluents discharging into the Willamette River. 

Historical Overview 
The original estimated combined effluent flow rate of 200,000 GPD 
was too low for the process installed because: 

1. The automatic wafer cleaning machines installed in 
Portland were of a design with -larg·er- capacities than 
those -in -use in Germany. For this reason, design water 
consumption had-to be based on the German historical 
data1 modified to be applicable to these newer, larger 
machines. As it turned out the actual required water 
use was 80% more than this estimate. 

2. The original wastewater calculations were made assuming 
one Lapping machine-was to be installed when in fact 
six machines were actually installed. 

These ~roblems showed up early in the plant op~ration. The 
initial hyper-pure water systemr which supplies water to the 
above mentioned machines and the other processesr was greatly 
undersized. After nine months of- plant operation its capacity 
was increased 85% just to meet the water demands of the production 
equipment installed at original constru~tionw The average 
wastewater flows began to exceed the estimated •ffluent flow rate 
of 200 1 000 GPD as soon as this new water treatment system was 
installed. Flows at full production were measured as high as 
280,000 GPD peak. 

The original production equipment was capable of supplying sales 
needs until early 1983. New equipment has been added 
incrementally since then to meet the increased demand for silicon 
wa?ers. In fact the capacity, since the Plant's original 
construction 1 has been increased approximately 50%. Future 
expansions are planned and 1ill be completed as the demand for 
silicon wafers increases. Long term plans are to have a capacity 
which is three (3) times the original 1979 capacity, perhaps as 
early as 1991. 
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Expansion Considerations 
As a world class wafer fabrication facility, we are driven by the 
era of the megabit chips, The importance of high purity water 
necessary for the wafer cleaning is a key component in our 
manufacturing process, Two notable examples of new processes in 
use are the Epitaxial facility and the new LPCVD facility. The 
tighter specifications, demanding higher quality wafers, 
necessitates better cleaning and larger amounts of hyper-pure 
cleaning water (see Figure No. 1). 

The semiconductor industry is around 25 years old and its 
volatility is such that current technology becomes obsolete about 
every five years.· This constant change prevents our wafer 
manufacturing process from being optimized and established. 

We believe silicon will continue its vital role in semiconductor 
manufacturing, Increased sales in the areas of larger diameter 
wafers, increased use of Epitaxy and LPCVD processes are 
expected to provide a continuing growth for our business. 

,community Impact 
Wacker Siltronic expects to construct a polycrystalline silicon 
plant on the Portland site during the late 1980's. For the 
purpose of estimating waste flows, it is projected that this 
plant will start up during 1988-1989 timeframe. 

The new polysilicon plant will initially employ 125-150 persons, 
expanding to an employment level which should exceed 200 by the 
early 1990's. 

Also, the wafer plant is expected to expand during this same 
period. The wafer plant currently has an ann~al payroll of $20 
million and it is anticipated that 600 additional jobs will be 
added to this operation by 1990. 

For each additional job which is provided by Wacker, it is 
estimated that two (2) jobs are created in the local community. 
Wacker Siltronic is currently expending over $15 million annually 
for goods and services to over 500 local vendors. By 1990, with 
the aforementioned expansions, this figure will be increased 
substantially, perhaps to $25 million annually, and spread to a 
more diverse group of contractors, suppliers and consultants. 

The attached Figure No. 2 shows both the actual (1980-1985) and 
projected (1986-1991) units of production for Wacker Siltronic 
as well as the actual and projected process wastewater flows to 
the Willamette River. The actual data for both prod11ction units 
and wastewater flow were taken from historical recoro3, The 
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projected production units were taken from sales forecasts while 
the projected waste water flow rates were attained by applying 
the projected production units to the formula represented by the 
curve shown in Figure Nos. 3 & 4. 

Recommendations , 
We request that the the renewal of the existing NPDES permit flow 
rates be increased from the existing 320 1 000 GPD to our projected 
flow of 800 1 000 GPD through 1991 which includes the construction 
and operation of our new poly plant, as shown on Figure Nos. 1 & 
2.attached. Even with these increased flow projections, Wacker 
Siltronic is committed to meeting the 15 ppm monthly average and 
30 ppm daily maximum concentration limits for BOD. We request 
that the TSS concentration levels be maintained at the current 
permit limits of 23 ppm monthly average and 60 ppm daily maiimum, 
as established by the Federal effluent guidelines for the 
semiconductor industry. The attached Table No. 1 is a summary 
of proposed permit limitations. 

JRE:ll 

cc: file 

Enclosures: 

Figure No. 1 - Process Wastewater Flows 
Figure No. 2 - Wastewater Flows and Production 
Figure No, 3 - Wastewater Flow and Production (Theoretical) 
Figure No. 4 - Wastewater Flow Per Production Unit (Theoretical) 
Table No. 1 - Requested Waste Discharge Limitations. 
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OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
CHAPTER J40, DIVISION 41 - DEPAIUMENT OF ENVJl!ONMENTAL Ql'ALIT\' 

1nonths. \\!here applitable in a waste discharge pcnnit, the 
lo\v !low period may be funher dclincd. 

{ 16) "Secondary treatment" as the tbllowing context 
may require fOr: 

(a) "Sewage· wastes" means the minimum level of treat
ment mandated by EPA regulations pursuant to Public Law 
92-500. 

(b) "Industrial and other waste sources" imply control 
equivalent to best practicable treatment (BPT). 

( 17) "Nonpoint Sources" refers to diffuse or unconfined 
sources of pollution where wastes can either enter into- or be 
conveyed by the movement of water to - public waters. 

Stal. Auth.: ORS Ch, ..f68 
His1.: DEQ 118. f. & cl'. 1-11·77: DEQ ~4-1981. t: &. e.f. 9-8-81 

Highest and Best Practicable Treatment and Control 
Required 

340-41-010 [SA 26, f. 6-1-67; 
Repealed by DEQ 128, 
f, & ef. 1-21-77) 

Restriction on the Discharge of Sewage and Industrial 
Wastes and Human Activities Which Affect Water Quality 
in the Waters of the State 

340-41-015 [SA 26, f. 6-1-67; 
Repealed by DEQ 128, 
f. & ef. 1-21-77] 

Maintenance of Standards of Quality 
340-41-020 [SA 26, f. 6-1-67; 

DEQ 28, f. 5·24-71, ef. 6-25-71; 
Repealed by DEQ 128, 
f. & ef. 1-21-77] 

Implementation of Treatment Requirements and Water 
Quality Standards 

340-41-022 [DEQ 28, f. 5-24-71, ef. 6-25-71; 
DEQ46, f. 6-15-72, ef. 7-l-72; 
Repealed by DEQ 128, 

Mixing Zones 
340-41-023 

Testing Methods 
340-41-024 

f. & ef. 1-21-77) 

[DEQ 55, f. 7-2-73, ef. 7-l5-73; 
Repealed by DEQ 128, 
f. & ef. 1-21-77) 

[DEQ 55, f. 7-2-73, ef. 7-15-73; 
Repealed by DEQ 128, 
f. & ef. 1-21-77) 

General Water Quality Standards 
340-41-025 [SA 26, f. 6-1-67; 

DEQ 39, f. 4-5-72, ef. 4-15-72; 
DEQ 55, f. 7-2-73, ef,7-15-73: 
Repealed by DEQ 128, 
f. & ef. 1-21-77) 

Policies and (;uidclincs Generally Applicable to . .\II Basins 
340-41-026 (I )(a) Existing high quality waters which 

exceed those levels necessary to support propagation offish. 
shellfish. and wildlife and recreation in and on the water shall 
be maintained and protected unless the Environmental 
Quality Commission chooses, after full satisfaclion of the 
intergovernmental coordination and public participation 
provisions of the continuing planning process, to lower water 
quality for necessary and justifiable economic or social 
development. The Director or his designee may allow lower 
water quality on a short-term basis in order to respond to 
emergencies or to otherwise protec.t public health and \vel
fare. In no event, however. may degradation of water quality 
interfere with or become injurious to the beneficial uses of 
water within surface waters of the following areas: 

(A) National Parks; 
(8) National Wild and Scenic Rivers; 
(C) National Wildlife Refuges: 
(DJ Stale Parks. 
(b) Point source discharges shall follow policies and 

guidelines (2), (3), and (4), and nonpoint source activities 
shall follow guidelines (5), (6), (7), (8), and (9). 

(2) In order to maintain the quality of waters in the State 
of Oregon, it is the policy of the EQC lo require that growth 
and development be accommodated by increased etliciency 
and effectiveness of waste treatment and control such that 
measurable future discharged waste loads from existing 
sources do not e.xceed presently allowed discharged loads 
unless otherwise specifically approved by the EQC. 

(3) For any new waste sources. a_ltematives which utilize 
reuse or disposal with no discharge.to public waters shall be 
given highest priority for. use wherever practicable. New 
source discharges may be approved by the Department if no 
measurable adverse impact on water quality or beneficial 
uses will occur. Significant or large new sources must be 
approved by the Environmental Quality Commission. 

(4) No discharges of wastes lo lakes or reservoirs shall be 
allowed without specific approval of the EQC. 

(5) Log handling in public waters shall conform to 
current EQC policies and guidelines. 

(6) Sand and gravel removal operations shall be con
ducted pursuant to a permit from the Division of State Lands 
and separated from the active flowing stream by a water-tight 
berm wherever physically practicable. Recirculation and 
reuse of process water shall be required wherever practicable. 
Discharges, when allowed, or seepage or leakage losses to 
public waters shall not cause a violation of water quality 
standards or adversely affect legitimate beneficial uses. 

(7) Logging and forest management activities shall be 
conducted in accordance with the Oregon Forest Practtces 
Act so as to minimize adverse effects on water quality. 

(8) Road building and maintenance activities shall be 
conducted in a manner so as to keep waste materials out of 
public waters and minirr.ize erosion of cut banks. fills. and 
road surfaces. 

(9) In order to improve controls over nonpoint sources 
of pollution. federal, state, and local resource management 
agencies will be encouraged and assisted to coordinate plan
ning and implementation of programs to regulate or control 
runoff. erosion, turbidity, stream temperature. stream fl~w. 
and the withdrawal and Use of irrigation water on a basin· 
wide approach so as t" protect rhe quality and beneficial uses 

(September, 1985) 2 Div. 41 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: · Agenda Item L, January 23, 1987 EQC Meeting 

Background 

Public Hearing and Proposed Adoption of Modifications to Section 
401 Certification Rules, OAR Chapter 340, Division 48 

At the December 12, 1986 meeting of the Environmental Quality Commission, 
the Department was directed to: 

1. Prepare proposed amendments to the existing 401 certification 
procedural rules (OAR Chapter 340, Division 48) to: 

(a) Conform the rules to the Oregon Court of Appeals interpretation 
of the applicable provisions of the Federal Clean Water Act as 
set forth in Arnold Irrigation District v. Department of 
Environmental Quality, 79 Or. App. 136, 717P. 2d 1274 (1986), 
hereafter referred to as Arnold; and to 

(b) Incorporate an alternative to the current rule that requires an 
applicant to submit, as part of a completed application, 
information obtained from the appropriate local planning 
jurisdiction regarding compliance with land use requirements. It 
was the unanimous desire of the Commission to consider an 
alternative which would establish a time certain for the planning 
jurisdiction to provide advice to the Department on land use 
requirements that may be water quality related. 

2. Publish notice of a rulemaking hearing in the January 2, 1987, edition 
of the Secretary of State's Bulletin and mail notice to the 
appropriate Department mailing lists. 

3. Hold the rulemaking hearing before the EQC at its regular meeting 
scheduled for January 23, 1987. 

The Department has prepared draft amendments to the 401 certification rules 
(Attachment A) and has circulated public notice of a rulemaking hearing 
(Attachment B). Notice was published in the Secretary of State's Bulletin 
on January 2, 1987, and was mailed to persons known to be interested in the 
401 certification process and persons who have requested notice of 
rulemaking actions. 
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Discussion of Proposed Rule Amendments 

Following is a brief discussion of the intent of changes incorporated in 
the draft rule amendments: 

OAR 340-48-005 Purpose 

Language has been added to this rule to clarifY that the Department's 
actions in the 401 certification process are performed pursuant to 
Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act. However, the Department 
will also comply with state law to the extent that federal law does 
not supersede state law. 

OAR 340-48-010 Definitions 

(No Changes Proposed.) 

OAR 340-48-015 Certification Required 

(No Changes Proposed.) 

OAR 340-48-020 Application for Certification 

(2)(c) The words "Legal description of the project location" in this 
subsection have been found to be subject to varied 
interpretation. Therefore, an amendment has been proposed to 
better reflect the intent of the information requested. 

(2)(i) The existing rule language in this subsection requiring that 
land use information be obtained from the local planning 
jurisdiction may not be consistent with the Arnold decision and 
is deleted. In addition, the Commission wanted an alternative 
provided. 

Proposed new wording requires the applicant to include an exhibit 
containing information regarding local land use plan provisions 
which impact a proposed project. This information will provide a 
basis for the Department to determine which provisions may be 
water quality related in the context of the applicant's project. 
The information requested can be prepared by the applicant. Land 
use compatibility findings prepared by the local planning 
jurisdiction are requested if available. A new section (4) has 
also been added to provide that if findings are not included in 
the exhibit, the Department will forward the applicant's exhibit 
to the local planning agency for review and comment. (Refer to 
further discussion in subsequent paragraph on section (4).) 
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(2)(j) The existing rule language in this subsection regarding 
documentation of compliance with hydroelectric project standards 
is not consistent with the Arnold decision and is deleted. In 
its place, the applicant is requested to include an exhibit which 
identifies and discusses applicable provisions of the 
hydroelectric standards so that the Department can determine 
which provisions may be water quality related in the context of 
the applicant's project. 

(2)(k) This is a new subsection added to require the applicant to 
identify any other requirements of state law applicable to the 
proposed project that may have a direct or indirect relationship 
to water quality. 

(4) This is a new section added 
are renumbered accordingly. 
the Department to determine 
notify the applicant. 

to the rule. The remaining sections 
This section describes actions by 

if an application is complete and so 

The section provides that if the application appears complete 
based on a preliminary review and if local planning agency land 
use compatibility findings are included, the application can be 
deemed complete immediately. If the application documents 
submitted do not contain findings from the local planning 
jurisdiction, the Department will forward the applicant's exhibit 
describing land use impacts to the local planning agency for 
comment. The application will not be deemed complete until 
comments are received or 60 days elapses, which ever occurs 
first. If comment is not received within the 60 day period, the 
Department will continue to seek input during the public comment 
period. 

Once the application is deemed to be complete, processing of the 
application will commence by circulating public notice as 
provided in section (5) of the rule. 

The Department has proposed to add section (4) of the rule to 
encourage applicant to resolve land use issues before applying a 
401 certification. In cases where the applicant is unable or 
unwilling to deal with land use issues at the local level, the 
proposed section allows the Department to obtain information from 
the local land use agency with only a minimal delay. Input on 
land use issues from the local planning jurisdiction is helpful, 
if not critical, if the Department is to appropriately and 
accurately condition a 401 certification. This is because the 
Department has almost no expertise in any local comprehensive 
land use plan and has no identified resource within the agency to 
evaluate the land use issues. The Department believes it is 
appropriate to allow opportunity for local involvement and input 
before the application is deemed complete. If is also believed 
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to be in keeping with the intent of the Department's agreement 
with the Department of Land Conservation and Development. 

(8) This section is one of those renumbered and is amended to conform 
to the Arnold decision by limiting the extent of DEQ evaluation 
to factors that may be water quality related. 

OAR 340-48-025 Issuance of a Certificate 

(1) The language in this section which relates to determination of a 
complete application is deleted since the previously described 
new Section (4) in the previous rule covers the issue in expanded 
form. 

(2)(f) This subsection cites findings that the Department must make 
prior to granting certification. The original rule language 
quoted from the requirements of ORS 468.732 (Section 7 of HB 
2990). In order to conform to the Arnold decision, paragraphs 
(C) and (D) of this subsection regarding compliance with new 
hydroelectric project standards and other requirements of state 
and local law have been deleted as a prerequisite to 
certification. These paragraphs are reworded and attached to a 
revised subsection (2)(g) which provides for conditioning a 
certificate to require compliance with water quality related 
requirements of state law. This change makes the rule 
inconsistent with the state statutory requirement of ORS 468.732, 
but consistent with federal law as interpreted by the Court of 
Appeals in the Arnold decision. The proposed rule amendment 
seeks to preserve as much of the intent of ORS 468.732 as 
possible consistent with the federal law as interpreted in the 
Arnold decision. 

(2)(g) This existing subsection which provides for a certificate 
condition requiring other state permits to be obtained before the 
activity certified is deleted since it may conflict with 
the Arnold decision. 

As noted above, a new subsection is added in its place to 
provide for conditions that may be attached to a certificate to 
require compliance with water quality related requirements of 
state law. 

(2)(h) The Department believes that, after a 401 certification is 
granted, a project may be modified by the applicant to comply 
with other regulatory requirements imposed later by local, state, 
and federal permitting agencies. This new subsection is added to 
require a certificate holder to notify the Department of all 
changes in the project proposal subsequent to certification. 
Such notification will give the opportunity to review the water 
quality related impacts of such changes. If changes result in 
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significant water quality impacts, the Department could pursue 
suspension or revocation or the certificate pursuant to OAR 
340-48-040 • 

Th~ Department believes it appropriate to further explore with 
federal permitting or licensing agencies the option or amending 
granted certificates. This would allow the Department to attach 
additional conditions as an alternative to revoking a certificate 
when a project is changed in a manner to impact water quality. 
Future rulemaking in this area may be appropriate. 

OAR 340-48-030 Certification Delivery 

(No Changes Proposed.) 

OAR 340-48-035 Denial of Certification 

(No Changes Proposed.) 

OAR 340-48-040 Revocation or Suspension or Certification 

(No Changes Proposed.) 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

After receiving testimony in response to the public notice, the Commission 
may adopt proposed rule amendments with such further modifications as may 
be appropriate based on testimony, or decline to adopt any rule 
modifications. 

Since existing rules do not conform to the Arnold decision, some amendment 
to remove apparent conflicts is desirable. While the Department could 
interpret and seek to apply the existing rules in a manner believed 
consistent with the Arnold decision, it is better to give applicants the 
benefit or rules which clarify the present interpretation. 

It is important to reiterate that the rule amendments, as proposed, deviate 
from the state statutory requirement or ORS 468.732. The proposed 
amendments seek to preserve as much or the intent or ORS 468.732 as 
possible consistent with federal law as interpreted by the Court or Appeals 
in the Arnold decision. 

The Department believes it appropriate to adopt these rule amendments now. 
However, the Department believes additional changes that may be needed to 
correct problems or resolve issues that can not be predicted or anticipated 
at this time, but which will develop as actual applications are processed. 
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Summation 

1. At the December 12, 1986 meeting of the Environmental Quality 
Commission, the Department was directed to prepare proposed amendments 
to the 401 Certification procedural rules to conform the rules to the 
Court of Appeals decision in Arnold Irrigation District v. Department 
of Environmental Quality and to provide an alternative process for 
obtaining input from the local planning jurisdiction regarding land 
use requirements that may be water quality related. The Department 
was further instructed to give public notice of a rulemaking hearing 
to be held before the Commission at it's regular meeting on 
January 23, 1987. 

2. The Department has prepared proposed rule amendments (Attachment A). 

3. Notice of the hearing (Attachment B) was published in the Secretary of 
State's Bulletin on January 2, 1987. Notice was also mailed to the 
Department mailing list for rulemaking hearings and to persons known 
to be interested in 401 Certification. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission receive public testimony regarding 
the proposed rule amendments contained in Attachment A. It is further 
recommended that the Commission evaluate the testimony received, and adopt 
the rule amendments with such further changes as may be appropriate in 
response to testimony. 

Attachments: (2) 

Attachment A 
Attachment B 

Richard J. Nichols:h 
WH1495 
229-5342 
December 29, 1986 

Fred Hansen 

Draft Rule Amendments 
Public Notice 



ATTACHMENT A 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Water Quality Program 

Note: Bracketed lined through [---] material is deleted, 
Underlined material is new. 

OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES 
Chapter 340, Division 48 

DIVISION 48 

CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIAllCE WITH WATER QUALITY REQUIREMENTS ARD STAllDARDS, 

340-48-005 -- PURPOSE. 

The purpose of these rules is to describe the procedures to be used by the 
Department of Environmental Quality for receiving and processing applications 
for certification of compliance with water quality requirements and standards 
for projects which are subject to federal agency permits or licenses and which 
may result in any discharge into navigable waters or impact water quality, In 
this certification process, the Department of Environmental Quality acts 
pursuant to Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act. The Department will 
also comply with state law to the extent that federal law does not supersede 
state law. 

340-48-010 -- DEFINITIONS. 

As used in these rules unless otherwise required by context: 

( 1) "Certification" means a written declaration by the Department of 
Environmental Quality, signed by the Director, that a project or 
activity subject to federal permit or license requirements will not 
violate applicable water quality requirements or standards. 

(2) "Clean Water Act" means the Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
of 1972, PL 92-500, as amended, 

(3) "Coast Guard" means U.S. Coast Guard. 

(4) "Commission" means Oregon Environmental Quality Commission. 

(5) 11 Corps 11 means U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

(6) "Department" or 11DEQ 11 means Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality. 

CHAPTER 340 
WH1494 (12-29-86) 

- 1 -

A-1 

DIVISION 48 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Water Quality Program 

(7) "Director" means Director of the Department of Environmental Quality 
or the Director's authorized representative. 

(8) "Local Government" means county and city government. 

340-48-015 -- CERTIFICATION REQUIRED. 

Any applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct any activity, including 
but not limited to the construction or operation of facilities which may resu1t 
in any discharge to waters of the State, must provide the licensing or 
permitting agency a certification from the Department that any such activity 
will comply with Sections 301, 302, 303, 306, and 307 of the Clean Water Act 
which generally prescribe effluent limitations, water quality related effluent 
limitations, water quality standards and implementation plans, national 
standards of performance for new sources, and toxic and pretreatment effluent 
standards. 

340-48-020 -- APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION. 

(1) Except as provided in section (6) below, completed applications for 
project certification shall be filed directly with the DEQ. 

(2) A completed application filed with DEQ shall contain, at a minimum, 
the following information: 

(a) Legal name and address of the project owner. 

(b) Legal name and address of owner's designated official 

(c) [~esa~ aeseP~~t~eB e¥ tke ~Pe~eet ~eeat~ea~J A description of 
the project location sufficient to locate and distinguish 
proposed project facilities. 

(d) Names and addresses of immediately adjacent property owners. 

(e) A complete description of the project proposal, using written 
discussion, maps, diagrams, and other necessary materials. 

(f) Name of involved waterway, lake, or other water body. 

(g) Copies of the environmental background information required by 
the federal permitting or licensing agency or such other 
environmental background information as may be necessary to 
demonstrate that the proposed project or activity will comply 
with water quality requirements. 

(h) Copy of any public notice and supporting information, issued by 
the federal permitting or licensing agency for the project. 

CHAPTER 340 
WH1494 (12-29-86) 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Water Quality Program 

(i) [A etatemeat #Fem tRe apppepF4ate •eea• se¥eFRmeat wRetReF tRe 
pFe~eet 4e eempat48*e w46R tRe aekaew•e&se& •eea• eempFeReRe4¥e 
p•aa aa& •aa& wee Fesw•at4eae eF tRat tRe pFe~eet eemp•4ee w46R 
etatew4&e p•aRR~f!S ses•e 4# tRe •eea• p•aa 4e aet aekaew•e&se&~ 
*# tRe pFe~eet 4e aet eempat48*e eF ia eemp•iaaeeT tRe etatemeat 
eRa•• iae•a&e Feaeeae WR¥ 46 is aet~ *# a •eea• se¥eFRmeat is 
tRe app•ieaat #eF a ppe~eet #eF wR4eR it Rae a•ee ma&e tRe •aa& 
aee eempat48i•it¥ &eteFmiaatieRT tRe gtate baa& GeaeeF¥at4ea aa& 
Be¥e•epmeat QepaFtmeat ma¥ ee aeke& 8¥ Q~Q te Fe¥4ew aa& eemmeat 
ea tRe •eea• se¥eFRmeatie eempati&i•it¥ &eteFmiaatiea~J An 
exhibit which: 

(A) Identifies and cites the specific provisions of the 
appropriate local land use plan and implementing 
regulations that are applicable to the proposed project; 

(B) Describes the relationship between the proposed project and 
each of the provisions identified in subparagraph (A) above; 
and 

(C) Discusses the potential direct and indirect relationship to 
water quality of each item described in subparagraph (B) 
above. 

If specific land use compatibility findings have been prepared 
by the local planning jurisdiction, these findings should be 
submitted as part of this exhibit and may be substituted for the 
requirements in subparagraphs (A) and (B) above. 

(j) [gpeei#ie &eta4•e& &eewmeatatiea e# eemp•iaaee witR tRe 
R¥8Fee•eetF4e ppe~eet etaa&aF&e eeta&•ieRe& ia geetieae 3 aa& 5 
e# GkapteF 5&9T Qpesea ~awe 49i§ aa& Fa•ee a&epte& 8¥ 6Re WateF 
~eeeapeee Gemm4ee4eR aa& ~ReFS¥ ~aei•it¥ git4ag Geaaei* 
imp•emeatias BQBR etaa&aF&~] For hydroelectric projects, an 
exhibit which: 

(A) Identifies and cites the applicable provisions of ORS 
469.371 and 543.017 and implementing rules adopted by the 
Energy Facility Siting Council and Water Resources 
Commission; 

(B) Describes the relationship between the proposed project and 
each of the provisions identified in subparagraph (A) above; 
and 

(C) Discusses the potential direct and indirect relationship to 
water quality each item described it subparagraph (B) 
above. 
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(k) An exhibit which identifies and describes any other requirements 
of state law applicable to the proposed project which may have a 
direct or indirect relationship to water quality. 

(3) The DEQ reserves the right to request any additional information 
necessary to complete an application or to assist the DEQ to 
adequately evaluate the project impacts on water quality, Failure to 
complete an application or provide any requested additional 
information within the time specified in the request shall be grounds 
for denial of certification. 

(4) The Department shall notify the applicant by certified mail of the 
date the application is determined to be complete. The application 
will be immediately deemed complete if a preliminary review indicates 
that all information required by section (2) of this rule is provided 
and the exhibit required by subsection (i) of section (2) contains 
findings of the local planning jurisdiction. If findings of the local 
planning jurisdiction are not included, the Department shall forward 
the exhibit submitted in response to subsection (i) of section (2) to 
the local planning jurisdiction for review and comment. The 
application shall not be deemed complete until the local planning 
jurisdiction provides comments to the Department, or 60 days have 
elapsed, whichever occurs first. If no comment is received within the 
60 day period, the Department will continue to seek information from 
the planning circulation, but will deem the application complete and 
proceed with evaluation of public notice as provided in section (5) of 
this rule. 

(5)[44+1In order to inform potentially interested persons of the applica
tion, a public notice announcement shall be prepared and circulated in 
a manner approved by the Director. Notice will be mailed to adjacent 
property owners as cited in the application. The notice shall tell of 
public participation opportunities, shall encourage comments by 
interested individuals or agencies, and shall tell of any related 
documents available for public inspection and copying. The Director 
shall specifically solicit comments from affected state agencies. The 
Director shall provide a period of not less than 30 days following the 
date of the public notice during which time interested persons may 
submit written views and comments. All comments received during the 
30-day period shall be considered in formulating the Department's 
position. The Director shall add the name of any person or group upon 
request to a mailing list to receive copies of public notice. 

(6)[49+]The Director shall provide an opportunity for the applicant, any 
affected state, or any interested agency, person, or group of persons 
to request or petition for a public hearing with respect to 
certification applications. If the Director determines that new 
information may be produced thereby, a public hearing will be held 
prior to the Director's final determination. Instances of doubt shall 
be resolved in favor of holding the hearing. There shall be public 
notice of such a hearing. 
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112J49+]For projects or activities where the Division of State Lands is 
responsible for compiling a coordinated state response (normally 
applications requiring permits from the Corps or Coast Guard), the 
following procedure fer application and certification shall apply: 

(a) Application to the Federal agency for a permit constitutes 
application for certification. 

(b) Applications are forwarded by the Federal Agency to the Division 
of State Lands for distribution to affected agencies. 

(c) Notice is given by the Federal Agency and Division of State Lands 
through their procedures. Notice of request for DEQ 
certification is circulated with the Federal Agency Notice. 

(d) All comments including DEQ Water Quality Certification are 
forwarded to the Division of State Lands for evaluation and 
coordination of response. The Division of State Lands is 
responsible for assuring compatibility with the local 
comprehensive plan or compliance with statewide planning goals. 

(8)[4~+]In order to make findings required by OAR 340-48-025(2), the 
Department's evaluation of an application for project certification 
may include but need not be limited to the following: 

(a) Existing and potential beneficial uses of surface or groundwater 
which could be affected by the proposed facility. 

(b) Potential impact from the generation and disposal of waste 
chemicals or sludges at a proposed facility. 

(c) Potential modification of surface water quality~[9P 
~¥QR~~~~~) 

(d) Potential modification of groundwater quality. 

(e) Potential impacts from the construction of intake or outfall 
structures. 

(f) Potential impacts from waste water discharges. 

(g) Potential impacts from construction activities. 

(h) The project's compliance with plans applicable to Section 208 of 
the Federal Clean Water Act. 

(i) The project's compliance with water quality related standards 
established in Sections 3 and 5 of Chapter 569, Oregon Laws 
1985 (ORS 543.017 and 469.371) and rules adopted by the Water 
Resources Commission and the Energy Facility Siting Council 
implementing such standards. 
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340-48-025 -- ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE. 

(1) [Wi~kiR ~kiP~¥ 4~Q+ aa¥s #Pem ~ke ~ime ~ke PepaP~meR~ ee~ePmiBes as 
app•iea~iea is semp•e~eT i~ aka•• ae as~~&~ ~fie app•~eaa~ D¥ eep~~&~e& 
mai•~J Within ninety (90) days [e# Pesei¥iB8 a eemp•e~e app•iea~ieB 
#ep pPe~ee~ eep~i#iea~iesT] after an application is deemed complete 
pursuant to OAR 340-48-020(4), the DEQ shall serve written notice 
upon the applicant that the certification is granted or denied or that 
a further specified time period is required to process the 
application. Written notice shall be served in accordance with the 
provisions of OAR 340-11-097 except that granting of certification may 
be by regular mail. Any extension of time shall not exceed 1 year 
from the date of filing a completed application. 

(2) DEQ•s Certification for a project shall contain the following 
[iB#ePma~ies]: 

(a) Name of Applicant; 

(b) Project's name and federal identification number (if any); 

(c) Type of project activity; 

(d) Name of water body; 

{e) General location; 

(f) Findings that the proposed project is consistent with: 

(A) Rules adopted by the EQC on Water Quality; 

(B) Provisions of Section 301, 302, 303, 306 and 307 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act, PL 92-500, as amended; 

(g) Such conditions as the Director determines necessary to require 
compliance with: 

iiUJ4~+]For hydroelectric projects, those standards 
established in Sections 3 and 5 of Chapter 569, Oregon Laws 
1985 (ORS 543.017 and 469.371) and ruies adopted by the 
Water Resources Commission and Energy Facility Siting 
Council implementing such standards that the Director 
determines are water quality related; 

(B)[4~+]Standards of other state and local agencies that the 
Director determines are water quality related and are 
other appropriate requirements of state law according to 
Section 401 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, PL 
92-500, as amended. 
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[4s~ ieP pFe~eets P@~Y&P&flS a site eePti#ieate #Pem tee ~RePg~ 
iaei•it~ ~tiRS GewRei* eP a wa~eP appPepPiatieR pePmit #Pem tee 
Watep ResewPees GemmissieR~ ~l!lQ aka** iRe•wee a eeR6i~ieR 
P@~W~P~!!S BW@R @@P~~#~@a.te @P ~@PIB4.t t@ 9@ @9taiR@Q ppieP ~@ 
iRi~iatiRS tee aeti¥it~ #eP wkiefi 4Q~ eePti#ieatieR is gPaRtee~J 

(h) A condition which requires the certificate holder to notify the 
Department of all changes in the project proposal subsequent to 
certification. 

(3) If the applicant is dissatisfied with the conditions of any granted 
certification, the applicant may request a hearing before the 
Commission. Such requests for a hearing shall be made in writing to 
the Director within 20 days of the date of mailing of the 
certification. Any hearing shall be conducted pursuant to the rUles 
of the Commission for contested cases. 

(4) Certifications granted pursuant to these rUles are valid for the 
applicant only and are not transferable. 

340-48-030 -- CERTIFICATION DELIVERY. 

For projects where application for certification is filed directly with DEQ by 
the applicant, the DEQ certification will be returned directly to the applicant. 
For those applications that are coordinated by the Division of State Lands, DEQ 
certification will be delivered to the Division of State Lands for distribution 
to the applicant and the federal permitting agencies as part of the State of 
Oregon coordinated response. 

340-48-035 -- DENIAL OF CERTIFICATION. 

If the Department proposes to deny certification for a project, a written notice 
setting forth the reasons for denial shall be served upon the applicant 
following procedures in OAR 340-11-097. The written notice shall advise the 
applicant of appeal rights and procedures. A copy shall also be provided to the 
federal permitting agency. The denial shall become effective 20 days from the 
date of mailing such notice unless within that time the applicant requests a 
hearing before the Commission or its authorized representative. Such a request 
for hearing shall be made in writing to the Director and shall state the grounds 
for the request. Any hearing held shall be conducted pursuant to the rUles of 
the Commission for contested cases. 

340-48-040 -- REVOCATION OR SUSPENSION OF CERTIFICATION. 

(1) Certification granted pursuant to these rUles may be suspended or 
revoked if the Director determines that: 

(a) The federal permit or license for the project is revoked, 
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(b) The federal permit or license allows modification of the project 
in a manner inconsistent with the certification, 

(c) The application contained false information or otherwise 
misrepresented the project. 

(d) Conditions regarding the project are or have changed since the 
application was filed, 

(e) Special conditions or limitations of the certification are being 
violated. 

(2) Written notice of intent to suspend or revoke shall be served upon the 
applicant following procedures in OAR 340-11-097. The suspension or 
revocation shall become effective 20 days from the date of mailing 
such notice unless within that time the applicant requests a hearing 
before the Commission or its authorized representative. Such a 
request for hearing shall be filed with the Director and shall state 
the grounds for the request. Any hearing held shall be conducted 
pursuant to the rules of the Commission for contested cases. 
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.•.TTACHMENT B 

. Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON • • • 

WO IS 
AFFECTED: 

WHAT IS 
. PROPOSED t 

WAT ARE THE 
HIGHLIGHTS: 

LAND USE 
CONSISTENCY: 

FISCAL AND 
ECONOMIC 
IMPACT: 

811S.W.6th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

11/1/66 

Modification of Water Quality 401 Certification Rules 
(OAR 340 Division 48) 

Date Prepared: 
Hearing Date : 
Comments Due: 

12/18/86 
1/23/87 
1/22/87 

Those persons making application for 401 certification of federally 
licensed projects, other agencies involved in the review process, and 
other interested parties. 

The Department is proposing to make modifications to Oregon 
Administrative Rules Chapter 340 Division 48. These rules prescribe 
procedures for the water quality certification process pursuant to 
Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act. 

Portions of present Environmental Quality Commission rules governing 
401 certification must be modified to conform to the Oregon Court of 
Appeals interpretation of the applicable provisions of the Federal 
Clean Water Act. 

In addition, the Environmental Quality Commission proposes to consider 
an alternative to the current rule that requires an applicant to 
submit, as part of a completed application, information obtained from 
the appropriate local planning jurisdiction regarding compliance with 
land use requirements. Such an alternative would establish a time 
certain for the local planning jurisdiction to provide advice to the 
Department on land use requirements that may be water quality 
related. 

This proposed rule modification does not affect land use. It will 
affect the procedure the Department uses in determining which land use 
requirements are water quality related. 

This rule change will have no fiscal impact. It may reduce the time 
it takes for an applicant to receive certification of a project. 
Therefore, the small business impact would be to their benefit. 

A copy of the proposed rule amendments may be obtained from 
Department of Environmental Quality, Water Quality Division, 811 S. W. 
6th Avenue, Portland, OR 97204, telephone 229-5325. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: 
Contact the person or division identified in the public notice by calling 229-5696 in the Portland area. To avoid long 
distance charges from other parts of the state, call 1-800-452-4011. 

'l-1 



Page 2 

HOW TO 
COMMENT: 

WHAT IS THE 
NEXT STEP: 

WC1380 

A public hearing on the proposed rule amendments will be held before 
the Environmental ·Quality Commission during their regularly scheduled 
meeting as follows: 

Date: 
Place: 

Time: 

January 23, 1987 
4th Floor Conference Room 
811 S, W. 6th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 
11:00 a.m. - 1:00 p.m. 

Written comments should be delivered to the off ices of the Department 
of Environmental Quality, 811 S.W. 6th Avenue, Portland, OR 97204 by 
5:00 p.m. on January 22, 1987 so copies can be made available to the 
Commission before the hearing. 

After the public testimony has been received, the rules will be 
adopted as proposed, adapted with changes, or not adopted. The 
Commission may make a final determination at the end of the hearing. 
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STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183,335(7), this statement provides information on the 
Environmental Quality Commission's intended action to adopt a rule 
modification. 

(1) Legal Authority 

ORS 468.020 authorizes the Commission to adopt rules necessary and 
proper in performing the functions vested by law in the Commission. 

ORS 468.730 authorizes the Commission to adopt the necessary rules to 
implement those provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
which are within the jurisdiction of the state, 

Chapter 569, Oregon Laws 1985 established requirements for review of 
hydroelectric projects. 

Oregon Court pf Appeals decision, Arnold Irrigation District and 
General Energy Developnent, Inc. v. Department of Environmental 
Quality, requires a rule change. 

(2) Need for the Rule 

Under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) the 
Department of Environmental Quality has the responsibility to review 
applications for a Federal license or permit to conduct any activity 
which may result in any discharge into navigable waters. After 
review, the Department must certify whether the discharge or· activity 
will comply with effluent limitations, water quality standards, 
national standards of performance for new source, and toxic and 
pretreatment standards. Rules are needed to establish procedures for 
applying for certificati9n, providing for public input in the 
certification process, addressing land use issues and concerns, and 
describing certification issuance, denial and appesl procedures. 

The "Arnold" decision, cited shove, makes it necessary to change 
portions of the existing rules. Some of these rule modifications are 
a result of that decision. 

(3) Principal Documents Relied Upon In This Rulemaking 

a. ORS 468.020 
b, ORS 468. 730 
c. Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) 

Title IV, Section 401 
d, Chapter 569, Oregon Laws 1985 
e. Arnold Irrigation District and General Energy Development, Inc. 

v. Department of Environmental Quality 

WC1390 
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NEIL GOLDSCHMIDT 
GOVERNOR 

Environmental Quality Commission 
811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item M, January 23, 1987, EQC Meeting 

Request for Extension of the July 1, 1986 Deadline for 
Providing the 0pportunity to Recycle in the Portland 
wasteshed (ORS 459.185(9), 

Background and Problem Statement 

The Recycling Opportunity Act, adopted by the 1983 Legislature, requires 
that the opportunity to recycle be provided to all persons in Oregon by 
July 1, 1986. 

The opportunity to recycle includes: 

(a) A place for receiving source separated recyclable materials, 
located either at the disposal site or at another location more 
convenient to the population being served; 

(b) If a city has 4,000 or more people, on-route collection at least 
once a month of source separated recyclable materials from 
collection service customers within the City's urban growth 
boundary; and 

(c) A public education and promotion program that gives notice to 
each person of the opportunity to recycle and encourages source 
separation of recyclable material. 

ORS 459.185(9) allows any affected person to apply to the Commission to 
extend the time permitted for providing all or part of the opportunity 
to recycle or submitting a recycling report to the Department. The 
Commission may: (a) grant an extension upon a showing of good cause; 
(b) impose any necessary conditions on the extension; or (c) deny the 
application in whole or in part. 
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On September 12, 1986, the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) granted 
the City of Portland an extension until January 31, 1987 for providing 
the opportunity to recycle. The City based its request for an extension 
on the fact that the City Council had on June 4, 1986 chosen a plan for 
providing recycling collection. Contractors would provide monthly 
collection at the curb of recyclable materials and garbage haulers 
permitted by the City would collect newspapers weekly at the garbage can. 
All that was needed was time to implement the chosen program. 

The extension granted by the EQC required the City to follow an 
implementation schedule (see Attachment I). The schedule called for 
issuing a request for bids for recycling contractors in September. In 
October, the City Council refused to authorize issuance of the request 
for bids. Since then, none of the tasks on the implementation schedule 
have been accomplished. (For background on the Council deliberations, 
see Attachment II). 

On January 6, 1987, the City requested a second extension for 90 days 
in order "to review the recycling plan and alternative proposals, make 
a recommendation and allow the new City Council time to decide on how to 
proceed with implementation" (see Attachment III). The request did not 
include time to implement a recycling program once a decision was made. 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

In order to grant the request for a time extension, the Commission must 
find that the City has shown good cause for the extension. 

The City has based its request for an extension on the following facts: 

(1) The City Council has encountered opposition to the chosen plan. 
Most of that opposition is from garbage haulers who are concerned 
that if they do not win the bid for providing recycling 
collection, they will not be allowed to provide that service 
to their customers. 

(2) The Bureau of Environmental Services, which has solid waste 
management responsibilities, has been reassigned from Commissioner 
Bogel to newly-elected Commissioner Koch. Commissioners Koch and 
Blurnenauer are new to the City Council and did not participate in 
the June 1986 Council decision to implement a recycling program by 
contracting for recycling services. 

The Department finds that the change in City Council membership is good 
cause to grant an extension in order to allow the new members time to 
become familiar enough with the issues to make an informed decision on 
a recycling program for the City. 
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The Department recommends that the extension be granted with the following 
conditions: 

1. The City Council must make a decision by the first week in April 
on a method for providing recycling service and promotion and 
education. 

2. The chosen program must be at least as effective in increasing 
participation in recycling and volumes recycled as the program 
adopted by the City Council in June, 1986. 

3. Once chosen, the program must be implemented as quickly as 
possible. Within two weeks from the date the City Council 
decides upon the method for providing recycling, a schedule for 
implementation activities must be subnitted to DEQ for approval. 

4. If the chosen program is not operational by July 1, 1987, the 
City must establish an interim recycling program by July 1 which 
will offer at least monthly recycling service to each Portland 
household. 

These conditions will ensure that the Council does not delay longer than 
necessary in making a decision and implementing a program. If a decision 
on the program is not made by the first week in April, the conditions of 
the extension will be violated and the Department will reconnnend that the 
EQC immediately begin the hearings process leading to an enforcement order. 
Condition 2 requires that the chosen program be at least as effective as 
the contract option originally chosen by the City. That option anticipates 
a 20% participation rate after the second year. 

Condition 3 requires DEQ approval of the implementation schedule. The 
length of the extension will ultimately be determined by that 
implementation schedule. Previously developed schedules for implementation 
of the contract or permit options indicate that with diligigent work, 
a recycling program could be operational by July 1, 1987. The City 
estimates that it would need from 12-18 months to franchise the garbage 
collection system. · If implementation of the chosen program cannot be 
accomplished by July 1, 1987, as would be the case if the City chooses 
to franchise the garbage collection system as well as recycling collection, 
then the City must establish an interim recycling program. The interim 
program would have to provide recycling service to each Portland household 
but would likely not service business and industry nor be as effective 
as the program originally chosen by the Council. This interim program 
would therefore not comply with the Recycling Opportunity Act. 

If the Commission denies the extension, then the Department will determine 
that the recycling report cannot be approved and portions of the 
opportunity to recycle are not being provided and report that finding 
to the Commission. The Commission must then hold a public hearing in 
Portland and determine whether all or part of the opportunity to recycle 
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is not being provided. If it is not, the Commission must order the 
opportunity to recycle to be provided. The order may include the manner 
in which recyclable material is to be collected, who is to provide the 
service, a timetable for implementation and any other requirement the 
Commission determines is necessary in order to ensure establishment of 
a program (ORS 459.185(6)). 

The Department recommends approval of the extension with conditions because 
enforcement proceedings would not achieve an operational recycling program 
any more rapidly than the extension with conditions, assuming that the 
City complies with the conditions of the extension. 

Summation 

1. The opportunity to recycle must be provided to all persons in Oregon 
by July 1, 1986. The Commission may grant an extension of that 
deadline upon a showing of good cause, impose any necessary conditions 
on that deadline or deny the application in whole or in part. 

2. The City of Portland, the wasteshed representative for the Portland 
Wasteshed, has requested a second extension of the July 1 deadline 
to April 30, 1987. 

3. The City has requested an extension because: 

(a) The City Council did not pass implementing ordinances for the 
recycling collection plan as scheduled in the extension granted 
by the EQCi and 

(b) There are two new members on the City Council and the Bureau 
of Environmental Services has been reassigned to newly-elected 
Commission Koch. 

4. The change in City Council membership is good cause to grant an 
extension in order to allow the new members two months to become 
familiar enough with the issues concerning the City's proposed 
recycling collection program to make an informed decision. 

5. Three months (until July 1, 1987) will be necessary for implementation 
of an interim or final program after a decision is made. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the 
Commission grant the City of Portland an extension of the July 1, 1986 
deadline for providing the opportunity to recycle in the Portland Wasteshed 
with the following conditions: 

1. The City Council must make a decision by the first week in April on 
a method for providing recycling service and promotion and education. 
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2. The chosen program must be at least as effective in increasing 
participation in recycling and volumes recycled as the program adopted 
by the City Council in June, 1986. 

3. Once chosen, the program must be implemented as quickly as possible. 
Within two weeks from the date the City Council decides upon the 
method for providing recycling, a schedule for implementation 
activities must be submitted to DEQ for approval. 

4. If the chosen program is not operational by July 1, 1987, the City 
must establish an interim recycling program by July 1 which will offer 
at least monthly recycling service to each Portland household. 

Fred Hansen 

Attachments I. City of Portland Recycling Implementation 
Schedule, EQC Agenda Item J, September 12, 
1986 EQC Meeting. 

II. City of Portland memo from Delyn Kies dated 
December 9, 1986. 

III. Letter from John Lang to Fred Hansen dated 
January 6, 1987. 

r<J. Letter from Portland City Council to EQC 
dated January 21, 1987. 

v. Public Comments. 

Lorie Parker:m 
SM752 
229-5826 
January 22, 1987 



Attachment l 
Attachment III 
EQC Agenda Item J 
September 12 1 1986 EQC Meeting 

CITY OF PORTLAND RECYCLING IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

July 1986 

August 1986 

Recycling Contracts: Develop qualifications and 
specifications for bidding contracts 

Meet with potential bidders re: requirements 

Negotiate Intergovernmental Agreement with Multnomah 
County 

Promotion: Draft Request for Proposals for promotion and 
education program 

Recycling Contracts: Review qualifications and 
specifications with potential bidders, and finalize the bid 
qualifications and specifications. 

Complete Intergovernmental Agreement with Multnomah 
County 

Develop budget and implementation staffing requests 

Promotion: Issue Requests for Proposals 

September 1986 Recycling Contracts: Issue request for bids 

October 1986 

November
December 1986 

January 1987 

March
April 1987 

YB5831 .3 

Hauler Permits: Revise City Code requirements re: newspaper 
collection 

Promotion: Select contractor and negotiate contract 

Plan and materials proposed 

Recycling Contracts: Award contracts for 6 areas 

Hauler Permits: Coordinate billing with Metro 

Promotion: Develop program and finalize schedule 

Recycling Contracts: 
for implementation 

Contractors design routes and prepare 

Promotion: Materials developed for start-up phase 

Advance notification of service to residential, 
commercial and industrial generators of waste 

Recycling Contracts: Start-up of curbside service 

Program modifications 

Promotion: Initial promotion campaign 

Recycling Contracts: Problem resolution 

Promotion: Spring kick-off campaign 



Attachment II 
-------

Cl1YOF 

PORTLAND, OREGON 
Dick Bogle, Commissioner 

John Lang, Administrator 
1120 SW. 5th Ave. 

BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
Portland, Oregon 97204-1972 

------------------------------·--
llazar&!us II Solid Waste Dlvlswn 

Dept of Environmental Quality 

December 9, 1986 rm f trn IE ~ \VI IE ~ 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

U1l o u; 1 5 1986 U1J 
Potential Bidders on Contracts for Recycling Service 
and Interested Persons 

Delyn Kie*" 
Solid Waste Director 

City Council Hearing on Recycling Collection Contracts 

On Wednesday, December 17, at 10:30 am (time certain) the Council w"il 1 
be considering an ordinance to call for bids on contracts for 
residential recycling collection service. 

Since this ordinance was last considered by Council in mid-October, an 
alternative proposal by members of the waste hauling industry has been 
reviewed and evaluated. This method would require recycling collection 
by City-permitted waste haulers either directly or by the hauler 
subcontracting to a recycler in a series of 96 grids throughout the 
City. 

The Bureau of Environmental Services is recommending the contracting 
method which was previously brought to Council because contracting 
continues to be the most cost-effective and efficient meitns of providing 
service. However, several significant changes have been made to the 
bidding requirements. 

The enclosed Report and Recommendations explains the rev1s1ons to the 
ordinance and specifications, and reports on recent meetings with 
service providers and the issues raised in those meetings. 

For further information, please contact Delyn Kies at 796-7010 or Ruth 
Selid at 796-7061 

RBS:al 
76:rs-bidders 

Enc. 

Engineering 
Bill Gaffi 

796-7181 

System Management 
Bob Rieck 
796-7133 

Wastewater Tre&tment 
Ross Peterson 

285"0205 

Solid Waste 
De!yn Kies 
796-7010 



REPORT ANO RECOMMENDATIONS 
ON OPTIONS TO PROVIDE 

RECYCLING COLLECTION SERVICE 

BACKGROUND 

In June, 1986 Council determined that contracting for monthly 
residential recycling collection service and requiring haulers to 
collect newspaper weekly for recycling was the preferred method of 
providing the "opportunity to recycle" in the City of Portland as 
required by State law. At that time, five options were presented to 
Council based on comments from public meetings and the advice of a 
24-member Technical Advisory Committee and a consultant team which had 
worked for 10 months preparing information on how each option would 
work. These options were: 

1. Option A: Contracting for collection of all recyclable materials 
monthly at curbside. 

2. Option B: Contracting for collection of all recyclable materials, 
except newspaper, monthly at curbside and weekly collection of 
newspapers by waste haulers at the time and place of garbage 
collection. 

3. Option C: Franchising garbage haulers into five to eight service 
areas and requiring weekly collection of newspapers by haulers and 
monthly collection of other recyclables for each service area. 

4. Option O: Requiring monthly recycling collection service as a 
condition of each waste hauler's permit to collect garbage. 

5. Option E: Franchising garbage collection and contracting monthly 
recycling collection as two separate programs. 

Option B was selected for the following reasons: 

1. It provides the most cost-effective recycling program; that is, the 
lowest cost system-wide and as high a recovery rate as other 
options. 

2. It is easy to promote. 

3. It can be implemented quickly. 

4. It provides an opportunity for existing recycling firms to continue 
providing that service. 

5. The existing "permit" garbage collection system remains in effect. 
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The Council directed the Bureau of Environmental Services to implement 
the plan. In September, an ordinance was adopted by Council executing 
an intergovernmental agreement with Multnomah County which transferred 

-solid-waste and recycling collection responsibilities in the 
unincorporated areas of the Urban Services Boundary to the City. 

From July-September, 1986, a request for bids and specifications for the 
recycling collection contract services were prepared by Bureau staff 
with the assistance of approximately 30 members of the recyc 1 i ng and 
waste hauling industry. On October 8, 1986 an ordinance authorizing a 

.call for bids and approving the specifications was considered by 
Council. At a second hearing on October 15, Council directed the Bureau 
to meet with waste hauling industry representatives to evaluate an 
alternative proposal which would revise permit Option D requiring 
garbage collection permittees to provide recycling collection. 

A written proposal was submitted by the industry on November 2. On 
November 6, the Bureau organized a meeting of the Technical Advisory 
Committee and also invited all 120 City-permitted garbage hauling 
companies. Forty companies were represented at the meeting and concerns 
about both the contract and revised permit options were aired. 

The permit option, Option D, was not recommended previously because it 
was more costly, more difficult to promote and expected less 
participation than the recommended contract option. This was due to the 
inefficiencies of 120 garbage haulers having to each provide service to 
their own customers in overlapping routes instead of one service 
provider in each of six service areas in the City as the cqntract option 
allowed. The Department of Environmental Ouality, responsible for 
approving recycling plans, testified before Council in June that this 
option would be found unacceptable for virtually the same reasons. 

To address these concerns, the hauling industry's revised permit option 
described a system for limiting the nl.111ber of garbage haulers that would 
provide recycling service and assuring that all residents on a single 
street were offered recycling collection service on the same day. 

Concurrently, representatives of the hauling industry and major 
recycling companies met several times to see if a compromise could be 
reached that would be acceptable to both interests and would result in 
an efficient and cost-effective recycling program for the City's 
residents. 

At meetings with Bureau staff on November 24 and 26, it became clear 
that a compromise was not possible. Recyclers and haulers had worked 
diligently to improve the revised permit option or develop another 
acceptable alternative. While the haulers remained committed to the 
revised permit option, the recyclers could not support it as a practical 
plan that would increase recycling in the City. 
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Based on this impasse and an analysis of program implementation and cost 
factors, staff concluded that the contract option remained the most 
workable and cost-effective plan. 

The following section describes and compares the recommended contract 
option and the hauling industry's revised permit option. 

COMPARISON OF OPTIONS FOR RECYCLING 

SERVICE AREAS 

Contract - 6 areas, 25,000 households each 

Revised Permit - 6 areas each with 16 grids totalling 96 subareas. 

SERVICE PROVIDER 

Contract - One City-hired contractor per area plus each garbage hauler 
will collect newspapers while on garbage route. 

Revised Permit - Each of the 96 subareas serviced by a single designated 
hauler. Hauler has option to subcontract with one of two City-approved 
recyclers in each of six areas. Each hauler collects newspapers on 
garbage route. 

CITY ADMINISTRATION 

Contract - One contract administrator oversees conduct of 6 contractors, 
receives reports, resolves conflicts, monitors performance. 

Revised Permit - One contract administrator to review permits and any 
subcontracts and monitor service in the 6 areas. All service providers 
in an area report to one of two field representatives who assigns 
service areas, compiles reports and responds to citizen questions. 

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 

Contract - Required by contract to provide level 
service could result in termination of contract. 
other service provider. 

of service; lack of 
City could award to 

Revised Permit - Haulers required to assure service through refuse 
collection permit. Lack of service would result in a series of fines 
and possible revocation of permit for one year. 

FINANCING 

Contract - City administration and promotion costs plus payments to 
contractors recovered by charges to refuse collectors {per truck and/or 
per ton fees). 
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Fees partially offset by revenues (to refuse collectors) from 
collection of newspapers. Remaining costs passed on to residents 

- - ~.through-hauler_ collect ion .charges. 

Revised Permit - City administrati_on and promotion costs recovered by 
charges to refuse collectors (per truck and/or per ton fees). 

Collection costs borne by refuse collector who does recycling or hires 
subcontractor for service. 

Costs offset by revenue from materials sold, charges to other haulers 
whose customers are served and increased fees to residents. 

EFFECTIVENESS & PARTICIPATION 

Contract - Increased volume and participation encouraged by contract 
pajfllents per household and per ton; contractor receives more money with 
increasing number of households participating and tons collected. 

Larger volumes of material bring higher per ton prices at broker for 
increased revenue. 

Estimated households participating is 20% 

Revised Permit - Incentive to increase or to continue collection is 
threat of fines and revocation of refuse hauling permit. Some incentive 
if market prices increased dramatically. 

Smaller volume of material per collector results in lower per ton prices 
at broker. 

Estimated households participating is 15% 

COSTS 

Contract Revised Permit Option (2) 
Option 
5 Areas (1) 30 Areas 60 Areas 90 Areas 

Per Ton $ 43.27 82.82 101.86 118. 74 

Per Household 
Per Month .20 .28 .34 .40 

Total Net 
Proqram Cost $289,576 $415,771 $511, 321 $5g6,071 
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(1) Assuming five areas inside the City boundary. Costs per ton and per 
household will be similar to those above for the sixth area east of the 
City and within the urban service boundary. 

(2) For varying number of collectors serving more than one of the 96 
subareas. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

An analysis of the waste hauling industry's revised permit option has 
led the Bureau to the following conclusions: 

1. It is more costly. 

2. 

The program would require additional City staff to assign service 
routes and monitor compliance. At least 30 vehicles and up to 90 
are possible in order to provide service. 

It is more complicated to the resident. 
The system involves 96 grids each with a 
service provider and day of collection. 
potentially would be complex in order to 
offerings. 

potentially different 
Promotion materials 
address each area's service 

3. It is more difficult for the City to administrator. 
The program relies on cooperation of every hauling company to work. 
It is not clear who would provide service and who would pay whom. 
The City would have difficulty assuring compliance of each permittee 
when the permittee may be subcontracting the actual service 
provision. Compliance relies on the threat of fines and permit 
revocation rather than an incentive to collect more recyclables. 

As a result of these conclusions and the lack of mutual agreement 
between haulers and recyclers on an acceptable alternativ-e, the Bureau 
continues to recommend contracting for monthly collection of recyclable 
materials and requiring garbage permittees to collect newspapers for 
recycling each week on the day of garbage collection for the following 
reasons: 

1. It is the most cost-effective option in terms of least cost for as 
high a participation rate as other alternatives. 

2. It is easy to promote. 

3. It can be implemented quickly with a minimum of administration 
requirements. 

4. It provides an equal opportunity for existing recycling firms to 
continue providing service. 

5. It allows garbage haulers to collect newspapers and retain all 
revenue from this single largest revenue source in the recycling 
program. 
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It does, however, continue to have opposition from waste haulers. 

In testimony to Council and subsequent meetings with Bureau staff, 
hauling and recycling industry representatives raised several concerns 
which have resulted in revisions to the ordinance and specifications for 
the contract recycling system. 

These are: 

1. Shouldn't all garbage haulers have the opportunity to bid on the 
recycling contracts? 

The original request for bids limited qualified bidders to those with at 
least two years of experience in collecting recyclable materials from at 
least 1,000 customers. The Bureau felt that this requirement 
established a minimum level of experience a bidder should have in order 
to adequately service the 2,000-3,000 customers initially contemplated 
for each service area. Hauling industry representatives felt that it 
too severely limited the pool of qualified bidders and may not give them 
the "due consideration" required by State law. 

While the requirement is legally permissible in the City Attorney 
Office's opinion, the Bureau now recommends revising the qualification 
requirements to allow any person lawfully providing recycling or garbage 
collection service continuously since June 1, 1983 and who has the 
equipment or means to secure the necessary equipment to be qualified to 
bid. This essentially allows all recyclers and haulers to bid. 

2. Allowing "consortiums" to form to bid on contracts creates antitrust 
liability for bidders. 

The City Attorney's Office op1n1on is that the recycling-bid documents 
do not "create" any antitrust liability for bidders or require bidders 
to risk liability under federal antitrust laws. 

However, language clarifying that individuals, firms or combinations 
thereof may form to bid is recommended for inclusion in the ordinance 
authorizing the call for bids and in the bidding documents. 

3. It is possible for only 2 firms to serve the entire City and there 
are more firms currently providing recycling collection service. 

The adopted plan allowed any bidder to bid on all six areas but only be 
awarded up to three service area contracts. This allowed at least two 
successful bidders for cost and service comparisons. 

Since the qualification requirements are recommended to be revised to 
allow more potential bidders and there are several existing recycling 
firms, the Bureau recommends allowing bidders to still be able to bid on 
all six areas but only be awarded one service area contract. If an area 
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receives no responsible-bids, the City retains the right to select and 
negotiate a contract for serving the area from the pool of successful 
bidders in other areas or other qualified service providers. This 
allows more companies a chance to be successful in being awarded a 
contract. 

4. What if the program doesn't work? 

The waste hauling industry continues to oppose the contract method for 
providing service. 

The Bureau recommends that after the second year of the three-year 
contract terms, a full evaluation of program costs, participation and 
impacts be made in a report to Council with recommendation for any 
desirable changes to be made after the contract terms are completed at 
the end of the third year. This responds to haulers concern that 
contracts will be awarded indefinitely. 

5. Won't successful recycling contract bidders have an unfair 
competitive edge over haulers if they are also in the garbage 
hauling business? 

The current contract specifications prohibit the promotion, provision or 
solicitation of any other business while performing contract services. 
The haulers remain concerned that because of overlapping service areas, 
recyclers will lure business away from them. 

The City Attorney's opinion about the possibility and desirability of 
prohibiting contracted recycling collectors from being Portland garbage 
collectors is that it is not advised. While the City may impose 
conditions on a contractor or permit holder, they must be reasonably 
related to the purpose of the regulation; in this case, provision of 
recycling collection service. 

State law provides that, in granting contracts and establishing service 
areas for recycling, conditions may be set for the quality and character 
of rates and minimum requirements to determine and maintain a level of 
service. These also include conditions seeking to increase efficiency, 
conserve energy, reduce truck traffic and improve safety. In their 
legal opinion, the City Attorney's Office says that it would be 
difficult to fashion a justification for prohibiting recyclers from 
acting as garbage haulers that reasonably relates to the validity of the 
recycling program. 

FUTURE ACTIONS 

If Council determines that it is appropriate to proceed with 
implementing the recycling collection program by requesting bids for 
contract service, further implementing actions requiring Council 
consideration and estimated dates for public hearings include: 
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Approval of Promotion Consultant Contract 

Adoption of Code Revisions for: 
Refuse Co-Hection Permit Fees and 
Tonnage Fees 

Refuse Collection Permit Requirement 
to Recycle Newspapers 

Recycling Anti-Theft Provisions 

Award of Recycling Contracts 

124: report 
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Approval of Promotion Consultant Contract 

Adoption of Code Revisions for: 
Refuse Co-1-lection Permit Fees and 
Tonnage Fees 

Refuse Collection Permit Requirement 
to Recycle Newspapers 

Recycling Anti-Theft Provisions 

Award of Recycling Contracts 

124:report 
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An Ordinance authorizing the Purchasing Agent to call for bids for the 
provision of residential recycling collection serv ices within the 
Urban Services boundary of the City of Portland for the Bureau of 
Environmental Services and establishing a process for evaluating the 
effectiveness of the proposed recycling collection, and declaring an 
emergency. 

The City of Portland ordain s: 

Section 1. The Council find s: 

1. Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) Sections 459.165 through 459 .200 
sti pulate solid waste r ecyc ling activities to be accompli shed by 
Oregon cities and counti es and ORS 459.180 specifically requires 
that cities with more than 4,000 populati on implement an 
opportunity to recycle and submit a recycling report to the 
Department of Environmental Quality (D EQ) by July 1, 1986 . 

2. The Council adopted Resolution No. 34115 on June 4, 1986 
directing the Bureau of Environmental Serv ices (BES) to implement 
a Dual Provider Residential Recycling System by contracting such 
services and s ubmit a recycling report to the OEQ on July 1, 
1986. 

3. BES submitted the recycling report as directed and requested a 
six month time extension to implement the opportunity to recycle. 

4. The Environmental Quality Comnission (EQC ) extended the time for 
implementation to January 31, 1987 . 

5. The Council passed Ordinance No. 158994 on September 17, 1986 
executing an intergovernmental agreement with Multnomah County 
t ransferring so lid waste and recycling col l ection' 
responsibilities in the unincorporated areas within the Urban 
Services boundary to the City of Portland. 

6. The provision of recycling collection by contracts compet it ive ly 
bid by individuals, firms or combinations thereof, will improve 
collection service efficiency, guarantee an adequate volume of 
material to improve the feasibility and effectiveness of 
recycling, increase the stability of recycling markets and 
encourage joint marketing of materials or joint education and 
promotion efforts, and comply with the poli cies and requirements 
of ORS 459.015 and ORS 459.165- . 200. 

7. The establishment of six service areas provides the opportunity 
to recycle, conserves energy, increases effi ciency, reduces t ruck 
traffic, and shou ld improve safety. 



-· ~~ -· ·---·- -- - ---- -- .. 

8. It is necessary to advertise and receive proposals for this 
service. As required by ORS 459 .200, the Request for Bids gives 

--- _:_:- =-.due consideration -to any recycler or--garbage hauler who has 
lawfully provided service since July 1, 1983 and establishes 
minimum levels of qualifications which are necessary to ensure 
adequate provision of recycling services. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Council directs: 

a. The Purchasing Agent shall advertise for bids using 
specifications filed in his office, and in the event a 
satisfactory bid is not received, shall readvertise until a 
satisfactory bid is received. 

b. The Bureau of Environmental Services shall in September, 1989 
submit a report with the Council detailing the effectiveness of 
the recycling collection program giving both the number of 
households participating and the tons of recyclable materials 
removed from the waste stream. The report shall also include 
recommendations for any changes to be made in providing recycling 
collection service. 

Section 2. The Council declares that an emergency exists because a 
delay in calling for bids will delay commencement of services; 
therefore, this Ordinance shall be in force and effect from and after 
its passage by Council. 

Commissioner Dick Bogle 
Dan Mi ller:al 
December 9, 1986 
44:ord-recybids 
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Cl1YOF 

PORTLAND, OREGON 
BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

January 6, 1987 

Fred Hansen 
DEQ 
Executive Building 
811 SW Sixth 
Portland, OR 97204 

Dear Mr. Hansen: 

.,ff.ICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

Attachment III 

Bob Koch, Commissioner 
John Lang, Administrator 

1120 S.W. 5th Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 97204-1972 

The City of Portland was to have implemented the opportunity to recycle 
by January 31, 1987, pursuant to ORS 459 and an extension granted by the 
Environmental Quality Commission. 

Due to opposition from some individuals and questions regarding economic 
feasibility, the City Council did not pass implementing ordinances for 
the recycling collection plan as scheduled in the EQC extension 
conditions. 

At the same time, two new members of Council have taken office and the 
Bureau of Environmental Services has been reassigned to Commissioner Bob 
Koch. 

As a result, we are requesting a 90-day extension of time to review the 
recycling plan and alternative proposals, make a recommendation and 
allow the new City Council time to decide on how to proceed with 
implementation. 

I would be happy to meet with you at your earliest convenience to 
discuss thi s request and any conditions for it that may be appropriate. 

John Lang 
Administrator 

JML: 11 d 
129: hansonl/6 

cc: Commissioner Bob Koch 

Engineering 
BillGaffi 
796-7181 

System Management 
Bob Rieck 
796-7 133 

Wastewater Treatment 
Ross Peterson 

285-0205 

Solid Waste 
Delyn Kies 
796-7010 



CITY OF 

PORTLAND, OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES 

January 21, 1987 

James E. Petersen, Chairman 
Mary V. Bishop, Member 
Wallace B. Brill, Member 
Arno H. Oenecke, Member 
A. Sonia Buist, M.D., Member 
Environmental Quality Commission 
811 SW 6th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

Dear Comnission Members: 

Att achme n t IV 

Bob Koch, Commissioner 
1220 S.W. 5th Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 97204 
(503) 2484151 

• j ; • 

A request for an extension of time for the City of Portland to provide 
recycling collection service and a recycling education and promotion 
program as required by the Recycling Opportunity Act is on the agenda 
for your meeting on January 23. 

The City's Bureau of Environmental Services requested t he extension for 
two reasons. First, opposition to the plan adopted in Ju ne-, 1986 
surfaced during hearings in October on ordinances t o implement the 
plan . Efforts over the next two months to reach agreement among 
affected persons failed. Consequently, implementati on of the planned 
recycling program did not proceed as scheduled in the original extension 
granted by the Commission. Second, two new members of the Portland City 
Council have since taken office and the Bureau of Envi ronmental 
Services, which has responsibility for solid waste act ivities, has bee n 
reassigned to Commissioner Bob Koch . 

The City Council of Portland recognizes the need to proceed quickl y 
toward implementation of a recycling program. We have reviewed and 
agree to the proposed conditions for an extension whi ch include: 

1. The City Council must make a deci s ion by the first week i n 
April on a method for providing recycling servi ce and promot ion 
and education . 

2. The chosen program must be at least as effecti ve in increasin g 
participation in recycling and volumes recycled as t he program 
adopted by the City Council in June, 1986. 

3. Once chosen, the program must be implemented as qui ck ly as 
poss ible. Within two weeks from the date the Cit y Council deci des 
upon the method for providing recycling, a schedule for 
implementation activities must be submitted to DEQ f or approval . 
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4. If the chosen program is not operational by July 1, 1987, the city 
must establish an interim recycling program by July 1, 1987 which 
will offer at least monthly recycling service to each Portland 
household. 

We ask that you grant the extension as recommended by Department of 
Environmental Quality staff so that we can implement an effective and 
successful recycling collection program for the City of Portland. 

Comm1ss1oner Earl Blumenauer 

DK :a 1 
81 :cc-eqc 
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AGENDA ITEM ___ _ 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUA LITY COMMISSION 
WITNESS REGISTRATION 

I 
( 

II\ ' 

-.J ' , ' 
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Fred Hansen 
Director 

SUITE BOO 

1615 M STREET. N. W. 

WASHINGTON. D. C. 20036 

(202) 467-6370 

TELECOPY (202) 467-6379 

January 21, 1987 

Department of Environmental Quality 
811 s.w. 6th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Mr. Hansen: 

717 17TH STREET, SUITE 1670 

DENVER, COLORADO 80202 
(303) 292-2161 

52 ELM STREET 

SPRINGFIELD, VERMONT 05156 
(602) 885-2582 

OF COUNSEL 

PARKER, LAMB & ANKUDA, P. C. 

OF COUNSEL 

BAILY & MASON, P. C. 

510 L STREET, SUITE 312 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501 

(907) 276-4331 

State o; Or1~ro:on 

DEPARTMfNl Uf lNVlllJJNMENTAL QUALIT'I 

~·~ ~ @ ~· ~ f!fJ ~ f[il 
,JP, N 2 / '198 I l!:'., 

Enclosed are eight copies of the written comments of 
the City of Klamath Falls with respect to the Public Hearing and 
Proposed Adoption of Modifications to Section 401 Certification 
Rules, OAR Chapter 340, Division 48, which is Agenda Item L for 
the January 23, 1987 EQC meeting. 

Sincerely, 

!?-hi/---
Peter Glaser 
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BEFORE THE OREGON 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAl QUAUT/ 
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•'"FICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

IN THE MATTER OF THE ) 
PROPOSED ADOPTION OF ) 

COMMENTS OF THE CITY OF KLAMATH 
FALLS 

MODIFICATIONS TO SECTION 401 ) 
CERTIFICATION RULES, O.A.R. ) 
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 48 ) 

The City of Klamath Falls submits these comments on the 

proposed adoption of modifications to the Section 401 Certifica-

tion rules contained in O.A.R. Chapter 340, Division 48. The 

City believes that the proposed modifications, in major respects, 

bring the Section 401 certification rules into conformity with 

the Court of Appeals decision in Arnold Irrigation District v. 

D.E.Q., 790 Or. App. 136, 717 P.2d 1274 (1986). However, the 

City believes that in certain other respects the proposed 

modifications fail to comply with Arnold, are misguided as a 

matter of policy, and should not be adopted by this Commission. 

The City's interest in the proposed modifications stems 

from the fact that the City has on file with DEQ an application 

for Section 401 certification for the City's proposed Salt Caves 

Hydroelectric Project. The City's application has been pending 

with DEQ since August, 1986. Despite the fact that the 

application provides all the information needed by DEQ to analyze 

the application under the Department's EPA-approved water quality 

criteria, the Department -- owing to disputes with the City over 

the proper interpretation of Arnold -- has not deemed the City's 

application complete. Thus, despite the passage of five months 

since the filing of the City's application, the Department has 
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not begun to substantively review that application under the 

water quality criteria. 

The City will confine its comments to the portions of 

the proposed modifications potentially affecting the City's 

application. Where the City believes that the Department's 

proposed modifications are in error, the City proposes substitute 

language. The City comments on the following proposed 

modifications: 
y 

1. Proposed o.A.R. 340-48-020 (2) (i), (j) and (k). 

The City strongly endorses DEQ's proposed deletion of 

the existing regulation o.A.R. 340-48-020 (2) (i) and (j). O.A.R. 

340-48-020(2) (i) requires that an application for Section 401 

certification include a land use compliance statement from the 

applicable local governing body. O.A.R. 340-48-020(2) (j) 

requires that the Section 401 application include "(s]pecific 

detailed documentation of compliance with the hydroelectric 

project standards established in Sections 3 and 5 of Chapter 569, 

Oregon Laws 1985 11 and rules adopted by the Water Resources 

Commission and Energy Facility Siting Council implementing such 

y Certain of the rules which the City comments on pertain to 
the potential establishment by DEQ of conditions in an 
issued Section 401 certificate requiring the applicant to 
meet water quality-related requirements of local land use 
plans or ORS 543.017 and ORS 469.371. The City's comments 
should not be read as a concession that the Klamath County 
land use plan, ORS 543.017 or ORS 469.371 contain water 
quality-related requirements that would be appropriate as 
conditions in an issued Section 401 certificate. 

lJ For convenience, this statute is referred to herein as the 
H.B. 2990 requirements. 
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standards." Under O.A.R. 340-48-020(3), failure to supply the 

information required by O.A.R. 340-48-020 (2) (i) and (j) "shall be 

grounds for denial of certification." 

These filing requirements flatly contradict Arnold, 

which held that DEQ can deny Section 401 certification only if an 

applicant fails to meet DEQ's EPA-approved water quality stan

dards. As seen, under existing O.A.R. 340-48-020 (2) (i) and (j) 

and O.A.R. 340-48-020(3), DEQ is required to deny certification 

if the applicant fails to supply a local body land use compliance 

statement and information showing compliance with the H.B. 2990 

requirements. O.A.R. 340-48-020 (2) (i) and (j), therefore, run 

afoul of Arnold, and DEQ has properly recommended their deletion. 

However, the rules which DEQ proposes to replace these 

filing requirements, although less onerous than the existing 

filing rules, still do not quite measure up to Arnold. DEQ's new 

proposed O.A.R. 340-48-020 (2) (i), (j) and (k), in essence, 

provide that a Section 401 application must identify applicable 

provisions of local government land use plans, H.B. 2990 (now 

codified as ORS 469.371 and 543.017), rules implementing H.B. 

2990, and other state laws. The application must further discuss 

the relationship between the proposed project and these 

requirements and also must discuss any potential indirect and 

direct relationship between these requirements and water 

quality. Under existing O.A.R. 340-48-020(3), which would not be 

changed by DEQ's proposed modifications, failure of an appli

cation to include this information would lead to dismissal of 

such application. 
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The City understands DEQ's reason for desiring the 

information sought by proposed O.A.R. 340-48-020(2) {i), (j) and 

(k). Under Arnold, DEQ must place a condition in an issued 

Section 401 certificate requiring the applicant to meet any 

requirements of state law related to water quality. The City 

also presumes that an applicant, in order to present his input 

into the nature of the condition, if any, placed in his Section 

401 certification, would want to submit the information required 

in DEQ's proposed new filing requirements. 

Nevertheless, the new proposed filing requirements 

contradict Arnold for the same reason as the existing filing 

requirements. As stated, the new proposed filing requirements 

provide that DEQ must deny an application if it fails to include 

information relating to land use, H. B. 2990 and other state 

laws. Such information is not pertinent to DEQ's analysis of an 

application under the Department's EPA-approved water quality 

standards. DEQ's proposed regulations, therefore, by potentially 

requiring DEQ to deny an application for reasons not pertaining 

to the EPA-approved water quality criteria, are not consistent 

with Arnold. 

DEQ's desire to have the applicant submit information 

on requirements of state law related to water quality can easily 

be harmonized with Arnold, however. To accomplish this result, 

the City proposes language under which DEQ would request, but 

would not require, the submittal of the information contained in 

the Department's proposed O.A.R. 340-48-020 (2) {i), (j) and (k). 

The City suggests that the Department's proposed language be 
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incorporated in a new O.A.R. 340-48-020(3), which would read as 

follows: 

3. Applicants are requested but not 
required to submit the following 
information: 

(a) an exhibit which: 

(1) Identifies and cites the specific 
provisions of the appropriate 
local land use plan and implemen
ting regulations that are applica
ble to the proposed project; 

(2) Describes the relationship between 
the proposed project and each of 
the provisions identified in 
subparagraph (1) above; and 

(3) Discusses the potential direct and 
indirect relationship to water 
quality of each item described in 
paragraph (2) above. 

If specific land use compatibility 
findings have been prepared by the local 
planning jurisdiction, these findings 
should be submitted as part of this 
exhibit and may be substituted for the 
requirements in subparagraphs (1) and 
(2) above. 

(b) For hydroelectric projects, an exhibit 
which: 

(1) Identifies and cites the 
applicable provisions of ORS 
469.371 and 543.017 and 
implementing rules adopted by the 
Energy Facility Siting Council and 
Water Resources Commission; 

(2) Describes the relationship between 
the proposed project and each of 
the provisions identified in 
subparagraph (1) above; and 

(3) Discusses the potential direct and 
indirect relationship to water 
quality of each item described in 
subparagraph (2) above. 
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An exhibit which identifies and 
describes any other requirements of 
state law applicable to the proposed 
project which may have a direct or 
indirect relationship to water quality. 

This proposed language would accomplish the 

Department's purpose without creating any problems under Arnold. 

2. Proposed O.A.R. 340-48-020(4); O.A.R. 340-48-
025 (1). 

The City strongly objects to the Department's proposed 

O.A.R. 340-48-020(4). Under this proposed regulation, the 

Department would delay deeming a Section 401 application complete 

for up to sixty days in order to allow local governing bodies to 

make findings as to whether or not the proposed project complies 

with the local land use plan. If the local body does not supply 

the findings within sixty days, it can nevertheless submit such 

findings--or any comments it wishes to make--to DEQ at any time 

during the Section 401 process. 

This sixty day delay provision is wrong as a matter of 

law and policy. 

As a matter of law, as we have stated, under Arnold DEQ 

cannot deny a Section 401 application on grounds not pertinent to 

the EPA-approved water quality criteria. It follows, therefore, 

that DEQ cannot refuse to process a Section 401 application--even 

temporarily--for reasons having to do not with those criteria but 

with land use. 

As a matter of policy, the proposed regulation builds 

in a potential sixty day delay in a Section 401 process for no 

good reason. Under the proposed regulation, a local body is free 
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to submit its input into the Section 401 at any time. Why then 

is it necessary to delay commencement of the Section 401 process 

for sixty days to allow the local body to act? Under Section 

401, as interpreted by FERC, DEQ has up to one year from the time 

it deems an application complete to act on such application. 

Surely, such period is more than adequate time for the local 

bodies to submit their comments and, if they do not, for DEQ to 

undertake its own analysis of the local land use plan. The City 

understands that DEQ wishes to have the comments of local bodies 

in the Section 401 process, but it is simply not necessary for 

there to be a sixty day delay in order for DEQ to receive those 

comments. 

To a developer desiring to move along with its project, 

sixty days is not an insignificant period of time. In the case 

of Klamath Falls, this requirement will mean that the City's 

Section 401 application will have been on file with DEQ for seven 

months or more without any substantive processing by DEQ. 

Surely, this situation is not fair to the City. The Commission 

should refuse to adopt O.A.R. 340-48-020(4). 

The Department also proposes certain additions and 

deletions to O.A.R. 340-48-025(1) in order to reflect the 

Department's proposed changes to O.A.R. 340-48-020(4). Because 

of the City's position on O.A.R. 340-48-020(4), the City recom

mends that such additions and deletions not be made. Instead, to 

emphasize the need for expedition in the processing of Section 

401 applications, the City recommends that the existing O.A.R. 

340-48-025(1) be retained, with one change, as follows: 
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340-38-025 -- ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE. 

(1) w±efi±ft efi±fey ~39t eaye £fem efie e±me 
Immediately after the Department deter
mines an application is complete, it 
shall so notify the applicant by certi
fied mail. Within ninety (90) days of 
receiving a complete application for 
project certification, the DEQ shall 
serve written notice upon the applicant 
that the certification is granted or 
denied or that a further specified time 
period is required to process the appli
cation. Written notice shall be served 
in accordance with the provisions of 
O.A.R. 340-11-097 except that granting 
of certification may be by regular 
mail. Any extension of time shall not 
exceed 1 year from the date of filing a 
completed application. 

As noted, the City strongly believes that the sixty day 

delay provision should not be adopted. However, if the 

Commission wishes to adopt it, the City would suggest one 

modification to the language of the fourth sentence of O.A.R. 

340-48-020(4), which for self-evident reasons, could expedite 

Section 401 reviews in certain cases, as follows: 

The application shall not be deemed complete 
until the local planning jurisdiction pro
vides comments to the Department, indicates 
to the Department that it will not be pro
viding comments within 60 days, or 60 days 
have elapsed, whichever occurs first. 

3. Proposed O.A.R. 340-48-020(8). 

The City proposes one minor change in O.A.R. 340-48-

020(8), in order to conform that section to Arnold. This regula

tion states that the Department's evaluation of a Section 401 

application may include consideration of nine factors in order to 

make the "findings" required by O.A.R. 340-48-025(2). Among the 

nine factors, in subsection i, are the H.B. 2990 requirements. 
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The "findings required by O.A.R. 340-48-025(2), which are 

contained in subsection (f) of that section, are findings that 

the project complies with DEQ's EPA-approved water quality 

criteria and the section of the Clean Water Act authorizing such 

criteria. Under O.A.R. 340-48-025(2) (f), DEQ would make these 

findings to determine whether to grant or deny a Section 401 

application. 

As stated, under Arnold, DEQ cannot consider factors 

not relating to the water quality criteria in making a grant or 

deny decision. Arnold, therefore, would forbid DEQ from consi-

dering the H.B. 2990 requirements, referred to in O.A.R. 340-48-

020 (8) (i), in making the findings required by O.A.R. 340-48-

025 (2) (f). 

DEQ, however, would be able to consider the H.B. 2990 

requirements referred to in O.A.R. 340-48-020(8) (i) in estab

lishing the conditions stated in O.A.R. 340-48-025(2) (g). In 

order to accomplish this result and to eliminate the problem 

under Arnold referred to above, the City proposes that the 

Department's proposed additions and deletions to O.A.R. 340-48-

020(8) and O.A.R. 340-48-025(2) be adopted and, in addition, that 

the following language be added to the first line of O.A.R. 348-

020(8): 

In order to make findings or establish 
conditions, as appropriate, required by 
O.A.R. 340-48-025 (2) ••• 

4. Proposed deletion of existing O.A.R. 340-48-
025 (2) (g). 

The City strongly endorses the Department's proposed 

deletion of existing O.A.R. 340-48-025(2) (g). This rule states 
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that DEQ will place a condition in an issued Section 401 

certificate for hydroelectric projects requiring the applicant to 

obtain a site certificate from the Energy Facility Siting Council 

(EFSC) and a water appropriation permit from the Water Resources 

Commission (WRC). This regulation obviously cannot stand up 

under Arnold which, as noted, requires that any conditions in a 

Section 401 certificate have a relationship to water quality. 

The only portions of the regulations of EFSC and WRC which relate 

to water quality are requirements that are identical to DEQ's 

EPA-approved water quality criteria. It would obviously be 

ridiculous for DEQ to place a condition in an issued Section 401 

certificate requiring the applicant to meet the very same 

criteria that the applicant was required to meet in order to have 

the certificate issued in the first place. DEQ, thus, has 

properly recommended deletion of the requirement. 

5. Conclusion 

In conclusion, the City believes that the Department 

has come far in addressing the City's concerns. The City 

recommends that the changes proposed above be adopted to fully 

bring the regulations into conformity with Arnold. 

Dated: January 21, 1987 Respectfully submitted, 

Peter Glaser 
DUNCAN, WEINBERG & MILLER, P.C. 
1615 M Street, N.W. 
Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 467-6370 



Fred Hansen 
Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
52~W. Fif-t.l:LAven~, Box 1760 
Portlaltd.., OregDrt--.. 972lW 

RE; 401 Rulemaking 

Dear Fred: 

January 18, 1987 

I have recently reviewed the Department's proposed 
modifications in the 401 Certification Rules (OAR 340-48-005 et 
seq.I, on behalf of the Northwest Environmental Defense Center, 
the Oregon Wildlife Federation, and the Sierra Club. I would like 
to complement the Department's staff for producing, what is on 
balance, an exceptionally fair and well thought-out series of 
amendments. With only two exceptions, which are discussed below, 
these rules appear to accurately reflect the changes which the 
Arnold Irrigation decision requires while still maintaining the 
integrity of the State's participgtion in the FERC licensing 
process. 

Although the rules are well drafted, there are two sections 
that we feel should be changed. 

l. In subsection (c) of OAR 340-48-020(8) the words "or quantity" 
have been striken. These words should not be taken out of the 
rule. 

The quantity of water available has a direct effect on the 
quality of the water in any lake or stream. As DEQ is well aware, 
the water quality of any particular body of water in Oregon is 
directly related to the amount of pollutants which are being 
introduced to that water body, and, to the quantity of water which 
is available to dilute those pollutants. Thus changes in surface 
water quantity directly impact water quality, and DEQ's findings 
on a 401 application should include potential modifications in the 
quantity of water. 

2. In section (3) of OAR 340-48-025 the rules only provide for a 
request for a contested case hearing by a dissatisfied applicant. 
This rule should be amended to also provide for a request for a 
contested case hearing by any interested group or individual who 
has participated in the comment process on a particular 401 
application. 

As this rule currently stands, Q.!lly an applicant who objects 
to some condition attached to a certificate can obtain a contested 
case hearing on that application. This violates the equal 
protection and due process rights of the members of the public who 



have participated in good faith in the 401 administrative process. 
I a 'dissatisfied' applicant is given an opportunity to request a 
contested case hearing, then fairness dictates that 'dissatisfied' 
members of the participating public should be given an equal 
opportunity to request a hearing. The current rule seems to 
encourage litigation, rather than participation in the 
administrative process. 

With a small caveat for the two points expressed 
would like to once again complement the Department on an 
set of proposed rule modifications. 

cc: Terry Thatcher 
Liz Frenkel 
Peter Glaser 
Rick Glick 

above, I 
excellent 



John Kitzhaber, M.D. 
January 19, 1987 Senate President 

Mr. James E. Petersen 
Chai an, Environmental Quality Commission 
Johnso Marceau, et. al. 
835 N.W. ond Street 
Bend, Oreg 97701 

Dear Mr. Petersen; 

At last month's meeting of the Environmental Quality Commission 
(EQC) a discussion took place concerning the limits of Oregon's 
role in hydroelectric development under federal law. To insure 
that there are no misunderstandings concerning state policy 
between the Legislature and EQC, I would like to clarify for you 
what I believe to be Oregon's policy in this regard. 

As you are aware, the 1985 Oregon Legislative Assembly addressed 
state hydro power policy in House Bill (HB) 2990. That 
legislation was enacted to place stringent standards on the siting 
of hydro power facilities. At the time of its enactment, it was 
argued by some that the state could not proceed to regulate in 
this area because of the role given the federal government under 
the Federal Power Act. By it's passage of HB 2990 the Oregon 
Legislature rejected that position. 

Section 2 (3) of HB 2990 states, "The Legislative Assembly 
declares that it is the policy of the state of Oregon: ••• (3) To 
require the Water Policy Review Board, the Energy Facility Siting 
Council, the Department of Environmental Quality and other 
affected state agencies to participate to the fullest extent in 
any local, state or federal proceedings related to hydroelectric 
power development in order to protect the natural resources of 
Oregon." 

As this policy statement makes it clear, the Assembly intended the 
state to pursue an aggressive hydro agenda when protecting 
Oregon's natural resources in local, state or federal 
proceedings. Not to challenge the federal government when 
decisions the federal.government makes adversely effect Oregon's 
natural resources is in conflict with the policy directive of 
participating to the "fullest extent." 

Oregon State Senate, State Capitol, Salem 97310-1347 (503)378-8173 



I believe that the policy behind HB 2990 was a recognition of the 
following points: 

1) That the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
under the federal power act cannot be relied upon to 
protect Oregon's natural resources--the history of hydro 
power regulation under FERC and its predecessor, the 
Federal Power Commission, is replete with examples of 
those federal hydro power authorities' disregard of the 
states legitimate hydro power concerns; 

2) In view of that fact, the state of Oregon should not 
shy away from protedting its effected natural resources 
from degradation by FERC licensing activities, and; 

3) That in areas where both state and federal 
government each have regulatory responsibility the 
bounds of state authority cannot always be 
prospectively determined and the state should not rely 
on federal agencies to determine those bounds. 

If the state is to have a credible federal partner we will be 
required to gairi recognition for our concerns by exerting our 
authority. By developing comprehensive management plans for the 
uses of our waters, plans which include a place for rational hydro 
development, we will be in a much better position to interact with 
the federal government. However, if we fail to exert our position 
the federal government will continue to guide Oregon down a policy 
path which has a development bias. The Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission does not weigh other uses to which our water resources 
may be put. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission simply does 
not have the credibility which a federal agency might attain if it 
developed a more comprehensive approach to management of water 
resources. 

The EQC is responsible for one of the management components which 
is ignored by FERC. The EQC should make it's decision on hydro 
development in conjunction with it's water quality responsibility 
under section 401 of the Clean Water Act and related state policy. 
If the state fails to take firm stands against FERC, when 
information and policy indicate that it should, we will have 
abdicated our responsibility for Oregon waters. 

Section 401 of the Clean water Act is an integral part of Oregon's 
state's hydro power policy as is evidenced by reference to it in 
HB 2990. I would appreciate your consideration of this statement 
in implementation of section 401 and in the development of rules 
which establish the commissions' 401 permitting policies. I 
welcome your comments on this and any other issue before the 
commission. 



c.c. The Honorable Neil Goldschmidt, Governor of Oregon 
Gail Achterman--Governor•s Natural Resource Advisor 
Tom Imeson--Governor•s Executive Assistant 

Environmental Quality Commission Members: 

Arno Deneke 
Mary Bishop 
Wallace Brill 
Sonia Buist M.D. 

Water Policy Committee Members: 
Sen. Jane Cease-- co-Chair Water Policy Committee 
Rep. Dave McTeague-- Co-Chair Water Policy Committee 
Sen. Larry Hill 
Sen. Ken Jernstedt 
Sen. Eugene D. Timms 
Rep. Bill Bellamy 
Rep. Ray French 
Rep. Carl Hosticka 
Rep. Larry Sowa 

Sen. Bill Bradbury--Senate Majority Leader 
Tom Throop--Deschutes County Commissioner 
Bill Young, Director, Water Resource Department 
David Kish, Acting Director, Oregon Depatment of Energy 
Fred Hansen, Director, Department of Environmental Quality 
Randy Fisher, Director, Department of Fish and Wildlife 



NEIL GOLDSCHMIDT 
GOVERNOR 

Department of Land Conservation and Development 
1175 COURT STREET NE, SALEM, OREGON 97310-0590 PHONE (503) 378-4926 

January 22, 1987 

Fred Hansen, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
811 SW Sixth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Fred: 

"ffCE OF fHfl DIRECTOR 

The purpose of this letter is to comment on DEQ's proposed 
amendments to your rules (OAR 340, Division 48) which govern 
the state's certification of projects subject to Section 401 
of the Federal Clean Water Act. 

The focus of our comments is land use and specifically the 
connection between the amendments and your agency's leaal 
responsibilities under ORS 197.180 and OAR 660, Division 30. 

First, despite a minor discrepancy in your preliminary 
notice, we are informed by your staff that the amendments do 
not intend to reverse your prior decision in you approved 
coordination program with LCDC that 401 certification is a 
program affecting land use. However, it is also clear that 
as a result of Arnold Irrigation District v. DEQ, in 401 
certifications, DEQ's obligation to be compatible with 
acknowledged comprehensive plans has been reduced. 

We have four specific comments concerni119 tlie· arneI1d1ner1ts. 

1. Under OAR 340-48-020(5), we believe the rule would be 
improved if the language could more clearly describe 
for the affected local government(s) the limitation the 
Arnold case imposes on DEQ to be compatible with an 
acknowledged comprehensive plan when evaluating a 401 
certification request. The notice should also 
indicate: (1) that DEQ cari only accept local land use 
information which relates to water quality; (2) the 
fact that DEQ cannot deny a certification request based 
on a denial 

, 
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from a local government; and (3) the need for findings, 
where appropriate, relating to compliance with the 
statewide goals in situations where the comprehensive 
plan does not apply to or is not affected by the 
project. It would also be helpful if the rule could 
require that local governments affected by the project 
be provided notice under -020(5). 

2. While we understand that you are anxious to enact these 
amendments at the January EQC meeting, we urge that DEQ 
give active consideration to a future amendment which 
would define the term, ''water quality related.'' Having 
such a definition in the rule will we feel make 
administration of the 401 process much clearer for all 
parties involved. 

3. We also suggest consideration of a future amendment 
describing how the 401 certification process (post 
Arnold) and DEQ's duties under ORS 197.180 relate. We 
are having some difficulty understanding how DEQ will 
carry out its land use responsibilities under 401 
certification when we read the proposed amendments. 

4. Adoption of these amendments to your 401 rules may 
create an inconsistency with provisions in your 
approved LCDC coordination program. Therefore, once 
your final rule adoptions are complete, we would urge 
you to adjust your coordination program accordingly and 
forward them to us as provided under OAR 660, Division 
30. 

We appreciate having this opportunity to provide comments on 
these proposed amendments. Please feel free to call upon us 
if we can offer any additional information or assistance to 
assure DEQ's continued excellent coordination with the state 
land use program. 

Sincerely, 

~.~~~ 
James F. Ross 
Director 

JR:JBK:sl 

\ :W--·· 

~ 

cc: Maggie Conley 
Harold Sawyer 
Michael Holstun 
Michael Huston 
Jim Knight 



MEMBER 
NSWMA Reply to: 2202 SE Lake Road 

Milwaukie, OR 97222 (654-9533) National Solid Wastes 
Management Association 

January 23. 1987 

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION, January 23, 1987 

This testimony is given on behalf of the Tri-County Council 
(Clackamas County Refuse Disposal Association, Multnomah County 
Refuse Disposal Association, Oregon Sanitary Service Institute, 
Portland Association of Sanitary Service Operators, Teamsters 
Local 281, Washington County Refuse Disposal Association) 

The Tri-County Council would support an extension to the City of 
Portland to develop and implement a curbside recycling program. 

This issue is critical to the future of the solid waste industry 
and the city needs to have the additional time they have requested 
in order to attempt implementation of an appropriate system. 

Most of the members of the Tri-County Council are in franchised areas 
and those areas adopted recycling programs long ago. However, all 
associations in the Tri-County Council also have members in the City 
of Portland, and because of the lack of regulation there over the 
solid waste industry, it is a much more difficult process to arrive 
at a decision. Unless the city develops a franchise system for 
the regulation of all solid waste management, including recycling, 
the problems are inherent for trying to regulate just the recycling 
portion of the system. 

Respectfully submitted, 

L.ttt ... il<J.J. ,J 
EH:e ESTLE HARLAN, Consultant 

Copies: OSSI 
TRI-COUNTY COUNCIL 

1880 Lancaster Drive NE Suite 112 • Salem, Oregon 97305 (503) 399·7784 Toll·Free in Oregon: 1-800-527-7624 

100% Recyclable Paper 
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I l!Uf WOMEN VOTERS OF PORTLAND 

512 WILLAMETTE BLDG - 534 S.W. THIRD 
. ..,, I PORTLAND, OR 97204-2513 
,, TELEPHONE: (503) 228-1675 

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
Re: Portland's Recycling Plan 

Jan. 23, 1987 

Good Morning, my name is Leeanne MacColl,.and I am President of the 

Portland League of Women Voters. The Lll'V of Portland believes the 

EQC should not grant a three month extension to Portland in order that 

the City Council have more time to review and study different recycling 

plans for the City. 

This subject has been studied to death. There have been consultants, 

citizen advisory committees, involving all interested groups. What more 

can be gained by delay? 

Garbage disposal is going to cost more - no matter what method we use to 

deal with it, but recycling appears to be one very important way to 

keep the costs down, furthermore the public needs to be educated by every 

means possible that these costs will be escalating. 

As a member of DEQ's Facility Siting Advisory Committee, I feel like a 
. 

:real hypocrite· having told citizen groups to really pitch in there and 

recycle and help solve the garbage problem, when the largest city in 

the area has no recycling plan. 

"To promote political responsibility through informed and active participation of citizens in government." 
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Cutting Costs as Well as Waste :... 

St~t~~At~ Making 
RecyGling a Must 

By JOSEPH F. SULLIVAN 

TRENTON 

R
ECYCLING, a fever of the 

1970's lhat cooled when · 
concern over shortages 
eased and markets for 

recycled materials .were slow to de
velop, Is on the rise again. ~cw York, 
New Jersey and Connecticut are in 
various stages of Implementing 
plans to recycle at least ~5 percent of 
their solid waste and ·Incinerate 
much of the rest to produce energy .. 

The New York State Department 
of Environmental Conservation last 
week unveiled a proposal to reduce 
waste by 50 percent over ~he next 10 
years lhrough a combination of_~ecy
cllng and such measures as ~xpand~ 
ing the bollle bJll to cover wme bot
tles and restricting packaging that 
cannot be recycled. 

The New Jersey Legislature Is 
poised to put the iinal touches on one 
or the nalion's first mandatory recy~ 
cling bills, covering all of the state's 
567 municipaUlies. · . 

And Connecticut's Solid Waste 
Mcinagcmcnt Unil, cooperating with 
a special task rorce set up by the 

The counties must find markets 
for the recycled waste, and while it Js 
relaUvely easy to sell paper and 
aluminum, work Is needed to find 
uses for plastic containers. Mrs. 
Shell said the plasllcs Industry has 
been told that the stale may Impose 
a surcharge on Its products if new 
markets are not -opened up. and an 
Industry-backed study of the prob
lem Is under way. 

Munlclpalllies wjJJ not turn a profit · 
lhrough recycling, but they may see 
substantial cuts in the cost of trash 
disposal. John R. Purves, adminis
trator of the Camden County Office 
of Solid Waste Management, said 
Voorhees Township saved $100,000 
on disposal last year and Haddon
field saved $50.000 through their par
ticipation in the county's two-year
old mandatory recycling program. 

The Camden plan is viewed as one 
or the country's most successfuJ. 
1'oby Goodrich, a senior environ· 
mental ·analyst In the Connecticut 
Department of Environmental Pro
tection, said hJs people 11 look a lot to 

Legislature, sent Governor O'NeHI 1'. . 
s1a1ewlde recycling plan earlier lhls 
n1onlh for consJdcratlon by the ' 
Legislature this year. 

New Jersey - and especially Cam· 
den County - to see what's being 
done.11 

· 

Much or Connecticut's proposal Is 
modeled after the plan drawn up for 
New Jersey, the nation's most 
densely populated slate und a Juba. 
ratory tor soUd waste problems. 
More than JOO landfills that were 
handling as much as 90 percent of 
New Jersey's waste a few years ngo 
have been closed, accord.ing to Mary .. 
T. Sheil, chief of the Bureau of Recy- . 
cling in the Department of Environ· 
rnental Protection. She said the state 
has·· about 10 landOJls still open -
and· half of those should be closed. 
Du1nping fees have risen from $9 a 
ton to as rnuch as. $98 a ton. 

As a result, six or the stat.e~s 21 
counties either ha~e inrllated · 
mandatory recycling progr_ams or 
will have them Jn place lh1s year:. 
Mrs. Sheil said about -150 towns have 

some kind of program, it only for: 
newspapers, and 180 of .. them am. 
mandatory . .,The result, she sa1~,: 

1 
"is that about 15 percent of the ~ohc.t 
wnste generated in New Jersey JS al~ 
ready being recycled~ and we expect_ 
to raise that to al least 25 per cc~t. 
with the passag~ of the n~w law. 

The bill gives counties six mont_hs 
from the ils signing to come up w1lh 
plans for composting leaves and 
recycling at least three olhcr !ll?lcrl· 
als. It also appropriates $8 m1lhon to 
h 1·lp d1"'Fr:1 1•• ·a.1~~-·.~·~ ~"'11:'.t··(. 

·Mr. Purves said ·the county's pro
. gram is a model of simplicity. "Whal 

makes I.I so easy is the fact that 83 
percent of our 450,000 residents live 
in one-famHy homes," he saJd, 

.-~'Three times a week, when they put 
their trash at the curb, they place 
bottles and cans · in a bucket and 
newspapers Jn a grocery-store bag 
alongside the nonrecyclables.'' 

The bottles, cans and newspapers 
are taken to the· county's reclama
tion center, which has an aluminum 
smelter and equipment lo prepare 
glass for reu~ The center also 

· serves towns In Burlington and 
Gloucester CountJes, and Mr. Purves 

· Said negotiations are lri progress 
with Philadelphia lo process bottles 
and cans tor that city when its recy
cling program starts. 

Both Mrs. Shell and Lois B. Hager, 
director of the Connecticut Solid 
Waste Management Unit, said rc

·source recovery plants are a vital 
part of their stares' strategies, as are 
composlii-ig of leaves, recycling .of 
motor oils and tires and reducing the 
volume of waste.at the source. "Pco

. pie should be encouraged to find 
some way to dispose of things they 
no longer need,'' Ms. Hager said. 

·"Instead of putting that old couch at 
the curb, they should tr.v to give it lo 
lhr· S:1lv:11in1~ l\rrny." 

r. 
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CLCil . .IDBUf':ST REC'!CL. I ND 
COLLECTION SERVICE 
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~:··}·~L1f,,E: :: :~·:·~f:l :I. --·El(>"l!:) 

Er1viron111ental Qua:lity Ct)nlm:is!5iJ:1n 
fJl 1 ~31-\I l:Jth /.~Vi·;:~ 

Por·tland, Or· 97204 
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.,::.~:~ !I 

My compar1y, ClcJudbur-st f(f?C:.,/c:lin(J, h4':1~;; bet-?l"i pr-D\r:i.d:i.r"r~.1 

rec:ycling J:ollectian s0rvic~ 
beer1 an ac·tive r~articipar)t in 
thrlJL1gt1c1LJ·t: t~iat timeq 

iri Por···tlar1d fur· 12 year·!s~ .[ have 
r::·ur-tJ.r.::i.nd;':;;. 11 pt::iJ.it:i.c~::i- of l'"E~C~/C::lj.nq 

Portland t~as e>:haustively stLlciied alte1·-n0te approaches tc) 
fllf-EE·tir·r1;.1 th~::~ r·t::qt1i1,..·E:1 1nt::nt:.~:l c•+ thE·::· ~3atE' 11 C.lppr)rtunity t.r::i f;:t.~cyc::ltr.·: 11 (:~c:t. 
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waste system via frari1::t1i!sirlgM 
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Ci:ll..\~~;.f'.:·:' 11 
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:i. t 
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1/-.. lhi::it 

would auto1natii:a:lly i1n1Jle11ient the ado1Jteij plarl, !Jnless ttie City 
c::c:1n i::i.dc::ipt ~·:lr-, f:\~q1..1~:1.l.l·:1' t~+·fi:::~c::t:i.\l(~· i~·tpp1'-f.J.1?:1c!·~ J:::t~l l"IE:ll'"r.::h l,. 

Se1:or1d, it st101_tli:I be made clear that nci va1·-:iant i:>f tt1e so·-
Cl:!\l l E·!d 11 pt::.<r-1n:i +:. ii.lppi,...ciach 11 \.\IC)\..il c:) b!·:-~1 · ~1CCE•ptc::\bl f..~!,, In .cacld:i. t:i. Dn ~1 J::::G:\C: 
!C:houl cl '''·P<"I 1 t.H..d.: the 1· .. equ.i.1 ... .,,,,.,.,,,nt.'" Df '''" ,01c:c:1·:e>pt:;,bl ''' pn:".:11··,-,:,m.. The 
following ob,jsctives shotJld be specific~lly 1nentioned arid 'agr·eed 
up1::in .. 

l 



Al MAXIMIZE PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND RECOVERY OF MATERIALS. 

Con)mentss: ---The system m(1st be simple enotJgh for- citizer1s to 
f;·i~\!:;i1y 11 plt..1i;J in 11

,. 

Bl MINIMIZE THE COST OF PROVIDING SERVICE. 

····-Systeni des·ign i11L1s~t t)e based on a c:1:)5~t. <2-ff:lc::li·::·nt 
/()C:JdE·:·l ~I \.-Ji t.l"l C.lnl y <Jl"IE~ C•pE•f'"'i::\t'.C)f" j:)t:·:!r· d i ~=- t r· :i. c: t: :• r::·( r·r cl 
l''"r C) ll)C)I'" f:,;) th i:\n f:., cl i !3 t. J'" :i. ct~;" 

Cl SIMPLICITY OF DESIGN ALLOWING THE PROGRAM TO BE EFFECTIVELY 
pf;:CWICITED' MDIII I rr::mED' r::111FDF':CED' 1-\ND MD.O IF I f:'.D BY THE c: I TV. 

-·-Ope1-~tcJr·s must be di~ec:tly ac:c:ountable to the City,. 
--·--Sati!s·Fac:tor·y r·e1:yclir1g servic:e !Eiho1.1l1j tle tt1e sole 
ba~iis for evalLJdting cor1·t1nuatiork of ~;er·vice by an 

--Systeni mLtst be simple enough to e·f·Fec·tively prcJmcJ·te~ 

Dl TCI OBTAIN CAPABLE, 
~3f]::::\I I C:.l~: 1::;.F~i.J\,I J: ])E-:f~l:3" 

DED I C!YT'l::I:I, EXPERIENCED, AND STABLE 

CtJmments: --·-Service pr(Jviders st10Ljld be sel0c·ted on ttie bdsis of 
tt1eiy· abill·ty to i)l'"l~vicie r~cycling ser·v.ice~ 

I> .;:·:1 \1 i d L. ,. ~'1lc M ,:::i f·H::1 n 
C.lwnt:-~r·· /r""lci:\ri!:=t~JE~r·· 

Cloudburst Recyclir1g 

, .. , 
.:;. 
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Seo. Bill Bradbury 
Vice-chair: 

Sen. Joyce Cohen 
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Peter F. Green, Conmittee Administrator 
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Jacque Greenleaf, Couni.ttee Assistant 

SIXTY-POIJRTH LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY 

SENATE COMMITTEE ON 
AGRICCJLTIJRE AND NATIJRAL RESOURCES 

332 State Capitol 
Salem OR 97310 

(503) 378-8086 

Members: 
Sen. John Brenneman 
Sen. Jeannette Hamby 
Sen. Gratan Kerans 
Sen. Bob Kintigh 
Sen. Rod Monroe 

January 22, 1987 

Mr. James Petersen 
Chairman, Environmental Quality Commission 
811 SW 6th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97205 

Dear Mr. Petersen: 

The Senate Committee on Agriculture and Natural Resources, which 
has oversight over recycling issues in Oregon, wishes to request 
that the Environmental Quality Commission deny the City of 
Portland's request to be granted another extension on its 
recycling report. 

It is our opinion that the intent of Senate Bill 405 is clear. 
Every other affected local government has provided its citizens 
with the opportunity to recycle or is well on the way to that 
end. The City of Portland has resources at its disposal that are 
unequaled in the state. 

We strongly believe that the Commission will send the wrong 
message about the importance it attaches to recycling programs if 
it grants the largest wasteshed in the state another extension. 

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. 



Mr. James Petersen 
Jan. 22, 1987 
Page 2 

-----~~ ~e;-.::¥""---. 
Sen. Jeannette Hamby 
District 5 

!}3~~ 
Sen. Bob Kintigh 
District 14 



1906 S. w. Edgewood Road 
Portl~and, Oregon 97201 
January 19, 1987 

Environmental Quality Commission 
811 s. w. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Re: Portland Recycling Program 

Dear Commission Members: 

I P~TELY 
, THE FAMILY 
j HOBBY ~., .. , 
' '-· •" ~~ . ._ ____ .;;;...._ u 

~ 
FolkA.nUSA22 

<} ,p~ / -77"~~~ 
-b /f <.--(> 

Another extension has been requested. Please use your 
authority to expedite the process. It's been 7 years. Please help 
to get recycling implemented in Portland. 

Sincerely, 

~d),L 
Barbara Walker 

cc: Fred Hansen, Director, DEQ 
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January 21, 1987 

Environmental Quality Commission 
811 SW 6th 
Portland, OR 97204 

Dear Commissioners, 

We strongly reccommend that you grant no more extensions to the City 
of Portland in complying with the state recycling program. 

We find it contradictory that, at a time when we are running out of 
landfill space, the city continues to postpone alternative methods of 
dealing with waste. Despite the extensions allowed so far, Portland 
has made little progress toward resolving disputes about recycling 
problems. It appears to us that the city is doing nothing but "buying 
time 11 • 

We.thereforefeel it is time for the state to demand compliance, 

Phillip Bass 

Helena Petr Bass 
37 NE 108th 
Portland OR 97220 

1981 
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Rt 1 Bo;-; 1750 
Valei Oregon 97918 
28 Dece"Cnber 1986 

A. Sonia Buist~ M.O. 
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission 
Health Sciences University 
Roo·rr1 :2052 
3181 S.W. Sam Jac~~son Par!< Road 
Port l3nd i Oregon 97201 

Dear Dr. Buist: 

In all due respect to Your professional 
to assuage our fearsi I feel that it 
that I COTfi"ff:ent on 1A1hat I believe to be 

status and Your efforts 
is e::.~trerne1Y irriportant 
an erroneous statement 

You r1~ade in response to 'ff1Y test irnonY regardin·3 our concerns 
over tht=.· Eagle-Picher diatorr1aceous earth processing plant on 
the property next to us. Your statement that the visible 
emissions posed no danger to us is very misleading for several 
well documented reasons: 
1. Tc demonstrate to Yourself the fallacy regarding the 
visibility of hazardous particles, look at tt"ris paper. I arn 
sure that everyone realizes that this paper i=- visible. This 
paper is rnade of atorns \1 . .Jhich are not vislble. The ;::to·rc1s for·ff1 
rfiolecules 1A1hich are the srnallest particles of an ele"ff1ent or 
compound capable of retaining chemical identity with the 
substance in rnass. The aton-1s of silica and o~·;Ygen forrn the 
molecules o7 silicon dio~.:ide 1 the substance v..1ith l~Jhich \fje are 
concerned. The rnolecules forrn the various crystals of si 1 icon 
dio~~ide~ and it is the shape of the crystals which identify the 
varic,us feir·ms, tridYrnite 1 cristobalite etc. Cristobalite is 
cons~dered to be second only to tridYrnite in its abi1ity to 
cause silicosis. The size of the crystals determine the degree 
of hazard and the visibility of a single crystal . 

. Crystals that are 5 microns or larger in size are expelled 
naturally by the lungs and are not considered to cause 
silicosis. Crystals s·maller than 5 ·microns are not naturally 
e:::;:;ei led and deposit ~n the deepest recesses in the lungs to 
cause silicosis. It is these smaller crystals which concern us. 
A micron is one thousandth of a millimeter or about one 
twenty-five thousandth of an inch. I have not found any one who 
can give a clear picture of just when particles become visible 
bec.3u~-e there are several variables including the size, light 
quality and quantitY1 the contrastj and the relationship of the 
vie\.;,12r i the 1 isht i and the par- t icle. Holft,iever 1 l~.ihen enough 
particles are present, in other words when the concentration is 
dense enoush1 they are visible as a mass such as this paper is 
\1isible even though individual particles maY not be visible, A 
particle of one micron in size 1s not visible to the na~ed eYe 1 

but we are seeing such dense clouds of silicon dioxide 
particles that theY are visible fro·ff1 five and ten ·miles av..1ay 
and farther~ I sub·ff1itted 2 photo for your viel...,1in9 at the 
hearing, 



2, I be1~eve You irnplied that one v..iould have to be locked up 
for Yeats in a roorn in ~iJhich the dust vJas so thick one could 
n•Jt see through it befor.e contracting silicosis. This conflicts 
\IJith rr1Edical te>~tsj USPHS literaturei and OSHA safety 
standards. OSHAt USPH~;: EP.Ai and DEQ safety standards v,1hich 
1 ire i t the con cent r a t i on s of th i s rna t er i a l i n t he a i r speak i n 
themselves of the hazardous natur2 of this material. 
3. The visibile dust err:issions contain a rni>;ture of particles 
of hazardous size as well as larger and less hazardous 
p.=:rtic1es. Thereforei the more dust that is visible, the rnore 
particles there will be in the air of the hazardous size. 
4, The larger part ic1es 1JVhich rr;aY. not present a hazard of 
silicosis in thernse1ves do present a hazard by stressing 
lunJs a:1d inhibit the bodies ability to defend against 

the 
the 

damages caused by small, dangeroui particles. 
5. The Malheur Va1leY presents an entirely different atmosphere 
than the sites of the other diatomaceous earth processing plant 
locationsi and the relationship of our homes to the plant 
creates a n)uch lT1ore hazardous situation. For instance1 the 
purpose of emitting waste gases and material through stacks is 
to disperse these e"ff1issions into the air where theY 1.~Jili be 
diluted as they disperse in the air or fall to the ground. 
Since the top of the Eagle-Picher stacl< is lower than our 
property .::;;.nd horne, eff1issions froffr this plant soJT1etirnes flov..1 
directly to our horfle 1n alrnost undiluted forw1. Eagle-Picher 
permitted il1egal trash burns of hazardous substances on their 
property on at least two occasions. I photographed the streams 
of black srnoke l,,1hich rose appro>(irnately 1 nn feet vertically 
then made a 90 degree turn to flow parallel to the ground for 
rnanY rni 1es. Just bY chance1 a OEQ inspecteir viev..1ed one of the 
burns and cited Eagle-Picher for their illegal activity. 
5. There are so fe~A,J people ~,Jtirking ~.vith this product v.1here it 
is released into the air that if every one of therr1 developed 
si1icos·;s; the disease v..iould still be considered rare ~o\lhen 

compared ta more common diseases. 

Because the 
false and 
shouid be 
staternents: 

Eagle-Picher representatives 
misleading informationj all 
suspect. As examples 1 they 

have presented so much 
of their statements 
rna ci e the fol lol.1.Jing 

The only emission is steam. I presented photos of their 
LDve1ockj 1'-..Jevada plant ~1,1hich they stated err1itted only stearn. 
Diato·mac2ou.:::. earth dust l;,,ias so deep on ledges on the plant 
structures that theY could hold no more 1 the highway edges were 
white with the dust, and the ground for hundreds of feet around 
the plant \1,1as v.Jhite \.vith and 1A1as ffti::-~ed l...,iith accu·mulations of 
the same material that had been gathering for decades. In onlY 
si>: rnonthsi the Oregon DEQ has cited E-P for numero~s 

violations on each of several visits. The Oregon DEQ has found 
the p 1 2. n t here in violat ion f Cr t" i 1 1egal col le ct ·ions of this 
Tna t er ..: - , 

' ' legal stora·~e i i 1 legal transportat ioni i 1 le•;;al J d I l ' 
1 ea!( s ' and ; 1 legal eroi ss -; ons into the air t 0 narne j LIS t a f E:V\! 

prob1erns. 
Their manager has stated in the newspaper that no dust is 



visible in the air around the plant nor is it visible in their 
stack emissionsi yet You have seen the dust in the air in the 
photos which I presented to You during the public forum. 
!-le stated that their product does not contain the hazardous 
form of material~ Yet the OEQ presented testirncnY that 
Eagle-Pi:her 1 s product contains up to 40% of cristobalitei the 
second rnost hazardous forff1 of si 1 icon dio>'.ide (lo1.1e have since 
Deen infcr-rned that their product contains bet\o1.1een 40 and 50%. 
er istobal ite). 
We were told that the plant would produce a noise level of 95 
decibels which would diminish until it would be audible at our 
property line cin a level cf the hurnan voice v..ihen talking 
nor ·ffia 1 1 y , Th i s 1 eve 1 of sound lA'a s to be at o LI r proper t ~' 1 i n e 
so:rn2 five u: sl::{ hundred yards frorn our horr1e= \,...,le are a1 . .va!~ened 
and kept awal<e by by a noise level as high as 400 percent over 
the legal limit which is 38 decibels. In fact, the noise level 
at our front door as I write this letter is 54 to 56 decibelst 
and it is noi,,1 11 :17 P,t,·1. The DEQ has given this cornpany rnonths 
or possib1Y Years to correct this problem. 
Eagle-Picher representatives have made utterly false statements 
about the insecticidal affects of their- productsi boldly 
claiming that tests had been done bY the entomologist from the 
University of Nevada, Reno 11 at their Lovelock plant. 11 I 
testified to You that Dr. Harold Arnett stated to n1e that he 
has nei.1er spoken to an Eagle-Picher ernp1oYee or officer about 
anY such studY1 nor has he wrade such a study, and he further 
stated that the reason Eagle-Picher 's plant at Lovelock maY not 
affect the insect populations 1A1hich are beneficial to 
a•;ricL'.1ture is because that plant is not in an agr·icultural 
area of the Loveloci~ Valley. 
Evi:=:·rY one· o·f these clairns by Eagle-Picher has been proven 
fa1se1 so there is little question about the believability of 
th~s company's representatives. Is it any wonder then that 
former supporters of this company of Eagle-Picher now fear this 
co·mpanY? 

I'·m sorry I j Li s t don 1 t know how to write a short letter 
about such a volume of material, and 1 appreciate your 
attention and consideration. Againi I respect Your e;.:pertisei 
but everyone with whom I have discussed this question believes 
that there was an error made. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Ww1 • C . Sch n e i de f 

cc To each commission member 
Fred Hansen, OEQ 
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·WHAT IS A NEIGHBORHOOD 
PROTECTION PLAN? 

WHAT IS A "NEIGHBORHOOD PROTECTION PLAN"? 

Because any landfill -- no matter how carefully sited -- will create some 
problems for the surrounding residents, we're going to produce 
Neighborhood Protection Plans for each of the three potential sites under 
consideration for the new tri-county landfill. 

An NPP aims to make the landfill the best possible neighbor, by proper 
design, construction, operation, even eventual" closure. Each NPP we devise 
will identify specific problems which may arise from creating and operating 
th is new fi 11. Then we'l I also add protective measures to minimize the 
impact of each potential problem. 

Once our policy-making board, the Environmental Quality Commission, has 
chosen the site, we will incorporate the NPP into the site's operating 
permit. If the op·erator should fail to comply with our NPP, we have 
authority to enforce absolute compliance (under Senate Bill 662, t he 
legislation which set this whole process in motion). 

WHAT TYPES OF NEIGHBORHOOD CONCERNS WILL OUR NPP ADDRESS? 

Senate Bill 662 spelled them out fairly specifically. 
possible impacts from: 

We'll examine 

• visual appearance • site screening 
• odors and noise • safety and security risks 
• traffic • dust and other air pollution 
• bird and animal problems • damage to fish and wildlife habitat 

We'l I also look at such further concerns as flood potential, surface and 
groundwater'· existing land uses, energy consumption, and historical I 
archaeological resources. 

HOW WILL NEIGHBORHOOD CONCERNS BE DETERMINED? 

With y"our help. That's the reason behind the meetings and workshops we 'll 
be hosting for each potential site. Our staff an d engineering consu ltants 
will tell you about potential problems. we've identified thus far, then 
we'll ask you to identify other community concerns over development of a . 
landfi 11 nearby, through part ic ipati ng in a survey. we're conducting. 

(over) 
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Our reports to you will cover traffic congestion and safety, visual impact, 
pollution of drinking water wells, slope stability, odors, Ii tter, and 
birds and rod en ts • 

WHAT ABOUT THE 11Pl).OTECTION11 PART? 

DEQ has been charged by Oregon law to protect the quality of this state's 
water, air, and earth. We have three potential sites with good natural 
characteristics for a landfill. But we will also recommend to our 
Environmental Quality Commission a plan containing the most stringent 
protective measures for each potential site, measures reflecting modern 
technology's strides in coping with .environmental problems. 

The protection we'll suggest may include (but not be limited to) natural 
and synthetic liners to shield sub-surface groundwater from leaching; a 
system to detect leaks before any pollution escapes the site; berms (raised 
walls of soil) to buffer noise and reduce visual impact. 

And we'll anticipate coping with new road construction or improvements; 
designating traffic routes for garbage trucks; a landfill gas collection 
system to minimize odors; daily soi I cover to deter birds and rodents; a 
litter control method; scheduling times of operation--for receiving waste 
on-site; creating an end-use plan; and a groundwater monitoring plan. 

Still other steps, other protective measures, may be identified by our 
staff, consultants, or by ~ 

WILL THE DRAFT NPP BE AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT? 

Yes. We'll probably complete draft Neighborhood Protection Plans for all 
three prospec.tive sites by March 1987. Before the Environmental Quality 
Commission chooses the site, hearings will be held on the draft NPP as well 
as on our Department's estimate of costs to develop the site, and on the 
technical mer its of each site. Th is NPP wi 11 ultimately become part of the 
formal order EQC wi II issue by July I, 1987 selecting the future landfi II 
site. 

IS PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IMPORTANT? 

YES! Your involvement in developing a NPP is vital to ensure that every 
potential problem is properly identified and addressed. Our staff is 
committed to providing the opportunity for everyone living near a 
prospective site to be part of th is process. 

If you. have any questions about how to become involved in this landfill 
siting program, or about the sites, please write us or telephone our DEQ 
Landfi II Hot line--229- 5110. 

l'\Jovember 1986 

SM620 
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RA-MSEY LAKE 
POTENTIAL LANDFILL SITE 

LOCATION (A map of the site is on the back of this sheet.) 
The site is in North Portland's Rivergate Industrial District. It is 
bordered by the Columbia slough to the east and North Lombard Street on 
the west. 

PROPOSED ACCESS ROADS 
Interstate S to Marine Drive Exit, then west 5. 7 mil es to the site. 

SITE SIZE WITH BUFFER AREA 
345 acres 

f 

ESTIMATED LANDFILL LIFE 
15 - 30 years 

SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
The Ramsey Lake site is located in an industrial district on flat land. 
It is near the confluence of the Columbia and Willamette Rivers, two 
hydro! ogi c boundaries which I imit potential impacts to groundwater users. 
The site is underlain by a thick section of clayey silt soil whose low 
permeabi I ity wi II also help protect region al groundwater. However, the 
shallow groundwater and location on a floodplain would require complex 
protective measures. The site is located on wetlands which have been 
partially filled by the Port of Portland for industrial development. The 
remaining wetlands, which are already scheduled to be filled, would require 
mitigation planning. Marine Drive, the direct access road to the site, has 
no residential development. The landfill may be visible from surrounding 
industrial proper ti es. The cost of acquiring industrial property wi II 
increase overall site costs. The site is the closest to the center of 
garbage generation and has existing roads and sewer lines built to 
necessary standards. It wouldn't last as long as other sites. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CALL DEQ LANDFILL HOTLINE: 229-5110 
OR WRITE: 811 S W 6TH, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

NOVEMBER 1986 
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NOTE: N. Lombard St. and N. Marine Dr. added to U. S. G.S. Map. 
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WILDWOOD 
POTENTIAL LAN.DFI LL SITE 

LOCATION (A map of the site is on the back of this sheet.) 
On the northwest side of Portland, the site is located off Highway 30 
approximately four miles northwest of the Sauvie Island bridge. It is 
situated above the old Wildwood Golf Course on the eastern slopes of the 
Tualatin Mountains. 

PROPOSED ACCESS ROADS 
Interstate 5 to Interstate 405, then by truck route U.S. 30 to the site's 
access road, then . 8 miles to the site. 

SITE SIZE WITH BUFFER AREA 
)46 acres 

EST I MA TED LANDFILL LIFE 
30 - 75 years 

SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
The Wildwood site is located in a canyon in rural northwest Multnomah 
County . The site proposed by DEQ is small er and avoids some of the steeply 
sloped areas included in the landfill site previously proposed by ·the 
Metropolitan Service District. Nearby Mui tnomah Channel pro vi des a 
hydrologic barrier for groundwater users. The potential landfill is a 
clearcut slope with no residences on site and few residences within a one 
mile radius of the site's center. The access road from Highway 30 would 
not pass by any residences. The underlying soil provides relatively good 
natural protection to drinking water wel Is. Pot en ti al instability and 
isolated steep slopes would require special engineering designs. A 
perennial stream would need diversion and protection. Wet soils would need 
a drainage system. The site is visible from Sauvie Island (one mile away) 
and for a short distance on Highway 30. Potential archaeological and 
historic resources will require additional study. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CALL DEQ LANDFILL HOTLINE: 229-5110 
OR WRITE: 811 S W 6TH, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204. 

NOVEMBER I 986 
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BACONA ROAD 
POTENTIAL LANDFILL SITE 

LOCATION (A map of the site is on the back of this sheet.) 
The site is located in northern Washington County about 35 miles west of 
downtown Portland. 

PROPOSED ACCESS ROADS 
State Highway 26 to the Vernonia Exit, then five miles north on State 
Highway 47 to Hoffman Road. The site is three miles to the east on Hoffman 
Road. 

SITE SIZE WITH BUFFER AREA 
730 acres 

. . 
ESTIMATED LANDFILL LIFE. 
75 - 90 years 

SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
The Bacone Ro·ad site is the most remote of the three potential sites. 
It is the highest elevation site and potential problems caused by winter 
weather will be addressed. The site is also the largest, with the longest 
expected life. Existing and adjacent land use is primarily commercial 
forest, with few residences located within two miles from the site's 
center. About half the site has been clearcut and portions of the 
remaining forest could provide a visual buffer. The site contains a 
natural bowl with moderate slopes that could be used as part of the active 
landfill. The site's engineering design will include a plan for diversion 
of the surface water on site and monitoring and protection of the 
groundwater. Access roads would need improvement with consideration for 
safety. Hoffman Road, the site's direct access, road, is bordered by few 
residences. A sewer line to the site, or a. leachate treatment system on 
site, would have to be constructed. A forest fire protection plan will be 
developed. Wildlife habitat will receive further study. The costs of 
transporting the wastes to the site will need to be carefully evaluated. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CALL DEG LANDFILL HOTLINE: 229-5110 
OR WRITE: 811 S W 6TH, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204. 

NOVEMBER I 986 
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A Trashy Story 
a report from DEQ 
(if you have questions, call our Hotline: 229-5110 

Dealing wich crash is easy. You 
get rid of ic. And thac's chac. Right? 

Noc quice. Some folks drive by 
in a big truck on Tuesdays and pick 
it up. And that is that. Right? 

Nope. 'Cause they've got to put 
it someplace. so their truck'll be 
empty to come back next Tuesday 
and do it all over again. 

So they drive it to the good-old 
Sc. Johns landfill in north Portland. 
which has been graciously receiving 
that garbage for 54 years· now, but 
which'll be full-up in less than 5 
years. 

So, by 1991 or before that will 
be that. For the Sc. Johns landfill. 

Whose Garbage Is It, 
Anyway? 

All of us pitch-in to produce 
half of this whole scate's solid waste 
-right here in Clackamas. 
Multnomah. and Washington 
counties. We toss away 962.000 
tons a year: 755 ,000 of which go 
into landfill . That's enough gunk to 
fill Memorial Coliseum everv -
month! (On a bad night for the 
Blazers you might prefer it.) 

We are getting be11er about 
recycling stuff: putting it back into 
useful recirculation. Some 21% of 
our waste gets recvcled. but the rest 
becomes pm of n~rth Portland ·s 
huge trash pile. 

If We Recycle More, 
We Dump Less 

A lot more trash could be saved 
if ic was separated before the garbage 
truck came along ... newsprint, 
magazines, bottles and jars. cans. 
Used to make new paper. new glass
ware. new metal products, we'd save 
natural resources too. 

But because we still toss more 
than we keep. there's this problem. 
Where do we put it after 1990"? 

A Solution! 

Oregon's 1985 Legislature told 
the Metropolitan Service District 
(Metro) to help us cutdown the waste 
we generate. and told the Depart
ment of Environmental Quality <DEQ 
- that's us) to find a new place to put 
what"s left-the irreducible 
minimum. after starting a vigorous 
program to re-use all the stuff we 
can: glass. metals. paper . ..:ardboard. 

We wanted to get people ... 
citizens like vou . .. in on the action 
from day one. as participants not just 
observers . So we asked you to help 

suggest the criteria we should use in 
evaluating potential landfill sites. 
We held two hearings, convened a 
panel of experts. and during the 
whole public involvement process 
we met with 70 different community 
and civic groups. We found along 
the way agreement that there simply 
was no "perfect" place to dump our 
garbage. 

Enter The Siting Committee 

Thus was born our Facilitv 
Siting Advisory Committee, i~ 
January. invited to serve by DEQ 
Director Fred Hansen-elected 
officials . a union officer, college 
president, business heads, civic 
group leaders . 

To help them winnow sites we 
hired consulting engineers Brown & 
Caldwell of Euizene. who looked at 
every acre of la'nd in the tri-counties. 
applied guidelines for judging if 
each "passed" or "failed." then puc 
aside all but 142 as eligible for 
further in-depth study. The major 
qualifiers were that a new landfill 
must have the least impact on people 
and environment and be big enough 
so than another one wouldn't be ~ 
needed just a few years from now. 
We decided 300 acres would be the 
minimum acceptable size, to serve 
our 1.3 million people for about 15 
years. 

Analysis Was Thorough 

Applying that basic size 
requirement and a bunch of other 
yardsticks took our engineers 
months. Thev considered flood 
potential, effect on wildlife. 
surrounding land uses, scenic 
values. traific flow, groundwater 
depth ... 41 criteria in all. 

Then. in June. the consultants 
told our citizens committee cheir 
findings. The data was weighted 
numerically ... so many points for 
this characteristic or that. Evaluating 
all the contenders. committee 
members finally chose the top 19 
candidaces for study this summer. 

The Winnowing Worked 

A Marion County nomination 
was dropped when new research 
showed that the land sloped too 
steeply. The remaining 18 possibre 
sites are candidates for a landfill 
which would have the least impact 
on densely populated urban areas 
and the environment. · 

Multnomah Countv contains 2 
of the finalists: Washington Councy, 
7. and Clackamas County. 9. 

Intense Scrutiny Underway 

Starting Augusc 11 , we wane 
your opinions and facts on these 
nominees. Meanwhile our engineers 
are exhaustively investigating each 
site. Geo-techniciar.s are analyzir.g 
soils and groundwacer. Biologists are 
scudying fish and wildlife habitat. 
Land-use engineers are assessing 
such aesthetic problems as visibility, 
and whether addicional buffer zones 
are needed. Landfill technicians are 
looking at drainage. lay-ouc, life 
expeccancy. Traffic engineers are 
measuring access, potential road 
construction. traffic levels. And 
archeologists are looking for 
historical artifacts. 

Now . .. It's Your Turn 

Bue your input is equally 
valuable. We're holding hearings 
near every site. beginning at 4pm. 
wich a dinner break from 6 to 7. 
There' ll be 3 hearings per evening, 
on August 11. 12. 13. 14. 18. and 20. 
Please phone 2:29-5110 fo r the ex ace 
meeting place nearest you. 

Then What? 

When all the facts are in .. . 
vours and our engineers· scientific 
studies ... DEQ ~ill further reduce 
these 18 potential sites to a final 3 
or 4. That short-list will go to our 
parenc Environmental Q~alicy 
Commission (citizens named bv the 
Governor). which. with us. wili 
supervise further. even more 
intensive scudy from approximatl!ly 
October 1st to March of 1987 ... 
5 months of evaluacion. 

At which point we will choose a 
new site co replace St. Johns. And 
vou will have been informed fullv at 
every step of the way. . 

Our next column wi ll talk about 
what makes a "good" landfill sit~. 
Meanwhile. call us with anv 
questions. at any time: 229.·5110. 

Tha11ks fur jui11i11g-i11. 
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A Trashy Story 
the second landfill report from DEQ 
(if you have questions, please call our Hotline: 229-5110) 

Here's the second article in our 
series on why and how Oregon's 
Department of Environmental 
Quality is approaching its unenviable 
job of finding a place to put our 
garbage, well into the 21st century. 

We've said why we need a new 
landfill. St. Johns' is almost full. 
So what do we look for in picking a 
new site? 

What would you consider? 
Least noisy, least smelly, least 
scenic, most accessible. The biggest 
empty lot you could find. And not 
near you . Right? 

Same here. Except that it wil l 
have 10 be near somebody, else we'd 
all best prepare to store personal 
garbage in backyards, and/or discard 
nothing ... which just won '1 work. 

Some Musts 

There are a couple of "musts". 
To become one of the study areas, a 
site must meet our pass-fail criteria: 
No landfills in a floodway, on a fault 
line, in dense housing, near an 
airport, on endangered species 
habitat, on an historic site, or on a 
steep slope. The site must be at least 
300 acres and have a large buffer. 
to cut down the chance of seeing 
anything object ionable, hearing 
anything objectionable, or smelling 
anything objectionable. 

The Critical Criteria 

After we eliminated those sites 
which didn't meet our basic require-
111ents, we selected 18 for study; 
areas in Multnomah, Clackamas, 
and Washington counties. How will 
we compare one with another? By 
the numbers. We assign each site 
characteristic a numerical value. A 
"perfect" site (there is none, we 
know) would rack-up 1950 points. 

Points are assigned by looking 
at environmental, technical, and 
economic concerns. Let's break 
them down. That way, you can 
mentally apply these criteria to the 
sites we're 1,ooking at, or any others 
which you might feel are worthy 
prospects. 

Maximum Protection 

Environmentally, we first check 
water. Floods or year-round streams 
across the site are bad. Sites that 
might pollute nearby lakes, streams, 
or drinking water get a low score. 
Underneath we're looking for 
natural soil characteristics that will 
protect the groundwater from 
landfill pollution. Deep aquifiers
at least 50 feet-are easier to protect 
than shallow ones, hence get niore 
points. A site is better if no wells or 
springs are downgrade. Hig h quality 
groundwater under the prospective 
site scores low. 

Still Mor~ Yardsticks 

How about flora and fauna? 
We'd prefer sparse vegetation , 
unfertile soil , and habitat that has 
already been "disturbed", with no 
endangered wildl ife or flowers. 

The best sites are heavy or rural 
industrial. Non-productive lands are 
more desirable than, say, productive 
crop or forest lands. What 's next 
door? Pasture or industrial land is 
preferable to heav ily built-up 
commercial/residential space. 

Consider Air, History, 
Visibility 

Will activ ity at the site have the 
minimum effect on air quality? Does 
the land have historic/archeological 
significance? If it's not visible from 
any existing homes, that's good. If 
visible to more than 20 homes within 
a mile, that's bad. 

Top prospects shouldn't be in 
areas o( "scenic importance". There 
should be no dwellings within 1000 
feet. All truck access should be 
through non-residerttial areas. 

It's Got To Last 

The best s ite will last more than 
30 years. Its soil won't let garbage
generated gas move off the site. 
It's best if a wastewater treatment 
plant is only a few miles away. 
(Rainwater that leaches through the 
landfill will be collected and treated.) 

Landfill sites sloping only 
5-10% are most desirable, with no 
sign of soil instability. Groundwater 
beneath the landfi ll should flow 
straight and be easy to monitor. 
Less than 50 inches of annual rain 
is better than, say, 80 inches, 
which increases leaching. Just as 
"normal" weather beats high winds 
and frequent snow/ice. Access roads 
without known traffic problems are 
preferred, as are locations near 
transfer stations. 

Extra Dirt Is Good 

There should be adequate 
"cover" (sanely soil works best) on 
site to spread over layers of garbage. 
Daily cover keeps odors, litter, and 
birds to a minimum. An arterial 
roadway up to truck-bearing standards, 
right by the site, would be ideal. 

We'll be applying those 
considerations, plus your input, to 
the 18 study areas. Our consulting 
engineers' report will be delivered to 
DEQ and our Citizens Advisory 
Committe~ by October, at which 
time we aim to reduce the "eligible 
list" to 3 or 4 sites. 

We'll Keep You Posted 

Between October and March 
we'll "reach out and touch every
one" hopefully, with informational 
bulletins. during public meetings 
and by sharing our progress and 
problems with you in speeches and 
showing our newly-prepared audio
visual slidefilm. 

If you'd like 10 ask a question, 
be added to our mailing list, or 
schedule our audio-visual presen
tation before your group, please 
phone us (DEQ) at 229-5110. 

Next time we'll describe what 
our new landfill will look like, how 
it will operate, and what relief we'll 
all get from having it. 
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A Trashy Story 
the third landfill report from DEQ 
(please call us with any questions: 229-5110) 

Let's see now. Where were we 
with the Forthcoming New Landfill 
Story? Oh yes, engineering consul
tants, and Department of Environ
mental Quality staff with help 
from our Citizens Advisory 
Committee. have winnowed down 
142 possible sites to just 3. 

We announced those on 
October 7th. They· re the ones 
we' ll now study through next 
spring, picking the finalist during 
summer. 1987. 

Remember our groundrules? 
(A) There is110 ··perfect site"; (B) 
the best landfill sites are naturally 
sound environmentally ... not too 
steep, with minimum potential to 
affect drinking water, wi ldlife. or 
people. That's what we have, three 
good sites. 

Now wh11t? 

"Mitigation"= "Protection" 

All the time we'll be studying 
every fo9t of these three nominated 
sites we'll also be holding public 
meetings to help us prepare "miti
gation plans·· -a formal way of 
saying ''neighborhood protection 
plans". Plans to minimize noise, 
odor, traffic and visual impacts. 

The protection plan we adopt 
will become. in effect, law; part of 
the operating permit we'll grant to 
Metro to run the finally-chosen 
landfill. · 

Construction Means 
Safeguards 

After our Environmental 
Quality Commission has picked a 
final site. the Metropolitan Service 
District (under our continuously
monitored permit) will acquire the 
land, prepare it, plant buffer 
strips. install linings to protect 
groundwater and gas collection 
systems to control odor. 

Now it's roughly July, 1990. 
The landfill's ready to accept 
waste. How will it work? 

Transfer Station Role 

Your refuse haulers will dump 
waste at one of three "transfer 
stations .. - intermediate stops, one 
each in Clackamas, Multnomah. 

and Washington counties. Some of 
the waste may go to an incineration 
plant or composting facility now 
being considered by Metro. From 
there. large transfer trucks, which 
keep garbage completely enclosed, 
wi ll move material to the new 
landfill. 

Small "Working Face" 

Dumping at the new landfill 
wi ll be limited to one small area at 
a time ... only I to 5 acres will 
receive waste. After a certain 
volume of garbage has been 
received, bulldozers spread it into 
thin layers, tractors compact it. 
then dozers cover it with a sanitary 
soil layer, dai ly. 

The size of our potential 
landfill sites-350 to 650 acres
may sound big. But , remember 
that much of that space is reserved 
for a visual buffer area. The rest of 
the landfill will be divided into 
•·cells" about 40 acres in size. 
When full. that "cell" is closed 
and dumping moves to another 
small tract. There is no open 
dump burning. 

Natural and man-made liners 
will protect groundwater. Uncon
taminated surface water will be 
diverted around the site by drains 
and conduits. Leaching water will 
be collected, then treated or dis
persed into sewer systems. Pipes 
inside the garbage will collect 
gases to control odors and pro
duce energy. 

Then, One Day, It's Full 

From the start we'll be 
planning its end ... computing 
precisely how much garbage the 
si.te can handle, what its final 
height and acreage will be. We'll 

specify what the final protective 
ground cover and plantings should 
be. and what 11e1v uses the land will 
be suitable for. 

- The Watchful Eye 
Remains Open 

But one doesn't simply walk 
away from a closed landfill. To 
keep it environmentally safe and 
useful in the future for other pur
poses. we'll prepare a monitoring 
plan . Metro engineers will have a 
system designed to alert them to 
any unusual fill activity calling for 
corrective measures ... leaching 
into groundwater. excessive odor, 
gas escape. 

We'll Cut Garbage In Half 

Pretend now the landfill is 
ready. Meantime. Metro and all 
tri-county cities over 4000 have 
recycl ing programs in place. So, 
togetber. we're putting about half 
of the 962,000 tons of waste we 
generate each year back into 
productive use. 

Much of what's left could 
go to a burning or composting 
facility, further reducing waste 
for our new landfill. 

We All Win 

As The Orego11ia11 editors 
wrote: "The 'losers· (thost! 
unhappy about the final site locale) 
will be winners, when the dump 
eventually will be filled. for DEQ 
is proposing to leave the site better 
than it found it. Some community 
may find itself with a new park ... 
or golf course, or some other 
community amenity.'· 

By accommodating our own 
waste sensibly, and by reducing its 
volume dramatically-as we can
all of us will be wi n.ners. 

Call About Briefings 

We'll be starting briefing 
meetings soon, to get your ideas 
on maximum protection for 
neighborhoods near a prospective 
landfill site. Please ask for our 
schedule by calling 229-5110. 

t Tim ltlf'JSDJl' is bruuglu to yo11 by thr Oregon Stntl' Drpar1mrm of £111·1ro11mt'mal Q11aUt.'~ w/ridr p11rchaud tlris 11rwspaprr spact.J 



A Trashy Story 
the fourth landfill report from DEQ 
(please call us with any questions: 229-5110) 

We've devoted three previous 
columns to whys and wherefores 
of the solid waste landfill we' ll s ite 
next year in our tri-county area. 

Today we' ll tell you , how, 
together, we can keep that landfill 
as environmentally inoffensive as 
possible. 

Many still think landfill 
engineers simply dig a nice big 
hole and start dumping garbage in 
it. Wrong . Before one truckfull of 
waste is deposited on its surface, 
our job is to make that fill com
patible with your neighbor-
hood's scenic values , with your 
vehicular and pedestrian traffic 
flow, with your residential density 
... in short, with your lifestyle. 

Enter-The 'NPP' 

That means our mutual 
challenge under Oregon law is to 
design Neighborhood Protection 
Plans for each of the three 
potential sites under consideration 
... Bacona Road in Washington 
County, and Wildwood and 
Ramsey Lake in Multnomah 
County . .. and to finish those 
NPPs by early spring. 

To be sure we have your 
suggestions, DEQ is hosting 
workshops near each site (phone 
229-5110 for the location closest to 
you) between November 17-20 and 
December 8-1 2. Additional work
shops will be held in February. 

What Is An 'NPP'? 

Our aim is to anticipate and 
solve problems arising from the 
fill's des ign, construction. 
operation , and even closure ... 
before those problems materialize. 

What , from engineering 
experience elsewhere and analysis 

of each site's individual character
istics, will be the possible impact 
from odors, safety or security 
risks, noise levels, dust , 
scavenging birds or animals? 

How can we minimize, or 
eliminate, potential damage to fish 
and wildlife habitat? How to best 
buffer the landfill from surrounding 
uses - roads, farms, forests , 
industrial , or residential 
neighbors? 

Plus paying detailed attention 
to flood history, surface and ground 
water quality, existing land uses. 
and historical or archeological 
resources requiring protection. 

How We'll Mitigate 

After identifying every 
conceivable site-specific problem, 
we must then list both problems 
and their solutions in our NPP. 
For example: 
• the way we' ll divert surface water 

during filling 
• the way we' ll vent , control , and 

dispose of landfill gas 
• the way we'll line the landfill to 

protect subsurface water purity 
• the way we' ll control wind

blown litter 
• the way truck traffic can inter

face safely with other vehicles 
• the way we'll finall y cover, seed, 

landscape, and close the fully 

utilized landfill 20 years or more 
from now. 

We Need Your Ideas 

Our consultants will be going 
over each of the 3 potential sites 
with , almost literally, a finetooth 
comb. But we still may not dis
cover everything about each site 
that you already know. 

So please come to one of our 
workshops. Pitch-in with your 
views and facts about potential 
problems and how you want them 
solved. 

Here's Our Timetable 

We' ll work first to com
plete Neighborhood Protection 
Plans for the 3 potential sites . In 
part , our policymaking body, the 
Environmental Quality 
Commission , will base its final 
site choice upon the merits or 
demerits of each NPP. We want 
our draf t NPPs finished by next 
March. We need your input to 
prepare these drafts . Then it 
will be your time to review the 
report and te ll your views to the 
Environmental Quality 
Commission at public hearings in 
April. 

When Construction Begins 

Ultimately, this f inally
approved NPP will become part of 
the EQC's formal order, to be 
issued by July I, 1987, designating 
the new landfill site officially. 

When the landfill opens in 
1990-91 , the reassuring thought is 
that you ' ll know, from day-one of 
that operation, that your quality of 
life is being protected, by a plan 
you helped create. 
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A Trashy Story 
the fifth landfill report from DEQ 
(please call us with any questions: 229-5110) 

While we've been explai ning 
the reason for a new sol id waste 
landfill these past six months. a lot 
of you have kept saying ··But can't 
you do something else with it?" 
(the 755.000 tons of garbage we 
toss away yearly). 

So it's time to go back to 
basics. 

Realistically, there are just 
four things you can do with 
755.000 tons of junk, aside from 
jetting it to Venus. shipping it to 
Zanzibar, or letting it stack-up in 
the streets. a la Philadelphia and 
New York . 

The Menu 

One: re-use every th ing you 
can, by recyc ling it. for new glass, 
new metal. new. paper and 
cardboard. 

Two: compost it. if you can 
accommodate a hundred thousand 
tons . 

Three: burn what's burnable, 
to make saleable steam or 
electricity. 

Four: dump what's left; the 
unbumable, plus ash and cinders
in a well-chosen, well- tended 
landfill. 

'To Burn or Not to Burn?' 

A lot of folks insist burning 
alone would take care of the whole 
garbage problem. Unhappily, not so. 

It is one "alternative 
technology" which the 1985 
Oregon Legislature told Metro to 
look into. You can burn to create 
energy (steam, electricity): you 
can convert waste into high-heat 
fuel for industrial boilers, or you 

can tum it into a soil additive 
through composting. 

But burning by itself does not 
completely dispose of the waste 
mass. 

Not a Popularity Contest 

And our tri-count ies are 
apparently as sensitive about siting 
a huge incinerator as a landfi ll. 
Clackamas County residents 
passed six ballot measures in 1982 
prohibiting a proposed Oregon 
City garbage burner. Marion 
County. however. built and 
operates a large burner only a 
few miles north of Salem. 

Right now Metro is s tudying 
proposals from six engineering 
vendors to use "alternative 
technologies" to cut down our 
huge pile of waste. and Portland 
proper is fine-tuning a recycling 
program. 

By next summer. most tri
county residents should have 
curbside pickup service available 
from their haulers-of recyclable 
newspaper. glass. metal. 
cardboard. 

The Irreducible Minimum 
Remains 

In time. then, our area may 
have a large garbage incinerator. 
may compost. may generate 
saleable steam. electricity, and/or 
gas from its waste. But even after 
all those applications (assuming 
we can afford them). there' ll st ill 
be stuff left to bury. 

Metals and broken china that 
don't vaporize at 1800-2500°: 
concrete. steel. rocky or exca
vation debris. This irreducible 
minimum-if we burned, say. 
600.000 tons of nonrecyclable 
garbage a year-would total 
120 .000 tons ... just of cinder 
and ash. And the contaminents left 
in garbage ash call for fullscale 
protective measures to defend and 
maintain surface and groundwater 
4uality. 

Best Site + Protection Plan 
=Goal 

That's why we're doing what 
we're doing. With your help. 
Picking the best possible landfill 
site. Planning to protect you and 
it with the best conceivable 
Neighborhood Protection Plan . 
And engineering it to last well into 
the 21st century before a successor 
has to be sought. 

DEQ favors Port land and 
Metro steps to reduce garbage 
volume with various new 
technologies. Meantime, your 
garbage keeps pouring in. must be 
disposed of. and demands that a 
new landfi ll open its gates no later 
than 3-4 years from now. We shall 
be ready with one. 
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INFORMATIONAL 
BULLETIN 

LANDFILL SITING UPDATE 

THREE POTENTIAL SOLID WASTE LANDFILL SITES UNDE;R STUDY 

In October 1986, the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) announced three 
potential landfill sites to serve the tri-county area after St . Johns Landfill 
closes in 1991. The sites are: 

Ramsey Lake in North Portland's Rivergate Industrial District across 
the Columbia Slough from the existing St. Johns landfill; 

Bacona Road in northern Washington County, about 35 miles west of 
downtown Portland near the Buxton Lookout on Green Mountain; and 

Wildwood in northwest Multnomah County, about 15 miles from downtown 
Portland, across from Sauvie Island on the eastern flank of the 
Tualatin Mountains . 

WHAT IS A DRAFT SITE FEASIBILITY REPORT? 

The Department of Environmental Quality siting process is following a 1985 
legislative mandate outlined in Senate Bill 662 . That bill requires the 
Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) to select the future tri - county 
landfill site by July I, 1987. The EQC is a five member policy making 
board, appointed by the Governor for a four year term. 

To assist the Commission in making the final landfill selection, a draft 
site feasibility report will be prepared for each site. These reports will 
include the results of DEQ1s detailed site investigations conducted between 
October 1986 and February 1987. Each feasibility report will focus on 
three topics: I) the technical feasibility of developing the site as a 
landfill; 2) a Neighborhood Protection Plan that will identity effects the 
landfill would have on the nearby community and how undesirable effects can 
be minimized; and 3) the cost of the site to acquire, develop, and operate 
as a landfill. A draft of each site's feasibility report will be available 
for public review in March 1987. The Commission will hold public hearings 
to hear your comments on the reports in Apri I 1987. 

COMMUNITY OPEN HOUSE 

The DEQ invites you to an open house for your site in February. An open 
house is an informal way to share information about the site's Neighborhood 
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Protection Plan --from identifying potential problems resulting from 
landfill use to discussing the range of measures available to safeguard 
both site and community from these prob I ems. There wi II be displays and 
written materials outliningtfie protective measures being considered by 
DEQ. Department staff and its technical consultants wi 11 be avai table to 
discuss the site and answer questions. 

An open house is ~ a public hearing . You are invited to attend at any 
time during the three hour gatherings . 

COMMUNITY OPEN HOUSE DA TES 

Wildwood 
February 4, 6-9 p.m. 

Scappoose High School 
High School Way 
Scappoose, OR 

Ramsey Lake 
February 10, 6-9 p.m. 

St. Johns Community Center 
8427 North Central 
Portland, OR 

Bacona Road 
February 12, .6-9 p.m. 

Buxton Elementary School 
Fisher Road 
Buxton, OR 

PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT SITE FEASIBILITY REPORTS 

A summary of the draft site feasibility report will be available and mailed 
to you in early March 1987. Your comments on the reports may be presented 
at the April hearings or in writing to the DEQ . 

The complete draft feasibility reports will be available for review by mid
March at the following locations: 

St . Johns Branch, Multnomah County Library, 7510 N. Charleston, 
Portland; Banks Community Library, 450 Main, Banks; Vernonia Public 
Library, 919 Bridge, Vernonia; Scappoose Public Library, 52497 S. E. 
2nd Street, Scappoose; and DEQ, (8th floor) 811 S. W. Sixth, Portland . 

APRIL PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Public hearings will be held in April by the Environmental Quality 
Commission to receive review comments on the draft feasibility reports . 
There wi 11 be one hearing for each site . The dates and locations of the 
hearings will be included in the summary report you will receive in March . 
The hearing dates will be advertised at the February open houses and mailed 
to DEQ's siting mailing list. 



FINAL SITE SELECTION 

Following its April public hearings, the Commission will evaluate each site 
for suitability as a regional landfill. The EQC must select a site, or 
sites, by July 1987 . The final selection will be made from the three 
potential sites identified in this newsletter. 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

We urge you to attend a February open house. If you are unable to attend, 
please use our request form below to obtain more information . 

If you have questions about the program or would like to schedule a DEQ 
speaker for group presentations, please call the Landfill Siting 
Hotline --- 229-5110. If your call is· long distance, please leave a 
message on the toll-free number ( 1-800-452-401 1) and we will return your 
call as soon as possible. 

---
---

---

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
CUP-AND- MAIL 

Add my name to DEQ's 
Landfill Siting Mailing List ---

Executive Summary (Oct. 86): 
Selection of 3 Potential Sites 
for Feasibility Analysis 

Site Information Packet (Oct. 86): 
(rating sheets explaining 
each site's criteria rating) 

PLEASE PRINT: 

DEQ Landfill Siting 
Criteria Report 

Other: 

Zip: 
~----~------~-------- -------------

MAIL TO: DEQ, Landfill Siting Program, 811 S. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, OR 97204 



TRASHY TALK 

Each of us throws out about 4.5 pounds of trash each day -- which adds up to 
about one million tons in the Portland Tri - County area annually . It's a problem 
that we need everyone's help to solve. 

A new landfill is only a part of the solution. 
The Metropolitan Service District and your 
local government are working to recycle waste 
to reduce the amount that must be buried . Each 
of us can help by reducing the amount of 
garbage that we thr ow "away", because there 
is no magical "away". Garbage wi II always have 
to go somewhere and that somewhere is going 
to be near someone. So • . • • get involved in 
our siting program and also in reducing and 
recycling your own garbage . 

Department of 
Environmental 
Quality 
811 S. W. Sixth Avenue 
Portland, OR 97204 

January I ';J'd7 
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bee: Carol Splettstaszer 

Department of Environmental Quality 
VICTOR ATIYEH 

GOVERNOR 1244 WALNUT STREET, EUGENE, OREGON 97403 PHONE (503) 686-7837 

DEQ..E1 

Howard Baker 
39409 Crawfordsville Dr. 
Sweet Home, OR 97386 

Dear Mr. Baker: 

January 5, 1987 

I'm responding to your comments on field burning presented in the public forum at 
the Environmental Quality Commission meeting on December 12, 1986. 

You indicated you never received a reply to a letter you sent to this office 
inquiring about the content of field burning smoke particulate and the public 
health implications. 

I have reviewed our records for 1986 and have not found any letter from you on 
file. I did find ~ letter (undated) received at our Salem office on August 8, 
1985 complaining about heavy smoke between Halsey and Brownsville on an unspeci
fied day. A response to that letter was promptly sent. 

I want you to know that we make every effort to respond to questions from the 
public as promptly as we can. 

With regard to your question, a little is known about the physico-chemical 
characteristics of field burning smoke. I've enclosed a fact sheet containing 
information developed through research and monitoring over a period of several 
years. I've also enclosed an excerpt from our 1986 annual field burning report 
which describes our efforts to date to assess the health effects of burning. 

While it is clear that many people are bothered by smoke,-quantifying the health 
effects or risks of environmental pollutants is a costly and difficult task. 
Field burning smoke is particularly difficult to evaluate because of its local
ized and intermittent (short-term) characterisitics. There has been very little 
study of this source at the federal level or by other states from which to draw 
information. · 

Nonetheless, we are currently conducting an analysis of the smoke from field and 
_slash burning. Advancements in analytical techniques have made it feasible to 
measure a number of new chemical constituents associated with smoke in order to 
supplement what we already know. In addition, we will be evaluating any herbi
cide-related emissions which would be of particular health concern. An indepen
dent contractor will be assessing health risks based on this and other available 
information. A preliminary report is expected in March. 

SKO:pd 

Sincerely, 

Sean K. O'Connell, Manager 
Fie°ld Burning Program 
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•. JsTATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Fred Hansen DATE' January 15, 1987 

Tom Bis~ 

sueJEcT, AQ - Proposed Field Burning Rule Changes and 
Program Improvements 

e 1.12s.13e7 

The attached letter and summary of proposals was sent to the Smoke 
Management Committee in December. It was sent with the intent of 
serving as a proposal for the Committee's review and our interest in 
considering any recommendation they might suggest. We plan to review 
this with you on February 3, 1987. 

We a re sensitive to the possibility that the proposal concerning pro~ 
paning could be taken as a strong step to tighten control on this 
alternative. Some may comment that thi.s represents unreasonable over
regulation; to the point that it isn't a viable alternative. Our point, 
very simply, is that problems with propaning are growing, they need to 
be corrected, and if Department or industry initiative isn't taken to 
prevent these problems, somebody else is going to dictate unreasonable 
changes. Our intent is to solve this ourselves. I do not believe the 
industry would argue that problems do not exist. Last season they 
recognized the problem and sent out a mid-season letter asking for 
cooperation. 

The stack burning issue has some SIP/EPA implications which Sean is 
trying to clarify. By our February 3 meeting we should have a better 
understanding which hopefully allows us to define where we can go with 
this issue. 

The above represents the most signifi.cailll issues, however, we will be 
prepared to discuss the other items at our meeting with you. 

TB: dj 

Attachment 
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bee: 

Department of Environmental Quality 
VICTOR ATIYEH 

""'"'""" 
1244 WALNUT STREET, EUGENE, OREGON 97403 PHONE (503) 686-7837 

December 12, 1986 

Joe Jacobs, Chairperson 
Seed Council Smoke Management Committee 
Box 238 
Tangent, OR 97389 

Dear Joe: 

Tom Bispham 

I've enclosed for discussion purposes the Department's eroposed rule changes and 
program improvements for the next field burning season. Most of the regulatory 
changes we're tentatively recommending here don't directly deal with field 
burning at all, but instead deal with the related issues and problems of propane 
flaming, stack burning and preparatory burning. 

This is not to say that smoke management doesn't have problems. Improved 
communications and consolidation of fire districts is needed. We're also 
concerned with the continued problem of residents in the outlying areas of the 
Valley experiencing a disproportionate share of the smoke. Residents in these 
areas have made the Environmental Quality Commission aware of their health 
concerns, and the Commission is becoming increasingly sensitive to this. And 
while we are not now proposing any major regulatory changes, I think that the 
industry and the Department should seriously discuss and consider Valley-wide 
performance standards, reduced burning of annuals and cereals, and any other 
options we have that would significantly reduce smoke impacts in the Valley. 
These issues are certain to be raised in the future. 

With regard to the proposed rule changes, propane f.laming has been a growing 
concern to us for several years. In 1984, we agreed to withdraw a proposed rule 
that would have allowed us to prohibit smoky propane operations on a case-by-case 
basis. Last year, at the industry's urging, we agreed to a voluntary approach in 
which a set of guidelines were developed and circulated to growers. While many 
growers have diligently tried to comply with these guidelines, the use of 
propaning and the associated problems continue to increase and, in our opinion, 
the regulations clearly need to be refined. We're proposing that several of the 
criteria listed in those guidelines be adopted as rule. We also propose that 
acreage to be propaned first be registered in the usual manner, requiring the $1 
per acre fee. This is to ensure that propaners pay their fair share of the costs 
of permitting (fire districts) and regulation (DEQ). 

With regard to stack burning, we've been satisfied with the temporary approach of 
allowing straw stacks or bales to be burned under 4th priority status. While we 
are still awaiting results of this summer's testing of smoke emissions from stack 
burns, we believe only minimal restrictions are necessary at this time. 

DEQ-E1 



Preparatory burning proved to be a valuable activity this year when closely 
managed. With some limits, a special exemption for preparatory burning is 
proposed. A strict reading of the present rules (humidity restrictions) would 
not allow preparatory burning during the morning hours when it is best suited. 

Finally, we have concerns about burning fields in which some of the straw has 
been removed. These fields tend to burn slowly and with poor plume rise which 
inevitably reduces the overall rate of burning. Another problem with a similar 
result is when growers try to burn with inadequate lighting or fire control 
capabilities, thereby slowing their neighbors. While everyone should have a 
reasonable opportunity to burn their share of the acres, it is also our policy to 
maximize burning under the best weather conditions and it is clear that grower 
response time and burning capabilities in some areas are impeding that effort. 

In closing, we believe the proposed rule changes are reasonable and necessary to 
address current problems without unduly discouraging useful practices such as 
propane flaming, stack burning, and preparatory burning. We urge your considera
tion and endorsement of these proposals. I would hope to meet with the Smoke 
Management Committee after the first of the year to discuss these items. We must 
have our final proposals drafted by the first week of February in order to comply 
with the Environmental Quality Commission's meeting schedule. 

SKO:pd 

cc: Dave Nelson 
Duane Hofer 
John Duerst 
Howard Mader 

Sincerely, 

4-~'-kO~ 
Sean K. O'Connell, Manager 
Field Burning Program 



This is a list of DEQ proposed rule changes and program improvements for 1987. 

PROPOSED RULE CHANGES: 

1. Propane Flaming (PF) 

Problem: Propane flaming (PF) activity has increased dramatically in the past 2 
years due in part to the straw export market and minimal DEQ regulation. Nearby 
and downwind smoke impacts occur fairly frequently. Problems are attributed to 
the sheer number and density of PF, incomplete field preparation or excessive 
regrowth, improper operation (too fast, allowing fire to run), and meteorological 
factors (air stagnation, seabreeze) . 

Facts: Interpretation of the DEQ grower survey in June suggests that up to 
one-third of the growers use propaning and about 30-60,000 acres are treated at 
an average cost of $16 per acre (excl. straw removal costs). An OSU study 
estimated costs at $12 per acre. At least 70 complaints against PF were received 
this summer. At least 6 light intrusions from PF were measured in cities. PF 
curtailment "advisories" were issued by DEQ on 5 days with apparently good 
compliance. The majority of PF acreage is probably registered for FB although no 
records are available on this. Most of the removed straw is probably sold or 
used (not burned). Some fire districts require permits or notification, others 
don't. The Seed Council survey on stack burning gave similar estimates of 
propaning activity. Most respondents said they plan to increase their use of PF. 

Needs: Awaiting results of emission/impact tests by OMNI. 

Rule Changes: 

1. Set basic criteria for flamers (e.g., must have deflector shield of minimum 
size). 

2. Require propaned acreage to be registered ($1 per acre) with other fields. 
3. DEQ to issue daily propaning authorizations (allowed or prohibited) based on 

meteorological forecast criteria. Propaning will be.prohibited on stagnant 
air days or when pollutant build-up is excessive. 

4. Restrict propaning hours to 9 am - 6 pm. 
5. Methods: maximum speed limit 5 mph (unless previously burned) 

require overlapping strips, beginning on downwind side 
require regrowth exceeding 6" be clipped and removed 

6. All other current requirements for field preparation, fire permit, no open 
flames, etc., will remain in effect. 

These rule changes would primarily address the problem operators: those that go 
too fast, skip passes, allow the fire to run, try to flame fields with excessive 
regrowth, and continue to PF under adverse meteorological conditions. The 
registration requirement will ensure that payments to districts will not decline 
as acreage shifts from open burning to PF. Monitoring PF will continue to use 
DEQ and district resources. Also, acreage to be PF will be mapped along with 
other fields so district agents can be aware of field location and owner. 
DEQ's daily authorizations are intended to prohibit PF only under strong persis
tent inversions when particulate levels are very high (nephelometer readings 
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above 1.0 - 1.5). This will probably affect 10 percent of the days or less. 
These rules do not require DEQ permits for PF nor do they intensively regulate 
the times, places-and amounts of PF as is the case for field burning (except on a 
daily and Valley-wide "burn/no-burn" basis, similar to the way 4th priority ag 
burning is regulated). 

2. Stack Burning (SB) 

Problem: Increases in propane flaming (PF) and general restrictions on field 
burning have increased the need for disposing of baled straw by open burning. 
Allowing stack burning (SB) would result in a potential overall increase in 
emissions from grass seed residue because regulations do not now exempt SB from 
FB requirements (Attorney General opinion). DEQ has temporarily been allowing SB 
on 4th class burn days but a permanent regulatory strategy not resulting in a net 
increase in emissions is needed. This is important because federal EPA approval 
is required and will be difficult to attain if the regulatory changes relax 
control of overall emissions. 

Facts: SB appears to burn cleanly when not too wet. Few complaints against SB 
are received except from neighbors or when stacks are burned with a field burn 
(not allowed). Seed Council survey had a somewhat low response rate but suggests 
that stack burning may not be very prevalent, although propane flaming is used by 
most of the respondents who burn stacks. 

Needs: Awaiting emission tests taken this summer by OMNI. 

Rule Changes: 

1. Set basic criteria for stacks (size, density, moisture) and lighting method 
if OMNI data shows these factors important to emissions. 

2. Declare stack burning an approved alternative to field burning. 
3. Allow stack burning on 4th class burn days, with fire permit, as has been 

allowed on a temporary basis the past two years. 
4. No DEQ registration, permit, or fees to be required. 

These loose controls are predicated on adoption of tighter controls on propane 
flaming to offset overall increases in emissions. EPA may view this as a 
relaxation of emission controls, requiring technical justification to the 
contrary. 

3. Preparatory Burning 

Problem: Preparatory burning of small areas (around bldgs., etc) has been 
encouraged and allowed in the mornings on problem fields so that rapid ignition 
can be employed when FB is later allowed. Few smoke problems or complaints were 
noted. Prep burning does appear to improve smoke management, however, techni
cally it's not exempt from rules restricting burning under high humidity and 
poor ventilation index (typical during the morning when prep burning is allowed). 
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Facts: About 100 preparatory burns were allowed in 1986 on 22 days and experi
'ence indicates this was very helpful in speeding up regular burns and reducing 
ground smoke. DEQ authorizes each prep burn from a master list, developed when 
fields are phoned in by permit agents. Decisions are made based on meteorology 
and burns are generally allowed at 9-11 am, 1-3 acres in size, and burned by 
backfiring only. 

Needs: None. 

Rule Changes: 

1. Re-define preparatory burning to include 5 acre limit (or as otherwise 
~ specified by DEQ) and backfiring requirement. 

2. Exempt preparatory burning from ventilation index and humidity limits 
applicable to field burning (i.e., treat same as "experimental burning"). 

These changes should correct current rules which unduly restrict preparatory 
burning. EPA may view this as a relaxation of continuous emission controls 
(humidity exemption), requiring technical justification to the contrary, but the 
size restrictions may be sufficient to offset those concerns. 

4. Field Condition and Grower Lighting/Extinguishing Capabilities 

Problem: There is a trend toward "gleaning" or removing part of the straw .load 
from fields to either sell the straw or reduce crop burn-out, resulting in slow 
burns and low-energy ground smoke. Also a few growers chop straw off the combine 
or leave it in windrows rather than using straw spreaders, resulting in poor 
burns. Also, some growers lack equipment necessary to extinguish or control 
their fires or to burn at a reasonable rate. These can result in problem burns, 
too much ground smoke, and inefficient utilization of burn opportunities. 

Facts: No information available on extent of partial straw removal followed by 
burning. DEQ 'BS grower survey indicates half of respondents have only 1 
lighting vehicle (actual number of torches may be higher) and 20% have less than 
500 gal water capacity. 

Needs: Information on extent of partial straw removal and agronomic effects if 
these fields were not allowed to be burned. 

Rule Changes: 

1. Add general requirement that fields be in good burnable condition including 
sufficient amount, condition, and distribution of residue to allow acceptable 
rate of burn and plume rise. 

2 •. Add general requirement that growers have sufficient lighting (recommended 
minimum 2 igniters) and extinguishing (recommended minimum 500 gal water 
capacity) capabilities to expedite burning. 

These rules are intended to be non-specific but should shore-up some weaknesses 
and inequitability in the program by urging problem growers to improve their 
capabilities. Perhaps a policy that fields without a full straw load be burned 
only under general quota releases should be considered. 
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5. Miscellaneous Rule Changes 

1. Re-define "Field Reference Code" to include crop type designation for 
perennial types (i.e., bluegrass, bentgrass, etc.). 

2. Re-define "Fluffing" to specify what does and doesn't constitute adequate 
equipment/treatment (e.g., no harrowing, chains, etc.). 

3. Clarify "Grower Allocation" definition to reflect straight percentage (100%) 
which is now used. 

4. Clarify monitoring requirement specifying need to have a radio receiver 
in the field. 

5. Clarify Director's authority to consider and incorporate into civil penalties 
any required fees that were avoided by the violation (e.g., burn fees if 
field was burned without a permit). 

6. Rules should reference OAR 340-26-047 Section 5.2 (Visibility Protection 
. Plan for Class I Areas) which are the new visibility regulations. 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENTS: 

1. Consolidate Fire Districts 

This is needed to improve efficiency and performance at the district level in 
many areas of the North Valley. Small districts receive inadequate compensation 
to give the attention necessary to do the job right. In several districts, 
agents can't be found when burning is opened up or are slow to issue permits or 
are unaware or insensitive to the basic rules, procedures, and objectives of the 
program. Many of the problems of communication, inequity and inefficiency can be 
improved with a shift toward fewer permit agents. Some suggestions for consoli
dation are: 

Combine: 
Move: 
Combine: 
Combine: 
Move.: 
Move: 

McMinnville, Carlton, Yamhill, Dayton 
Spring Valley to Marion #1/Salem 
Aurora, Canby, Molalla 
Mt. Angel, Monitor 
Aumsville to Turner 
Lyons to Stayton 

These improvements will not work without active Seed Council and grower support. 
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2. Improve Conununication 

Direct radio conununications should be extended to nearly all agents within the 
Valley, which will be more feasible by consolidating districts. This speeds 
information to the agent for more efficient response to burn opportunities and 
opens up much needed dialogue between DEQ/Skywatch and the agent. 

Toward this end, a professional conununication system analysis is in order to 
review what equipment is available and appropriate.for enhancing conununications 
at 3 levels: Valley-wide.broadcasts, conununication between management team only, 
and conununication between the local agent and the grower. The current radio 
system is at the end of its useful life and further expenditures on it are 
probably not warranted. 

3. Miscellaneous 

1. Evening "rapid ignition" burning needs refinements to eliminate problem 
burns and the better match number of burns to the conditions. 

2. Weekend burning forecast procedure for visibility regulations will need 
to be worked out in detail. Complete involvement and coordination with 
DEQ and Forestry is essential. 

3. Correct problems of collecting weather data and satellite pictures. 
4. Discuss and prioritize modifications to the met/neph network. 
5. Discuss and make changes to releases (modified charlie for Linn Co.) and 

~(e.g., split Polk-Yamhill zone 1, Marion zone 3). 

-s-
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Department of Environmental Quality 

522 S.W. FIFTH AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE' (503) 229-5696 

Neil Goldschmidt 
Governor January 20, 1987 

• 

DEQ-1A (2-86) 

Representative Nancy Rust, Chair 
House Environmental Affairs Committee 
Washington State Legislature 
State Capitol 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

Dear Representative Rust: 

We are writing to strongly support the 1987 wood stove legislation as 
drafted in House Bill 16. 

Enabling legislation is essential to effectively reduce emissions from 
residential woodheating appliances. We believe a multi-pronged approach as 
outlined in this bill is the most practical way of dealing with both the 
long term and short term impacts from residential woodheating. 

We strongly advocate adoption of DEQ/EPA compatible emission performance 
standards for new woodstoves to become effective July 1, 1988. A statewide 
program would also benefit Oregon's Woodstove Certification Program in that 
uncertified woodstoves are currently being sold to Oregon residents at 
several border areas in and near Vancouver and Walla Walla, Washington, 
delaying and diluting to some extent, the effectiveness of appliance 
conversion in Oregon to cleaner burning woodheaters. 

We are also aware of some Oregon woodstove retailers who are wholesaling 
older, uncertified woodheaters to Washington retailers since they are now 
unable to market them in Oregon. The sooner emission standards are put 
into effect, the sooner "dumping" of cheaper dirty burning units will cease 
in Washington. 

We urge inclusion of the following provisions in your statute adoption: 

1. Curtailment authority - voluntary programs have not been successful, 
therefore, mandatory programs may be the most effective short term 
solution to airshed episode control. We believe woodheating 
curtailment programs will become a crucial control strategy to meet 
the new Federal PM-10 compliance requirements. 

2. Opacity and fuel standards - these will help lessen the nuisance 
conditions frequently found in neighborhood "downwash" situations. 

3. Surcharge on new stove sales - this will help finance necessary 
educational support programs. 



Representative Nancy Rust, Chair 
January 20, 1987 
Page 2 

And finally, we support adopting these measures as part of the State of 
Washington's Clean Air Act to provide adequate authority to the State's 
local air pollution control agencies.' 

FH:d 
AD126 

Sincerely, 

Fred Hansen 
Director 
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Department of Environmental Quality 

522 S.W. FIFTH AVENUE, BOX 1160, PORTLANO, OREGON 97207 PHONE' (503) 229-5696 

Neil Goldschmidt 
Governor 

• 

DEQ-lA (2-86) 

Senator Phil Talmadge 
Senate Parks and Ecology Committee 
Washington State Legislature 
State Capitol 
Olympia, Washington 98504 

Dear Senator Talmadge: 

January 20, 1987 

We are writing to strongly support the 1987 wood stove legislation as 
dra£ted in House Bill 16. 

Enabling legislation is essential to effectively reduce emissions from 
residential woodheating appliances. We believe a multi-pronged approach as 
outlined in this bill is the most practical way of dealing with both the 
long term and short term impacts from residential woodheating. 

We strongly advocate adoption of DEQ/EPA compatible emission performance 
standards for new woodstoves to become effective July 1, 1988. A statewide 
program would also benefit Oregon's Woodstove Certification Program in that 
uncertified woodstoves are currently being sold to Oregon residents at 
several border areas in and near Vancouver and Walla Walla, Washington, 
delaying and diluting to some extent, the effectiveness of appliance 
conversion in Oregon to cleaner burning woodheaters. 

We are also aware of some Oregon woodstove retailers who are wholesaling 
older, uncertified woodheaters to Washington retailers since they are now 
unable to market them in Oregon. The sooner emission standards are put 
into effect, the sooner "dumping" of cheaper dirty burning units will cease 
in Washington. 

We urge inclusion of the following provisions in your statute adoption: 

1. Curtailment authority - voluntary programs have not been successful, 
therefore, mandatory programs may be the most effective short term 
solution to airshed episode control. We believe woodheating 
curtailment programs will become a crucial control strategy to meet 
the new Federal PM-10 compliance requirements. 

2. Opacity and fuel standards - these will help lessen the nuisance 
conditions frequently found in neighborheod "downwash" situations. 

3. Surcharge on new stove sales - this will help finance necessary 
educational support programs. 



Senator Phil Talmadge 
January 20, 1987 
Page 2 

And finally, we support adopting these measures as part of the State of 
Washington's Clean Air Act to provide adequate authority to the State's 
local air pollution control agencies. 

FH:d 
AD126 

Sincerely, 

Fred Hansen 
Director 



FINAL DRAFT 12/86 

1987 WOOD STOVE LEGISLATION 

AN ACT Relating to wood stoves; adding new sections to 

chapter 70.94 RCW; creating a new section; and repealing RCW 

70.94.770. 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON: 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 1. In the interest of the public health 

and welfare and in keeping with the objectives of RCW 

70.94.011, the legislature declares it to be the public policy 

of the state to control, reduce, and prevent air pollution 

caused by wood stove emissions. The legislature further 

declares it to be the public policy of the state to reduce 

wood stove emissions by encouraging the department of ecology 

to continue efforts to educate the public about the effects of 

wood stove emissions, other heating alternatives, and the 

desirability of achieving better emission performance and 

heating efficiency from wood stoves. 

NEW SECTION. Sec.2. Unless the context 

otherwise, the definitions in this section 

sections 2 through 10 of this act. 

clearly requires 

apply throughout 

(1) "Department" means the department of ecology. 
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(2) ''Wood stove'' means a solid fuel burning device other 

than a fireplace, including any fireplace insert, wood stove, 

wood burning heater, wood stick boiler, coal-fired furnace, 

coal stove, or similar device burning any solid fuel used for 

aesthetic or space-heating purposes in a private residence or 

commercial establishment, which has a heat input less than one 

million British thermal units per hour. 

( 3) "Fireplace" means any permanently installed masonry 

or factory-built metal appliance for burning solid fuel, 

designed with an open combustion chamber and without features 

to allow control of the combustion rate. 

(4) "New wood stove" means a wood stove that has not been 

(a) sold at retail, bargained, exchanged, 

had its ownership transferred from the 

acquired the wood stove from the 

given away, or has 

person who first 

manufacturer, the 

manufacturer's dealer or agency, or a retailer, and (b) has 

not been so used to have become what is commonly known as 

"second hand" within the ordinary meaning of that term. 

(5) "Solid fuel burning device" means any device for 

burning wood, coal, or any other non-gaseous and non-liquid 

fuel, including a wood stove and fireplace. 

NEW SECTION. 

establish a 

public about: 

Sec.3. The department 

program to educate wood stove 

of ecology shall 

dealers and the 

(1) The effects of wood stove emissions on health and air 

quality; 

2 



( 2) How to achieve better efficiency and emission 

performance from wood stoves; 

( 3) Wood stoves that have been approved by the 

department; 

(4) The benefits of replacing inefficient wood stoves 

with stoves approved according to section 4 or of retrofitting 

inefficient wood stoves with emission control devices. 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 4. Before January 1, 1988, the department 

of ecology shall establish by rule: 

(1) Emission performance standards for new wood stoves. In 

developing the rules, the department shall consider 

regulations adopted by the federal government and other 

states. Emission standards, testing procedures, calculation 

and reporting methods, and labeling requirements should be 

compatible with federal regulation, as far as is practical, 

remaining consistent with the department's objectives of 

protecting human health and preventing injury to life and 

property from air pollution. 

(2) A program to: (a) Determine whether a wood stove 

complies with the emission performance standards established 

in subsection (1) of this section; and (b) approve the sale of 

stoves that comply with the emission performance standards; 

(3) Reasonable opacity limitation for residential solid 

fuel burning devices, including fireplaces, and provisions for 

its enforcement. The limitation shall not be more stringent 

than the state-wide requirement for industrial 

3 
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points. Opacity shall be determined by a certified smoke 

reader, according to the method established by the department 

of ecology; 

(4) Procedures for the designation, announcement, and 
oo-

enf orcement of residential,burning days, in concert with the 

air pollution episode procedures established through RCW 

70.94.715. Such procedures shall include voluntary 

curtailment of residential burning in devices which do not 

meet the emission performance standards established in 

paragraph (1) of this section, during periods of meteorologic 

conditions which are conducive to high ambient wood smoke 

levels, and mandatory curtailment of residential wood burning 

during forecast, alert, warning, and emergency conditions as 

defined in RCW 70.94.715. Residences which have no adequate 

source of heat except through the burning of wood shall be 

exempted from curtailment provisions. 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 5. After July 1, 1988, no person shall 

advertise to sell, offer to sell, or sell a new wood stove in 

this state unless the wood stove has been approved by the 

department under the program established under section 4 of 

this act. 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 6. If, after July 1, 1988, a person who 

advertises to sell, offers to sell, or sells a new wood stove 

in this state in violation of section 5 of this act shall be 

subject to the penalties and enforcement actions provided in 

4 



RCW 70.94.425, RCW 70.94.430, 70.94.431, and 70.94.435. 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 7. The department shall establish a fund 

for the public education program on wood burning defined in 

Section 3 of this act. The department, with the advice of the 

advisory committee, shall set a flat fee for each solid fuel 

burning device sold at retail after January 1, 1988, excluding 

masonry fireplaces. The fee may be adjusted according to the 

Consumer Price Index. The fee will be collected by the 

department of revenue. 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 8. The department shall establish an 

advisory committee to participate in the development of wood 

stove regulations, the design and implementation of the public 

education program specified in Section 3, and in establishing 

the fee and budget for the public education program. This 

committee shall include, but not be limited to, 

representatives of the wood heating industry, environmental 

groups, concerned citizens, the chimney cleaning industry, and 

affected government agencies. 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 9. A person shall not cause or allow to be 

burned the following materials in any residential solid fuel 

burning device: 

( 1) Garbage; 

(2) Treated wood; 

( 3) Plastics; 

5 



(4) Rubber products; 

(5) Animals; 

(6) Asphaltic products; 

(7) Waste petroleum products: 

(8) Paints; or 

(9) Any substance, other than properly seasoned fuel 

wood, which normally emits dense smoke or obnoxious odors. 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 10. Coal shall not be burned in any 

residential solid fuel burning device, unless such device is a 

coal-fired furnace, is not designed for manual fueling, is the 

sole source of heat in a residence or commercial 

establishment, and was installed prior to July 1, 1987. 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 11. Section 8, chapter 193, Laws ~f 1973 

1st ex. sess. and RCW 70.94.770 are each repealed. 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 12. Sections 2 through 10 of this act are 

each added to chapter 70.94 RCW. 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 13. If any provision of this act or its 

application to any person or circumstance is held invalid, the 

remainder of the act or the application of the provision to 

other persons or circumstances is not affected. 

6 



NORMAN J. WIENER 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

Ill 5. W. FIF"'TH AVENUE 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-3699 

January 15, 1987 

Mr. Arno Denecke 
3890 Dakota Road, S.E. 
Salem, Oregon 97302 

Dear Arno: 

Yesterday I talked with your son, David, 
which prompts this letter. 

If you are now about through with your 
Redwood case, please keep in mind that you still 
owe me a dinner. I haven't forgotten your prior 
invitation and you will recall I took a raincheck 
until your Redwood case was over. 

On another matter, our mutual friend, 
Clair Nelson, was instrumental in my being 
appointed to the Standing Committee on 
Environmental Law of the American Bar Association. 
I am one of 11 members of that committee, and the 
only one from the west Coast. Enclosed is a copy 
of program which our committee is sponsoring'to be 
held in Brussels in February. Mary and I will 
attend and then spend a week or so in Portugal. I 
thought you might be interested because David tells 
me that you are active in our state's environmental 
program and the Brussels one might be of interest 
to someone in your group. 

r,ry£_ In any event, happy new year. 

~~ -,, _ __...~ -z:; 

y:~ 
ej/t/~ 

~ 

Very truly yours, 
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The American Bar Association 
and 

The institute for European Environmental Policy 
Are Pleased to Announce 

a C.Onference on 

Environmental Regulation in 
The European Economic 

Community· 
and the United States 

A Program for Europeans Who Do Business in the U.S., Americans Who Do 
Business in Europe, and Those Interested in Comparative Policies and Laws 

Respecung Environmental Regulation in the EEC and the U.S. 

February 26-27, 1987 
Brussels, Belgium 

With the assistance of 
the Comm~sion of the European Community 

The Bureau of National Affairs, Inc. 
and the 

International Environme;nt Reporter 



ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION IN THE 
EUROPEAN ECONOMIC COMMUNITY 

AND THE UNITED STATES 

Environmental regulation in Europe and the United States deals with similar problems in different ways. 
Moreover, within the European Economic Community there exist both community-wide directives and 
national systems of regulation. Increasingly, -American and European firms have occasion to do business in 
each other's countries-in jurisdictions with unfamiliar environmental requirements. This conference is 
designed to expose both Europeans and Americans to the others' systems of environmental regulation and 
to promote dialogue on these systems. It is designed to introduce the subject to the legal practitioner. to 
affected industry officials. and to those interested in comparative understanding of the differing 
environmental regulatory systems. 

Specific program topics include introductions to the environmental regulatory systems of selected 
European Economic Community nations and of the United States. as well as the role played by the EEC 
itself. Separate panels or speakers discuss the contrasting institutional and administrative frameworks and 
their implications for environmental policymaking; the role of law and lawyers in environmental regulation; 
and the role of technical and economic analysis in environmental regulation. Further panels will be devoted 
to specific topics of mutual concern. including chemicals regulation. chemicals accident prevention. cleanup, 
and liability, environmental impact assessment laws, and the regulation of air emissions from power plants 
and from automobiles. 

The speakers and panelists include distinguished practitioners, public officials, and legal scholars. The 
proceedings will be simultaneously translated into English. French, and German. The conference is designed 
to allow ample interchange between the speakers and the conference attendees. 



THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26 
PROG:;;:;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

10:45 a.m. to J \:00 a_m, 4: 15 p.m. to 5:30 pm. 
PANEL DISCUSSION 

11 :DO a.m. to 12:00 noon 
A DIALOGUE 

8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. 
REGISTRATION 

9:00 a.m. to 9: I 5 a.m. 
OPENING SESSION 

Prof. Ernst U. von Weusiicker 
Director. Institute for 
European Environmental Policy 
Bonn. West Germany 
William H. Cnldiron. Esquire 
Gough, Shanahan. Johnson & Waterman 
Former Solicitor. U.S. Department of the Interior 
Chairman. Standing Committee on 

Environmental Law, Amedcan Bar 
Association (ABA SCEL) 

Helena, Montana. U.S.A. 

9: 1 5 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. 
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL LAW
AN OVERVIEW 

Prof. Rldiard B. S!ewart 
Harvard Law School 
Member. ABA SCEL 
Cambridge. Massachusetts. U.S.A. 

9:30 a.m. to 9 45 a.m. 
EEC ENVIRONMENTAL LAW
AN OVERVIEW 

Dr. Ludwig Kri:imer 
Commission of European Communities 
Environment and Consumer Protection 

Department 
Brussels. Belgium 

9:45 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. 
GERMAN ENVIRONMENTAL LAW
AN OVERVIEW 

Prof. Dr. Eckard Refibmder 
Faculty of Law 
Frankfurt University 
Frankfurt. West Germany 

10:00 a.m. to 10.15 a.m. 
FRENCH ENVIRONMENTAL LAW
AN OVERVIEW 

Prof. Christia11 Hug/a 
A vocat a la Cour 
Charge 'd'Enseignement 8 l'Univers1te 
de Paris I 
Paris, France 

10:15 a.m. to 10 30 a.m. 
BREAK 

10:30 a.m. to 10:45 a.m 
BRITISH ENVIRONMENTAL LAW-AN 
OVERVIEW 

Prof. Richard Macrory 
M. A., Barrister 
Centre for Environmental Technology 
Imperial College of Science & Technology 
Lpndo9-. England 

DUTCH ENVIRONMENTAL LAW-AN OVERVIEW 
Dr. Piet Gilhuis 
Senior Lecturer in Constitutional. Administrative. 

and Environmental Law 
Tilburg University 
Tllburg, The Netherlands 

I I :00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. 
PANEL DISCUSSION 
CONTRASTING CONSTITUTIONAL. 
INSTITUTIONAL, AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
FRAMEWORKS-THE IMPLICATIONS FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICYMAKING 

Moderator: 
Turner T. Smith. Jr .. Esquire 
Huntorr & Williams 
Former Chairman. ABA SCEL 
Richmond, Virginia. U.S.A. 

Panel Mem b.ers: 
Prof. Ricfiard B. Slewart 
Dr. Ludwig Kreimer 
Prof. Dr. Eckard Rehbinder 
Prof. Christian Hug/a 
Prof. Richard Macrory 
Dr. Piet Gilfruis 

12:30 p.m. to 2:00 pm. 
LUNCH 

2 00 p.m. to 2:30 p.m. 
LUNCHEON ADDRESS 
THE ROLE OF LAW AND LAWYERS IN 
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION 
Lord Nathan 
Chairman. Subcommittee F /Environment! 
Select Committee on the European Community 
House of Lords 
London. England 

2:30 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. 
PANEL DISCUSSION 
THE ROLE OF TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC 
ANALYSIS IN ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION 

Moderator: 
Prof. Richard B. Slewari 
Panel Members: 
William F. Pedersen, }r .. Esquire 
Verner, Liipfert. Bernhard. McPherson & Hand 
Former Associate General Counsel 
U.S. Enllironmental Protection Agency 
Washington. D.C .. U.S.A. 
Nigel Hciigh 
Director. London Office 
Institute for European Environmental Policy 
London, England 

Dermot Glynn 
Managing Director 
National Economic Research Assbciates. Jnc. 
London, England 

Louis Jourdan 
Conseil Europeen des Federations de 

l'lndustrie Chimique {CEFIC) 
Brussels. Belgium 

4:00 p.m. to 4:15 p.m. 
BREAK 

CONTRASTING ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 
CHOICES-POWER PLANTS AND AUTOMOBILES 

Moderator: 
Pro{. Ernst U. van Weasiicker 
Panel Members: 
Chalmers Carr. Solicitor 
Central Electricity Generating Board 
London. England 

Henry V. Nickel, Esquire 
Hunton & Williams 
Washington. D.C .. U.S.A 

Ernst R. Klatte 
Secretary General 
European Environmental Bureau 
Brussels. Belgium 

Dr. Siegfried de Witt 
Attorney at Law 
Fre1burg. West Germany 

5:30 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
RECEPTION 

Sponsored by Hunlon & Williams 
and nfefr!a 

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 27 
9·00 a.m. to !0:45 a.m. 
PANEL DISCUSSION 

CHEMICALS REGULATION-U.S. AND EEC 

Moderator: 
Dr. Ludwig Kriimer 

Panel Members: 
Dr. Goffredo Del Bina 
Head. Chemicals Branch. DG-XI 
Commission of European Communities 
Brussels. Belgium 

David Zn/I. Esquire 
Vice President and General Counsel 
Chemical Manufacturers Association 
Washington. D.C., U.S.A 

Louis Jourdan 
CEFIC 
Brussels. Belgium 

]osd N. Uranga, Esquire 
Director of Environmental Permitting/ 

Environmental Counsel 
IT Corporation 
Member. ABA SCEL 
Torrance. California. U.S.A. 

/an Hense/mans 
Stichting Natuur en Mileu 
Utrecht. Holland 

Cynthia WH.ilehead 
Editor 
European Environment Review 
Brussels. Belgium 

10:45 a.m. to l !:00 a.m. 
BREAK 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
LAWS IN EUROPE AND 
THE UNITED STATES 

Nicholas C. Yosl. Esquire 
Dickstein. Shapiro & Morin 
1\1\ember. ABA SCEL 
Former General Counsel. U.S. Council on 

Environmental Quality 
Washington. D.C., U.S.A. 

Myles McSwiney 
Commission of European Communities 
Brussels. Belgium 

12:00 noon to l :30 p.m. 
LUNCH 

l .30 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. 
LUNCHEON ADDRESS 

THE FUTURE OF ENVIRONMENTAL LAW 
IN EUROPE 

Prof. Alexandre Kiss 
Centre du Droit de I' Environnement 
Strasbourg University 
Strasbourg. France 

2:00 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. 
PANEL DISCUSSION 

CHEMICALS ACCIDENT PREVENTION and 
CLEANUP-THE SEVESO DIRECTIVE. 
SUPERFUND, and LIABILITY ISSUES 

Moderator. 
Nori.on F. Tennille. Jr .. Esquire 
Arnold & Porter 
Member. ABA SCEL 
Washington. D.C., U.S.A. 

Ti1rner T Smilf1. Jr., Esquire 
Dr. Ludwig Kri;ima 

Rlcftard G.P. Hawkins, M.A. 
Barrister. FRSA, FRSG. M1nstWM 
Cleanaway Limited 
Essex. England 

Dr. iur. Bernfiard M. Maassen 
Mueller. Weitzel. Weisner 
Frankfurt. West Germany 

Jean-Marie Devos 
Conseiller Juridique 
Conseil Europeen des Federations de 

l'lndustrie Ch1mrque (CEFICJ 
Brussels. Belgium 

3:30 p.m. to 3:45 p.m. 
CLOSING REMARKS 

William W. Fa/sgraf, Esquire 
Baker & Hostetler 
Immediate Past President. American Bar 

Association 
Former Chairman. ABA SCEL 
Cleveland. Ohio. U.S.A. 

3:45 p.m. 
ADJOURNMENT 



CONFERENCE INFORMATION~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
CONFERENCE CHAIRMAN: Turner T Smith. Jr. Hunton & Williams. Richmond. VA 

REGISTRATION FEE: $225 U.S.($175 U.S. if received by January 26. 19871 
450 Deutsche marks (DM 350 before January 26. 1987) 

Fee includes all sessions. materials, lunches and a reception Registrations by mail must be 
accompanied by full payment 1n U.S. currency for U.S. participants, and West German 
currency for non~U .S. participants. See registration form for further details Telephone and 
'Telex registrations must be paid in full before the symposium or during the symposium 
registration period on February 26. A limited number of discounted fees may be available for 
students and low~income registrants. 

HOTEL ACCOMMODATIONS 
A block of sleeping rooms at the Hotel Astoria has been set aside for registrants at a special 
group rate of 2500 Belgian Francs (approximately $60 U.S. DM 119) plus tax. Breakfast is 
available at 380 BF ($9 U.S .. DM 18). This block of rooms will' be held until February 9. 
Registrants must make their own reservatiOns, and early reservations are recomme11ded. 
Please mention the Institute for European En.vironmental Policy when contacting the hotel for 
reservations. For additional information or reservations. contact: L. Bosch. Directeur General. 
Hotel Astoria. 103 rue Royale. 1000 Bruxelles, Belgium (tel. 02.217 62.90; telex 250.40). 

RECEPTION 
A reception will be hoSted on Febru.3.ry 26 by the Washington. D.C., Richmond. VA. and New 
York la\v firm of Hunton & Williams and by the London office of National Economic Research 
Associates. Inc. (n/e/r/a). consulting economists. 

CANCELLATION POLICY 
Full refunds less a $20.00 charge for administration and matenals will be given for 
cancellations received no later than February 17. Thereafter. a 550 service charge will be 
assessed. No refunds will be made after the opening session. Substitutions may be made at 
any time. Requests for refunds must be made in writing. addressed to the American Bar 
Association's Washington, O.C .. office. Registrants will be responsible for hotel and all other 
charges resulting from cancellations 

CLE CREDIT 
U.S. attorneys admitted to the Bar of states with mandatory CLE should so indicate on the 
regist;ration form so that this program can be filed for accreditation in the apprqpriate 
jurisdlctions. 

THE SPONSORS~~~~~~~~~~ 
American Bar Association 
The American Bar Association (ABAJ is the national organization of the legal profession 
in the United States. The ASA carries out a wealth of public and professional service 
projects including publications, conferences. seminars, and model legislation: develops 
policy and testifies before the U.S. Congress; and promotes ethics and continuing 
education within the legal profession. Association goals include advancement of the rule 
of law in the world and provision of leadership in improvement of the law. 

The Standing Committee on Environmental Law (SCELJ is an 11 ~member committee of 
environmental lawyers selected by the ABA President. Operating smce 1970. the 
Committee conducts an annual law and policy conference, publishes a quarterly 
newsletter distributed worldwide. carries out special projects in env1ronmental law, and 
facilitates communication among over twenty ABA environmental law committees. 

Institute for European Environmental PoUcy 
The Institute for European Environmental Policy (Bonn. Pa.ris. London) is an inde'pendent 
body for the analysis of environmental policies in Europe. It seeks to increase awareness 
of the European dimension of environmental protection and to advance policym.aking. It 
is characterized by a close involvement with parliaments. by a wide network of contacts. 
and by an ability to operate in several countries simultaneously. The Institute is an· 
integral part of the European Cultural Foundation. but it has its own Board respqinsible 
for pnorit1es and programs. 

1 

In order both to increase its information base and thus enable it to analyze different 
aspects of environmental policy. and to complement the financial contribution rriade by 
the European Cultural Foundation, the Institute regularly undertakes research and 
comparative studies. This work is funded by European and national public authorities 
and also by private foundations. The results are made public. 
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APPLICATION FOR REGISTRATION 

In U.S. Return to· 
Kim L. Vaughn 
American Bar Association 
1800 M Street. N .W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036 

Ou~1de U.S. Return to: 
Ernst U. von Weizsacker : 
IEEP 
Aloys-Schulte Strasse 6 ' 
D-5300 Bonn I 
Federal Republic of Ger~any 

Register me for the Conference on Environmental Regulation in the EEC and the United 
States. to be held February 26-27. 1987. in Brussels. Belgium 

(Please type or pnntl 

Name. _______________________________ _ 

Title 

Organization-------------------------~----
Address _________________________ _,_ __ _ 

City State or Country Postal Code:_-'-----

Telephone (Area Code) ________________________ _ 

Adinittedto the following U.S. State Bar(s) 

Signed 

Registration Fee US $225 (orDM 450) ($175 U.S. or DM 350 if received by January 
26, 1987). Fee due upon application. 

In U.S.. make checks payable to American Bar Association. Outside of the u;.s., make 
check or. money order payable to IEEP. and return to JEEP. Tu transfer payn)ent 
directly to JEEP. adVise._ln a letter accompanying registra.tio_n ap.plication. and transfer 
your payment to account no. 256463.1 C.ommerzbank Bonn (Bank no. BLZ 38040007) . 

.' :;. . ·, : . . . . . ··· .. ··.. . .. . ·. ·I 

Tu register by phone in the Uni~ed States: call Kim Vaughn at 12021 331'2276. 
Tu register by phone i~ Europe,. call IEEP'at (.2;28) 21 ·38 ·10 in Bonn. To regi~ter by 
Telex. usereleliNo. 886885 FEC'o. · · · t• · 

- .· .··; .': '.'-:::_ ,,·.,.·,·,.·:.··.··,,.·, . -·· ... : . . . • I 

Note: 'Registra:tions)e.ceived:by' February 17. 1987. will be confirmed by retpm mail. 
- .. ,c.~ ... ·.-· .. , ........ , ·'·'· .. ·· ·' .. · : - ··_ .. _ ._ - . ' 



&EPA Uni1ed States 
Environmental Proteclion 
Agency 

Region 10 
1200 Sixth Avenue Slate r; Jrw:on 
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FOR H!t!EDIATE RELEASE 

•IFEICE Of THE DIRECIOR 
87-7 

Contact: Mike Gearheard 
EPA/Portland 
( 503) 221-3280 

Carolyn Young 
DEQ/Portl and 
( 503) 229-6271 

January 22, 1987 

Allied Plating Inc., a chrome plating facility located at 8235 NE Union 
Street in Portland. Oregon, was propose<l torlay by the U.S. Envfro~mental 
Protection Agency for eligibility in the national Superfund program to clean 
up hazardous waste. 

For more than 25 years--until the company closed in January 1984 claiming 
bankruptcy--electroplating wastes were discharged into an unlined 1.5 acre 
pond adjacent to the Columbia Slough. 

Metals from the chrome plating process hit.Ve settled into the soil beneath 
the pond, according to records of EPA and the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality. An analysis of water in the pond shows small amounts 
of heavy metals. However, sludges on the bottom of the pond have high 
concentrations of copper, nickel and chromium. Soil under the pond is also 
contaminated with wastes including nickel, copper, chromium, lead, zinc. 
barium, cyanide and arsenf c :· 

Since the ground water level is close to the surface in this area, a 
potential threat to water supplies exists. Chromium and barf um have been 
detected in the groundwater under the Al 1 fed property at 1 evel s above those 
reco1Trnended for drinking; also, radiation above normal background levels has 
been detected in the groundwater. However, preliminary testing of drinking 
water and industrial wells near the site have not found any contamination. 

Superfund designation would make money available for all necessary 
investigation and clean-up work at the Allied Plating site, if the owners of 
Allied Plating are unwilling or unable to pay for those activities themselves. 

Allied Plating was among 64 new sites around the country proposed today 
by EPA for Superfund desfgnation. It was the only site in the Pacific 
Northwest to be proposed today. 

There are now 11 sites in Oregon, Idaho and Washington that have been 
proposed for the Superfund list. Twenty-seven other sites in those three 
states have already gone through the proposal process and have received final 
superfund designation (see attachment). Nationally, there are a total of 248 
proposed sites and 703 designated sites. 

Today's announcement of the new proposals opens up a 60-day public 
comment period. Final Superfund rlesignation can be made only after EPA 
reviews and responds to co1T1T1ents made by the public. 

Anyone wishing to submit comments or additional information concerning 
the Allied Plating site should send them to the following address: 

Russel H. Wyer, Director 
Hazardous Site Control Division (NPL Staff) 
Office of Emergency and Remedial Response 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street Sil (WH-548E) 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

"' 



* January 22, 1987 

SUPERFUND SITES IN THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST 

As of today. there are now 27 sites fn Washington, Idaho and Oregon 
that have already gone through the EPA proposal-public comment process and 
have been officially designated as being eligible for participation-in the 
Superfund clean-up program. 

In Washington (19) 

Uortl'Mest Transfonner Everson Whatcom County 
Midway lanrifill Kent King County 
Hestern Processin9 Kent King County 
Queen City Farms Maple Valley King County 
Harbor Island Seattle King County 
Co11111encement nay-South Tacoma Channel Tacoma 
Cof!lllencement Bay-Nearshore/Tideflats Tacoma 

Pierce County 
Pierce County 

Ponders Corner Lakewood Pierce County 
American lake Gardens Tacoma Pierce County 
Toftdahl Drums Brush Prairie Clark County 
Frontier Hard Chrome Vancouver Cl ark County 
Pesticide experimental laboratory Yakfma Yakfma -County 
Ff!C Corporation Yakima Yakima County 
Si 1 ver Mountain lti ne Loomis Okanogan County 
Mica landfill Mica Spokane County 
Northside landfill Spokane Spokane County 
Greenacres landfill Greenacres Spokane County 
Kaiser Aluminum Mead Spokane County 
Colbert l andfi 11 Colbert Spokane County 

In Idaho (4) 

Bunker Hill smelter complex 
Union Pacific sludge pond 
Pacific Hyde & Fur Recycling 
Arrcom (Drexler Enterprises) 

In Oregon (4) 

Kellogg Shoshone County 
Pocatello Bannock County 
Poca tel 1 o Bannock County 
Rathdrum Kootenai County 

Gauld Portland Multnomah County 
r!artin-Marietta The Dalles Wasco County 
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany Linn County 
United Chrome Products Corvallis Benton County 

**** **** 

With today 1 s proposal to add one r.1ore location to the Superfund list, 
there is now a total of 11 places in the Pacific Northwest where Superfund 
designation is pending. The complete list of proposed sites: 

In \lashington (9 

Hidden Valley l andfi 11 (Thun Ff el d) 
Old Inland pit 
Wyckoff Company 
(*)Naval Undersea Warfare Station 
(*)Landfill No. 5 
(*)Hash rack/treatment area 
(*)Ault Field 
(*)Seaplane base 
(*)Ordnance Disposal 
In Oregon (2) 

(*)Umatilla lagoon 
Allied Pl atf ng 

Puyallup 
Spokane 
Bainbridge Island 
Keyport 
Fort Lewis 
llcChord AFB 
Whidbey lslanrl NAS 
I/hf dbey Isl and NAS 
Bangor 

Pierce County 
Spokane County 
Kitsap County 
Kitsap County 
Pierce County 
Pierce County 
Isl and County 
Isl and County 
Kitsap County 

Umatilla Army Depot Umatilla County 
Portl anti Multnomah County 

(Asterisks indicate the sites are Department of Oefense facilities) 
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