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ORRGoy ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
July 17, 1987

Cocg Bay City Hall
Council Chambers
500 Central Avenue
Coos Bay, Oregon -
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f NSENT ITEMS

8:00 a.m.
these zmﬂnne items are usually acted on without publlc discussion.
any item is of spec1al interest to the Commission or sufficlent
eed for publiec comment is Indicated, the Chairman may hold any item
ver for dlscus51on.
%EEE%QYEHZ M;nutes of Mav 29, 1987, EQC meeting:; June 12, 1987, special
meeulng, and June 12, 1987, special conference call.
APPROVED Monthly Activity Report for April and May 1987,
APPROVED Tax treditsn
9:05 a.n. mUBLIC FORUM
his is aﬁ opportunity for citizens to speak to the Commissiocn on
nvironmental issues and concerns not a part of this scheduled meeting.
the Commission may discontinue this forum after a reasonable time if
an eyceptlonally large number of speakers wish to appear.
CTION AND THFORMATION ITEMS
ublic hearings have previously been conducted on items marked by an
sterisk (*). The Commission may, however, wish additional information
on these items and accept comments from interested persens or call on
interested persons to answer questions. This opportunity shall not
place comments at public hearings. Public testimony will be accepted
on all other items.
PARTIAT Reguest for an Exception to QAR 340-41-026(2}, {An EQC Policy

Reguiring Growth and Development be Accommodated within Existing

APPROVAL 1
Fermitted Loads), by Pope & Talbot, Inc.

APPROVED # E. Request for Commission Approval of the Construction Grants
= Management System and Priority List for Fiscal Year 1988.

APPROVED * F. ©Proposed Adopticn of Amendments of Rules Related to Standards of
Performance for New Statiocnary Scurces of Air Contaminants, OAR

340-25~505 to 553.

DELAYED TO* G. Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Water Quality Standards

NEXT MEETING Regulations, OAR 340, Chapter 41: Mixing Zone Policy, and Toxic
T Substance Standards and Total Dissolved Sclids Standards.



EQC Agenda - July 17, 1987

APPROVED Wr H, 5 Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Rules Concerning Hazardous Waste
ADBL DIRECTION® Management Fees, OAR 340-102-065 and 340-105~113, and Proposed
Repeal of OAR 340-120-030. |

APPROVED Ww 1,  Proposed Adoption of Revisions to "©il and Hazardous Material
MCDIFICATIONS Spills and Releases®™ Rules, OAR 340-108-002(9) {b}); OAR 340~108-010;
OAR 108-020(5) and Repeal of OAR 340-108, Appendix I, in its
entirety.

ACCEPTED W J. Informational Report: Oregon's Toxic Alr Pollutant Emission
RECOMMENDATIONS Inventory and Related Indoor Alr Quality Issues

ACCEPTED K. Informational Report: Issues, Concerns and Legislation Associated
with Marine Paints Containing Tributy Tin (TBT).

APPROVED Lie Proposed Repeal of Temporary Rule Amending Solid Waste Permit
Application Processing Fee for Large General Purpose Domestic Waste
Landf£ills, 0aR 340-61=120.

WORK SESSION

The Commission reserves this time, if needed, for further consideration
of any item on the agenda.
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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 wighing to be
heard on any item not having a set time should arrive at 9:00 am to aveid missing any
item of interest.

The Commission will have breakfast (7:30 a.m.} at the Thunderbird Motor Inn, 1313 N.
Bayshore Drive, Coos Bay, Oregon. Agenda items may be discussed at breakfast. The
Commission will lunch during & hoat tour of the bhay. i

The next Commission meeting will be August 28, 1987, in Medford, Oregon.

Copies of the staff reporis on the agenda items are available by contacting the
Director's Office of the Department of Environmental Quality, 811 8.W. Sixth Avenue,
Portland, Oregon $7204, phone 229-5395, or toll-free 1-300-45Z-4011. Please specify
the agenda item letter when requesting.

DOFH23
1. Approved elimination of the color limit.
2. Approved with authorization for hearing to consider amendments.

3. Approved with modifications (delete reference to 40CFR355) . i
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(k MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE EQC

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSICON

Minutes of the One Hundred Eighty-First Meeting
July 17, 1987

Coos Bay City Hall
Council Chambers
500 Central Avenue
Coos Bay, Oregon
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Commission Members Present:

Chairman, James Petersen
Vice Chairman, Arno Denecke
( Mary Bishop

Sonia Buist

Commissioner Wallace Brill was absent.

Department of Environmental Quality Staff present:

Director, Fred Hansen
Assistant Attorney General, Michael Huston
Division Administrators and program staff members

Note:

staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the

Director's recommendations, are on file in the 0Office of the

Director, Department of Environmental Quality, 811 S. W.

Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204. Written material

submitted at this meeting is made a part of this record and
( is on file at the above address.
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BREAKFAST MEETING

The Environmental Quality Commission heard reports from Sandra
Diedrich representing the Coos-Curry Council of Governments, Mr.
Lynn Heusinkveld representing the Charleston Sanitary District,
council representatives from the cities of North Bend and Coos
Bay, and the Coos County commissioners. The reports reflected
the sewage treatment improvements occurring in the cities and
county. Ms. Diedrich presented an overview of the Coos Bay
shellfish study conducted by DEQ in cooperation with the local
governments in the area. She asked the EQC to acknowledge the
efforts of numerous advisory committee members who assisted in the
study. C

FORMAL MEETING

CONSENT ITEMS

Agenda Item A: Minutes of the May 29, 1987, EQC meeting; June 12,
1987, Special Meeting; and June 19, 1987, Special Conference
Call, '

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded hy
Commissioner Denecke and passed unanimously that the May 29,
June 12 and June 19 minutes be approved.

Agenda Item B: Monthly Activity Report for April and May 1987.

Commissioner Denecke asked Linda Zucker, Hearings Officer, about
the status of the McInnis cases. Ms. Zucker replied that David
Ellis, the Assistant Attorney General prosecuting the cases, had

-said DEQ would wait until fall for the Multnomah County District

Attorney's decision about pursuing criminal action, DEQ has not
requested Ms. Zucker to reconsider her decision to delay the

administrative hearings until conclusion of the criminal

proceedings.,
Commissioner Denecke volunteered to contact the District Attorney

if the department thought that would be helpful. Michael Huston,
Assistant Attorney General, indicated that his office would check
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with the District Attorney and confer with Director Hansen
about the next step.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Buist, seconded by

Commissioner Bishop and passed unanimously that the April and
May 1987 activity reports be approved.

Agenda Item C: Tax Credits. -

Commissioner Bishop asked about Styrofoam bottles and the high
cost of recycling the bottles. Commissioner Bishop wondered if an
additional cost could be added to the price to help with the
recycling cost. Mike Downs, Administrator of the Hazardous and
Solid Waste Division, said the department would review the
existing law and consider this idea as potential amendments are
formulated for the next legislative session.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Denecke, seconded by
Commissioner Buist and passed unanimously that the following
Director's recommendations be approved:

1. Issue tax credit certificates for pollution control
facilities:

T-1875, Sandra Thun; manure controcl system.
T-1877, Robert Wassmer; manure control system.
T-1878, Robert Durrer; manure control system.

T-1879, Crown Zellerbach Corp.; fugitive emissions
control system.

T-1880, Owens Illinois, Inc.; vacuum system addition to
the glass recycling systen. :

T-1883, Teledyne Industries, Inc.; fugitive emissions
control system.

T-1884, Teledyne Industries, Inc.; fugitive emissions
control systen.
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2. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 1600
issued to Cascade Construction Company and reissue to
Lakeside Industries.

3. Revoke Pollution Control Facility; Certificate No. 1359

issued to Willamina Lumber Company and reissue to
Wheeler Manufacturing Company.

PUBLIC FORUM

No public forum testimony was given.

ACTION AND INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

Agenda Item D: Request for an Exception to OAR 340-~41-026(2), (an

EQC Policy Reguiring Growth and Development be Accommodated within
Exigting Permitted Loads), by Pope & Talbot, Inc.

This item was a request by Pope & Talbot to increase the
biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) permit limitations and to
eliminate the existing color limitations required in their NPDES
(National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) waste discharge
permit. :

Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc. owns and operates a pulp and paper mill
near Halsey, Oregon. Wastewater is treated and discharged to the
Willamette River in accordance with conditions of the NPDES permit
issued by the Department. Pope & Talbot has applied for renewal
of the permit.

In order to approve the company's request for the lcad limit
increase, the Department had. to be confident the increase would
not cause water quality standards violations and the EQC would
grant an exception to their water guality management plan policy,
as defined by OAR 340-41-026(2).

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based upon the staff report
summation (in the staff report), it is recommended the
Commission take the following actions about the request from
Pope & Talbot, Inc. for modified permit limits:
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1. BOD Limits

a. Maintain the existing BOD limitations from May 1 to
October 31.

b. Authorize the Department to permit increased winter
BOD discharges if the Department determines there
is a demonstrated need.

c. Direct the Department to determine how much
additional summer season waste assimilative
capacity exists in the Willamette River, and
propose criteria for allocation of any reserve
assimilative capacity to existing and potential new

dischargers.
2. Color Limits
a. Deny the request for elimination of the color limit

and maintain the existing color limitation of 1500
color units based on an effluent flow of 18 million
gallons per day from May 1 to October 31 of each
year.

b. Eliminate color limitations from November 1 to
April 30 of each year.

Steve Penner of Shedd, Oregon, told the Commission he was a
recreational user of the Willamette River near the Halsey
discharge area. He felt the discharge was significant: the color
had increased and the odor was stronger, particularly in the
morning. Mr. Penner said there seemed to be a reduction in the
number of cutthroat trout below the mixing area of the plant. He
said the water stain could disrupt the food chain occurring in the
river. 1In concluding, Mr. Penner felt Pope & Talbot should
continue to treat their effluent for color and their request to
eliminate the color limit should be denied. '

The following spoke on behalf of Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc.:

Peter Pope, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Pope &
Talbot ‘
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William Frohnmayer, Vice President, Fiber Products, Pope &
Talbot

Steve Wolffe, Engineer, Pope & Talbot
Bryan Johnson, Consultant to Pope & Talbot

Dr. Frank Schaumburg, Professor of Engineering, Oregon State

. University, Consultant to Pope & Talbot

The following points were emphasized by the company
representatives:

The Halsey mill is a modern, environmentally clean mill.

The pulp business supplies the Oregon economy with $400
million dollars, and the pulp business is very competitive.

The company is willing: to accept the current BOD limits at
this time; however, they believe a study of the waste

receiving capacity of the Willamette River is essential.

Although it appears the company can meet the current BOD

"limit, they are concerned about compliance problems when

temperatures drop in the fall and efficiency of the treatment
process declines.

The bleach sequence at the mill has been changed to meet
market demand. " Less chlorine is used for bleaching.
Additionally, mill effluent color has increased.

About 60,000 gallons of chlorine solution must now be added
to the effluent to meet the color limit. Cost of wastewater
treatment for ‘the mill has nearly doubled, and no
environmental benefit is produced.

Color in the effluent does not adversely impact agquatic life,
although color in the water can result in subtle changes in
the aquatic community of the river. :

The color limitation is an unreasonable restriction, and
effluent color is an aesthetic problem. Based upon the few
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- complaints the Department has received, the company has spent
a great deal of money to meet color limits.

~- The color difference with and without treatment at the mill
would probably not be noticeable in the river to the casual

cbhserver.

. == While alternative technologies for color prevention or color
removal are being tested around the world, the techniques
have not been successful for the types of pulping being done
at the Halsey mill. : :

-- Color and odor in the river are not related.

~- When chlorine is added to the effluent (which contains
lignins, tannins and other organic compounds), chlorinated
organic compounds are produced. These compounds are a
significant environmental concern because of their
designation as carcinogens and mutagens.

Rod Schmall, Smurfit Newsprint Corporation, presented written
testimony urging the Commission to study the waste assimilative
capacity of the Willamette River. Due to a time limitation, Mr.
Schmall did not speak to the Commission; however, the written
testimony is made a part of the record of this meeting.

Larry Patterson, Water Quality Division, responded to the
testimony presented and questions from the Commission. He
reviewed background information on the color limits and the
original concerns about the color impact on the City of Corvallis'
downstream water supply. Mr. Patterson indicated that in 1985 the
plant's color limits were being exceeded and the Department
received more complaints. He also described the potential for
oxygen bleaching as an alternative. This technique reduces the
color and chlorine is not used in the process. :

Chairman Petersen questioned whether it was appropriate for the
department to approve wintertime waste locad increases, in light of
the policy statement wording of the rule.

Commissioner Buist expressed concern with cancer rates and cancer

causing chemicals. She said that health concerns are more
significant than aesthetics. Commissioner Denecke noted that he
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was faced with a dilemma: while he did not want the color in the
river, he did not want chlorine added becavse of the potential
long=-term health effects, :

Chairman Petersen asked the Department to pursue a study of the
Willamette River. The purpose of the study would be to update the
assessment of the wasteload assimilative capacity and to develop
criteria for load allocation. He also suggested that the color
issue be included in the study.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Buist, seconded by
Commissioner Bishop and passed unanimously to authorize the
department to eliminate the color limit from the Pope &
Talbot permit. -

It was further MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by
Commissioner Buist, and passed unanimously to approve
sections l.a. and l.c¢. of the Director's Recommendation.
(Sections 1l.b., 2.a. and 2.b. of the Director's
Recommendation were not approved.)

Agenda Item E: Request for Commission Approval of the
Construction Grants Management System and Prlorlty List for Fiscal
Year 1988..

This item was a request to approve the Fiscal Year 1988
Construction Grants Priority Management System and List.

Within the Management System there is a proposed amendment to
establish reserves for capitalization of the State Revolving Fund;
a proposed addition to establish a non-point source management
planning reserve; and a proposed amendment to broaden eligibility

for major sewer replacement and rehabilitation and combined sewer
overflow separation projects. '

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based on the staff report
summation , it is recommended the Commission adopt the FY88
Construction Grants Priority List as presented in Attachment
H. It is further recommended the Commission adopt the
proposed amendment to OAR 340-53-025 regarding establishment
of reserves to capitalize the State Revolving Fund, adopt the
proposed addition to OAR 340-53-025 to allow establishment of
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a non-point source management planning reserve, and adcpt the
proposed amendment to OAR 340=53=-027 to broaden eligibility
for major sewer replacement or rehabilitation and for
combined sewer overflows.

Tom lLucas, Water Quality Division, responded to Commission
questions about the ranking criteria used to create the priority
list. : :

Ron Stillmaker, City of North Bend, asked the Commission to
consider changing the ranking assigned to the City of North Bend
He said the city should be classified as B priority instead of C.
Mr. Stillmaker felt the B rating is justified since the city has
experienced water quality violations and bypassing of sewage to
the bay.

Mr. Lucas responded that while the previous North Bend project had
been classified as a B, information available to the department
does not support a B rating for the current project. He further
noted that said 1987 funding would cause about 20 projects to be
moved off the 1988 list. This shift would effectively place the
City of North Bend at about Number 21 and within the anticipated
funding range assuming funds become available for 1988.

Lynn Heusinkveld, Charleston Sanitary District, recommended
approval of the priority list.

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

Agenda item F: Proposed Adoption of Amendments of Rules Related
to Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources of Air
Contaminants, OAR 340-25-505 to 553.

This item was a request to incorpbrate provisions applicable to
federal requirements into the Oregon Standards of Performance for

New Stationary Sources.

The Clean Air Act requires the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to establish New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) to
limit pollutant emissions from major new and modified sources.
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States are allowed to develop rules enforcing NSPS in their
jurisdiction. If EPA finds a state's rules to be adequate, then
authority to administer the NSPS is delegated to the state.

Oregon first adopted rules to administer NSPS in 1978. Since then,
the rules have been amended several times to Keep them current
with federal requirements. DEQ has committed, through the
State/EPA Agreement (SEA), to update the NSPS rules on an annual
basis. 1In the last year, EPA has published one new and three
amended NSPS relevant to Oregon. The new provisions primarily
affect large steam generating facilities and coil coaters.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based upon the staff report
summation , it i1s recommended the Commission adopt the
proposed amendments (attached to the staff report) to OAR
340-25=-505 to 340-25-553, rules on National Standards of
Performance of New Stationary Sources.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Buist, seconded by
Commissioner Bishop and passed unanimously that the
Director's recommendation be approved.

Agenda Item G: Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Water Quality
Standards Regulaticns, OAR 340, Chapter 41: Mixing Zone Policy,
Toxic Substance Standards and Total Dissolved Sclids Standards.

The Commission earlier directed the Department to prepare an issue
paper about the standards for mixing zones and toxic substances.
These issue papers were presented to the Commission in June 1986
with a request for authorization to conduct hearings on the
proposed rule amendments. The hearings were authorized and
conducted in five locations around the state in July 1886.

While most of the respondents favored the rule revisions,
additional language changes were suggested, an explanation of

rule implementation was requested and a discussion of the economic
impact resulting from the changes was asked. Staff reviewed the
testimony and revised the proposed amendments to incorporate the
public comments. Final rule language is consistent with state
statutes and the Clean Water Act. ’
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DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based on the staff report
summation , it is recommended the Commission adopt the final
rule language as presented in the staff report for Attachment
A, Mixing Zone Policy; Attachment B, Toxic Substances
‘Standards; and Attachment C, Total Dissolved Solids
Standards. '

Robert Gilbert, Northwest Pulp and Paper Association (NWPPA),
asked the Commission to delay this item until the Association had
further time to review the standards. Mr. Gilbert indicated the
Assoclation did not receive a copy of the staff report and
proposed standards until July 13 and the NWPPA staff was not
immediately available to comment on the report. i

Director Hansen advised the Commission that a delay would not be
critical to the Department.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by
Commissioner Denecke and passed unanimously that Agenda Item
G be delayed until the August 28 EQC meeting.

Agenda Jtem H: Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Rules
Concerning Hazardous Waste Management Fees, OAR 340-102~065 and
340-105-113 and Proposed Repeal of OAR 340-120-030.

This item was a request to adopt proposed amendments to rules
about hazardous waste management fees and to repeal another fee-

related rule.

The proposed amendments would increase the annual compliance
determination fees paid by generators and handlers of hazardous
waste and would increase the permit application processing fees
for certain facilities. Other proposed amendments are for
clarification.

The proposed fee increases are necessary to offset a current
funding deficit in the Hazardous Waste Program and to maintain the
program at the level required for EPA authorization.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based upon the staff report

summation , it is recommended the Commission adopt the
proposed amendments to rules concerning hazardous waste
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management fees, OAR 340-102-065 and 340~ 105 113 and repeal
OAR 340-120-030.

-

The department provided the Commission with a corrected version of
the proposed rule. A letter from the law firm representing Chem
Securities was also provided to Commission members.

Frank Deaver, Tektronix Inc., told the Commission he agreed with
the provisions of the amendments except for Page 3 of the proposed
amendment. He said the $70,000 fee would be excessive for a small
on-site hazardous waste treatment facility, and he would prefer
the fee be based on a graduated payment schedule. Mr. Deaver
asked the Commission to approve the fee schedule on page 3 of the
rule and reconsider within the next 90 days a graduated fee for
small kbusiness.

Diane Stockton, Omark Industries, agreed with Mr. Deaver.
Additionally, Ms. Stockton asked the Commission to allow
reconsideration of Pages 1 and 2 of the proposed rule. She felt
the rule was not consistent with public policies supporting waste
minimization and on-site treatment. :

Mike Downs, Administrator of the Hazardous and Solid Waste
Division, explained the intent of the amendments, He urged the
Commission to adopt the rule as proposed, to direct the department
to review the matter over the next 90 days and to return with
proposed amendments.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Buist, seconded by
- Commissioner Denecke and passed unanimously that the
Director's recommendation be approved. Additionally, the
department was directed to consider amendments toc address
concerns raised by Mr. Deaver and Ms. Stockton. The EQC
authorized the department to proceed with a public hearing
within 90 days.

- Agenda Ttem I: Propeosed Adoption of Revisions to "0il and
Hazardous Material Spills and Releases" Rules, OAR 340-108-

002(9) (b); OAR 340-108~010; OAR 108-020(5): and Repeal of OAR 340-
108, Appendix I, in its entirety.
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This item was a request for permanent adoption of federal values

for reporting hazardous waste spills. In addition to this request
was a recommendation to incorporate 406 hazardous substances with
reportable values. These values were adopted by the Environmental

Protection Agency in April 1987,

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based upon the staff report
summation , it 1s recommended that the Commission find that
the extremely hazardous substances listed in 40 CFR Part 355~
Appendix A, because of their quantity, concentration or
physical or chemical characteristics, may pose a present or
future hazardous to human health, safety, welfare or the
environment when spilled or released. It is also recommended
the Commission adopt the proposed revisions to "0il and
Hazardous Materials Spills and Releases" rules OAR 340-~108-
002; OAR 340~108=101; OAR 340~108-020 and repeal in its
entirety Appendix I of OAR 340 Division 108.

Robert Gilbert, Northwest Pulp and Paper Association, submitted
written testimony to the Commission. A copy of this testimony is
made a part of this meeting record.

Director Hansen explained that industry was concerned with the
strict liability imposed if the Director's recommendation was
adopted. This resulted because the department was proposing to
adopt 40 CFR Part 355 Appendix A list ahead of comparable adoption

by EPA.

Rich Reiter, Hazardous and Solid Waste Division, presented an
alternative recommendation that had been worked out with industry
representatives. He presented the following amended Director's
Recommendation: :

Based on the above (staff) report, it is recommended that the
Commission adopt proposed revisions to "0il and Hazardous
Materials Spills and Releases" rules OAR 340-108-002; OAR
340-108-010; OAR 340-108-020 and repeal in its entirety
Appendix I of OAR 340 Division 108 as presented in Attachment
IT with the further amendment that all references to 40 CFR
355 Appendix A be deleted from the amendments proposed in

Attachment II.
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ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Buist, seconded by
Commissioner Denecke and passed unanimously that the amended
Director's recommendation be approved with all references to
40 CFR 355 removed. :

Agenda Item J: Informational Report: Oregon's Toxic Air
Pollutant Emission Inventory and Related Indoor Air Quallty
Issues. ‘

This item presented information on the recently released Oregon
Toxic Air Pollutant Emissions Inventory. - The toxic air pollutant
emissions inventory was conducted from 1985 to 1986 as a
prerequisite to the development of a toxic air pollutant control
program. The program is currently being developed.

The emissions inventory report identified non-point sources as
being responsible for the largest quantities of toxic air
pollutants released in Oregon. The report also emphasized the
problem of indoor emissions of toxic air pollutants. The American
Lung Association of Oregon asked if the Commission and the
Department officially endorse those recommendations in the report
relating to cigarette smoke. The Department recognizes that
emission of cigarette smoke in public places is regulated through
the Administrative Rules of the Oregon State Health Division.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended the Commission
accept the Oregon Toxic Air Pollutant Emissions Inventory and
support appropriate Department actions protecting those
exposed to indoor air pollutants. :

Joe Weller, American Lung Association of Oregon, told the
Commission there are two groups involuntarily exposed to tobacco
smoke: children living in homes where their parents smoke and
employees who spend their days in enclosed areas with no
regulations of smoking. Mr. Weller suggested the Comm1551on
support the following actions:

1. ' Reqgquest the department to work closely with the State Health
Division and with Workers Compensation Department to develop
an indoor air legislation package for the 1989 Legislature.
This package should identify a lead agency and also
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appropriate funds to develop a program to reduce exposure to
indoor air pollution, specifically cigarette smoke.

2. Request the department to develop a media-based educational
program about children exposed to passive smoke at home.

3. Request the department to adopt an indoor air quality
.standard for cigarette smoke, to publicize that standard and
to provide measurement services or instruments to interested

pecple.

Dr. Buist told the Commission she strongly supported the study and
Mr. Weller's proposals. Attached to the minutes is the transcript
of Dr. Buist's comments about the risks and effects of indoor air
pollutants caused by cigarette smoke. '

Steve Boedigheimer, Oregon State Health Division, spoke to the
Commission about the training programs and publications the State
Health Division offers. Mr. Boedigheimer gave the Commission .
several copies of the publications.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Chairman Petersen, seconded by
Commissioner Buist and passed unanimously that the
informational repoft be accepted and that the department be
directed to work with the Health Division to develop
legislation that addresses Mr. Weller's suggestions for
the 1989 legislative session.

Agenda Ttem K: Information Report: Issues, Concerns and
Legislation Associated with Marine Paints Containing Tributyl Tin

(TBT) .

Tributyl tins are organotin compounds used as the active biocidal
ingredient in marine antifouling paints. After the antifouling
paints are applied, a small amount of TBT is leached slowly from
the paint surface to retard or prevent the growth of fouling
organisms such as barnacles, algae and tubeworms. However, TBT is
also highly toxic to other marine blota such as oysters and clams.
Oysters have been an: indicator species for TBT, developing
abnormal shell structure in the presence of TBT at parts per
trillion levels.
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Restrictions for using TBT are in effect in Europe and are
currently being considered by EPA. Individual states have enacted
legislation to control TBT immediately in the absence of guidance
from EPA, ~Without any indication that TBT is a problem in Oregon
estuaries, Oregon passed Senate Bill 551, which prohibits the use
of TBT on recreational boats to prevent future contamination.

Commercial oyster growing areas near South Slough sanctuary, Coos
Bay, were recently inspected and evidence of potential TBT
contamination was discovered. 8Shell samples showed a high degree

.of thickening and malformation. Tissue and water quality samples

were collected for TBT analysis and sent to Moss Landing Marine
Laboratory in California. Depending on the analysis of the TBT
analysis, a plan of action for the oyster growers and consumers to
address potential human health risks will need to be coordinated
with the Health Division.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Although no published water
quality standards or human health risk information exist, the
presence of TBT in the oysters continues to concern the
Department. In the absence of regulatory information, the
Department believes that implementing actions to reduce and
eventually eliminate toxic levels of TBT from entering waters
of the sate and affecting aquatic life is essential.
Therefore, the Department will continue to seek out the most
up-to-date information available. Additionally, the '
Department will pursue funding opportunities and cooperative
efforts with federal organizations to monitor and to manage
potential sources of TBT for maximum environmental
protection. By reducing the amount of TBT introduced into
the environment, the amount that may be currently present in
Oregon's estuaries should gradually degrade to less toxic

- formsg and create less environmental risks in the near future.

To accomplish this goal, the Department proposes to do the
following: - - o

1. Evaluate existing conditions in other oyster growing
estuaries such as Yaquina Bay and Tillamook Bay. The
evaluation will be compared with the Coos Bay study and
used to determine if other sensitive marine organisms
such as clams might also be affected by TBT.
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2. Investigate shipyard dry dock practices to determine
what improvements for managing paint application and
removal procedures and thus reducing the amount of TBT
entering sensitive estuarine areas.

3. Develop a public information bulletin, as directed by
.SB 554, as dquickly as possible to provide information on
environmental effects of TBT. Included in the bulletin
would be guidelines for recreational becat owners about
properly removing and disp051ng TBT paints prior to non-
TBT paint application. :

Krystyna Wolniakowski, Water Quality Division, provided the
Commission with samples of oysters affected with TBT.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Denecke, seconded by
Conmissioner Buist, and unanimously passed that the report be
accepted. The Commission asked the Department to keep them
updated on this situation.

Agenda Item L: Proposed‘Repeal of Temporary Rule Amending Solid
Waste Permit Application Processing Fee for Large General Purpose
Domestic Waste Landfills, OAR 340-61-120.

This item was a request to repeal the temporary rule, which
amended OAR 340-61-120, adopted by the Commission at the June 12

meeting.

At the June 12, 1987, EQC meeting, the Commission adopted a
temporary rule amendment to the Solid Waste Permit Fee Schedule,
OAR 340-61-120. The rule provided for an $85,000 permit
application processing fee for large general purpose domestic
waste landfills.

Since that meeting, the Legislature passed House Bill 2619, which
amends Section 3, Chapter 679, Oregon Laws 1985 requiring the
Department to investigate, evaluate, review and process any permit
application for landfills and associated transfer stations.
proposed to receive solid waste from Multnomah, Clackamas and
Washington Counties. This amendment meant that the Department
would be able to cover the costs of processing the permit
applications for the Waste Management and Tidewater Barge landfill
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proposals from the existing Senate Bill 662 $1 per ton fee on
disposal of solid waste in the Metro region.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended the Commission
repeal the temporary rule amending OAR 340-61-120 adopted at
the June 12, 1987, EQC meeting.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Denecke, seconded by

Commissioner Bishop and passed unanimously that the
Director's recommendation be approved.

Additional Items

Director Hansen advised the Commission that the Department is
preparing to issue the Part B License for the Hazardous Waste
Disposal Site operated by Chem Securities at Arlington. Oregon
ILaw (ORS 466.130) reguires the Commission to hold a public hearing
prior to issuance of a license in the area where the site is
located. Director Hansen recommended the Commission authorize the
Department to conduct the hearing.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Chairman Petersen, seconded by
Commissioner Denecke and passed unanimously that a hearing on
- the proposed license for the Chem Securities Hazardous Waste
Disposal Facility be authorized and that the Department be
authorized to serve as Hearings Officer for the Commission.

The Commission discussed the remaining EQC dates for the year and
decided to leave the dates as previously scheduled.

Director Hansen called the Commission's attention to the written
report on legislation prepared by Stan Biles.

There was no further business, and the meeting was adjourned.
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DR. BUIST'S COMMENTS ON AGENDA ITEM J

While I don't have a question, I strongly support what Joe Weller said.
When I first became involved with the whole issue of second-hand smoke,

I was frankly quite skeptical about its importance and the health risk.

My real involvement came when I chaired a committee for the National
Institute of Health, which had to look at the evidence. BAs a result I

was then put on the National Academy of Sciences panel and also on the
Surgeon's General Committee that produced last year's Surgeon General's
report. I spent a great deal of my time reviewing the evidence and
listening to experts in many different areas who had all reviewed their
area. I have come to the conclusion that the weight of évidence is
certainly coming down on the side that there is an appreciable health risk
to second-hand smoke. Let's take lung cancer for instance. Almost all

of the studies that have looked at the risk for lung cancer have
demonstrated there is indeed an increased risk for people exposed to second-
hand smoke. When you look ét the reason for thig, it becomes quite clear
when you recognize that second-hand smoke has, in-fact, as many toxic
chemicals in it as mainstream smoke. 1In fact, some of these chemicals

are in higher quantities although they are obviously tremendously diluted.
So, there is a very, very good theoretical basis for second-hand smoke
being carcinogenic. It almost certainly is and what saves us from an
increased risk 1s the fact that it is diluyted so much. For people working
in environments where it isn't diluted that much, clearly there is an
increased rigk and I think the workplace is especially important. You

can perhaps choose to do what you want at home, but if you are exposed

to smoke at work, then that's another matter. I think the clearest risk

is for lung cancer. Now the number of 5,000 deaths a year attributable



to second-hand smoke, lung cancer deaths, is a number that has been modeled
from all sorts of existing numbers piled on each other. This may or may
not be accurate. WNevertheless, it's almost certainly true that the risk

igs increased and the evidence is best for lung cancer. The evidence is
reasonably good that children whose parents smoke have increased risks,
have an increased number of respiratory infections and certainly increased
respiratory symptoms and perhaps have a slight decreagse in their rate of
mind growth. The evidence is pretty good for all of that. <Children are
innocent victims and I can't tell vou how often in the outpatient clinic

we see a mother halancing a ¢hild on her lap with cigarette ash dropping
onto the child. That child is certainly an innocent victim. 8o I do think
that it is important to recognize that the riske are there. Cigarette
smoke, if it was treated as both mainstream and second-hand smoke and
treated as a usual occupational exposure, would have been regulated a long
time ago. Joe mentioned that the risks were as great or greater than for
radon. Interestingly, one of the thecries as to why second~hand smoke

is potentially carcinogenic is that normally radon attaches itself to solid
surfaces. It attaches to the wall it's on. One of the ideas is that when
there is smoke around in the room, the radon comes off from the surfaces
and attaches itself onto the partigulates from the smoke; actually that's
how it gets down into the lungs. BSo normally the raden may be fairly
innocuous but in this case it ig piggy-backed down into the lungs, It

is the radon that is causing some of the damage. 1In addition to the radon,
there are, of course, hundreds of chemicals--many of which are
carcinogenic. So the risk is there. The question is what to do about

it. Now there is no question that we are moving toward a smoke-free
society. The rate of smoking in this country now is about 27 percent in

adults. That is remarkable. It's almost been cut in half of the last




25 years and gradually, each year it's moving down. One of the things
that makes it move down is restricting the ability to smoke in the work
place and in public places. I see smokers every day who are coming for
help with giving up smoking because it is becoming so difficult for them
to smoke at the work place and because they feel so embattled. There's
no question that that has been a very effective policy. Putting up the
price of cigarettes: every time you put up the price of cigarettes, a
few more people stop smoking. That i& another very effective policy.

As you increase the price, fewer people will smoke. That has clearly been
proved to be very effective. I endorse all that Joe has said and what
the American Lung Association stands for. I'm not guite sure what Qe are
empowered to do, but I would certainly strongly encourage the Department

to move toward whatever it can. The suggestions Joe made are reasonable.
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BREAKFAST MEETING

Stan Biles, Assistant to the Director, provided a legislative
update for the Commission. The Department is tracking akout 200
bills, not originated by the Department, that impact the agency.
He reviewed proposals to create new programs dealing with used
tires, household hazardous wastes, drug lab cleanup, and plastics
reduction and indicated that such proposals reflect the high level
of credibility the department has with the legislature. He then
reviewed the current status of a number of the more significant
bills the department is concerned with as reflected in the latest
edition of the DEQ lLegislative Newsletter. (Further information
about specific bills can be found in the Legislative Newsletter
available from the Public Affairs 0Office.)

Lydia Taylor, Administrator, Management Services Division,
provided the Commission with a status report on the Department's
budget that is currently being considered by the Ways and Means
subcommittee. The base budget regquest had been approved by the
subcommittee without any cuts. In general, most decision packages
were belng accepted as proposed or with minor changes in funding
level. The significant issues that were still being discussed
were the level of general fund support for the hazardous waste
rrogram enhancements, the level of fee for the underground storage
tank package, and the source of revenue to fund the spill response
package.

Ron Householder, Acting Administrator, Alr Quality Division,
briefed the Commission about the draft report on Health Effects of
Field Burning that has been prepared for the Field Burning
Regearch Advisory Committee. Ron indicated the staff has reviewed
the draft report and has identified no significant errors in
methedology used. However, there 1s concern about the uncertainty
and precision of the numbers presented in the report.
Specifically, the numbers presented in the draft report suggest
that exposure over a 70 year lifespan to typical levels of smoke
from Field Burning, Wood Stoves, and Slash Burning would result in
1, 45, and 16 additicnal deaths per year, respectively.

Ron Householder also advised the Commission that EPA was expected
to announce their new fine particulate (PM10) standard on June 3,
1987. This new standard is expected to create some new non-
attainment areas in the state.

Page 2



FORMAL MEETING

CONSENT ITEMS

Agenda Item A: Minutes of the April 17, 1987, EQC Meeting; April

22, 1987, Special Meeting; and May 7, 1987, Special Conference

Call.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by
Commissioner Denecke and passed unanimously that the minutes
of the April 17, 1987, EQC Meeting; April 22, 1987, Special
Meeting; and May 7, 1987, Special Conference Call; be
approved.

Agenda Item B: Monthly Activity Report for March 1987.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by
Commissioner Brill and passed unanimously that the activity
report for March 1987 ke approved.

Agenda Ttem C: Tax Credits.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by
Commissioner Denecke and passed unanimously that the
following Director's recommendation be approved:

1.

Issue tax credit certificates for pellution control
facilities:

T-1840, Portland General Electric: for replacement of
PCB capacitors.

T-1874, Portland General Electric: for an oil spill
containment system.

Revoke Polluticn Control Facility Certificates 853 and
1034 issued to Champicn International and reissue to
Hanel Lumber Co.

PUBLIC FORUM

Jacob Tanzer, Attorney for Tidewater Barge Lines, Inc. and

Wastech,

Inc., Wes Hickey, Executive Vice President of Tidewater

Barge Lines, and Merle Irvine, Executive Vice President cof Wastech
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advised the Commission of their proposal to establish a landfill
in Eastern Oregon that would be capable of serving the Portland
metropolitan area. Mr. Tanzer said Tidewater planned to use
container barges to transport garbage to a 600+ acre landfill site
near the Boardman bombing range 16 miles south of Boardman. They
were pursuing approvals of the site based on a proposal to dispose
of garbage from Clark County, Washington. However, the site would
also have the capacity to serve the Portland area.

Mr. Tanzer indicated they were not asking the Commission to
designate their site as the regional landfiil. Rather, they
wanted to make sure the Commission was aware of their proposal and
did not inadvertently block future consideration of their site.

He said the Commission's function was to chocse a metropolitan
site and to leave METRO with the flexibility to explore other
sites. He expressed the view that competition would provide
better protection of the public than PUC rate regulation, and that
site redundancy (a fall-back site) would be desirable.

ACTION AND INFORMATION ITEMS

Agenda Item D, Request for Issuance of an Environmental Quality
Commigsion Order for the North Albany County Service District.

This item was a reguest for a Commission order requiring the North
Albany County Service District to correct water quality and sewage
treatment plant vieclations. Despite local efforts for 15 vyears,
no progress was made to resolve the sewage disposal probklem in the
North Albany area. Action by the Commission would promote a
solution and the order would become the basis for seeking self-
liquidating bends if local financing efforts fail.

The Department was advised that 31 residents signed petitions
calling for health hazard findings and mandatory annexation. The
County Board of Health is expected to act on the petition by June
3 and may request the State Health Division to begin a findings
and annexation process.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based upon the summation (in the
staff report), it is recommended that the Commission issue an
Environmental Quality Commission Compliance Qrder as
discussed in the Alternatives and Evaluation Secticn, by
signing the document prepared as Attachment E (to the staff
report). The Commission may utilize ORS 454.235 to seek
self-liquidating bonds to finance the needed sewerage
facilities in the event local financing efforts fail.

Page 4



David St. Louis, Manager, Willamette Valley Region Office,
provided additional background information on the North Albany
situation in response to gquestions from the Commission. It was
alsc noted that the draft order (Attachment E) should be corrected
to state North aAlbany County Service District rather than Sanitary
District.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Denecke, seconded by
Commissicner Brill and passed unanimously that the Director's
recommendation be approved with the correction in the order
as noted above.

Agenda Item E. Public Hearing and Proposed EQC Adoption of
Temporary Rule Amending Solid Waste Permit Application Processing
Fee for Large General Purpose Domestic Waste Landfills, OAR 340-
61=120.

This agenda item was a request to the Commission to adopt a
temporary rule allowing revision of the solid waste permit fee
schedule. The reason for this request is that the Department has
been approached by two companies proposing to build major
landfills in north central Oregon. The Department is not staffed
nor budgeted to address these two large and complex permit
applications in the time for either site to receive solid waste
when the St. John's landfill closes.

Based upon the cost involved with the Senate Bill 662 landfill
siting process, the Department proposed that the Commission adopt
a temporary rule revising the solid waste permit fee schedule.
The rule would require an $85,000 permit application processing
fee for a major, new general-purpose domestic waste landfills.

DIRECTCOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based upon the findings in the
summation (of the staff report), it is recommended the
Commission hold a public hearing and, based on that pubklic
hearing, adopt the proposed temporary rule amending OAR 340-
61-120 which is provided in Attachment 5 (of the staff
report). It is also recommended the Commission authorize the
Department to hold public hearings about making the temporary
rule permanent,.

Jacob Tanzer, Attorney for Tidewater Barge Lines, gquestioned the
justification for the proposed $85,000 fee for a major new
landfill receiving 100,000 tons. of garbage per year or more,
particularly as it relates to the balance cf the fee schedule
which has a maximum fee of $1,000 for a new landfill receilving
less than 100,000 tons per year. He further felt the fee was not
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justified when the applicant is required to develop all the site
information compared to the department developing the information
as it did in the metro area landfill siting process. He expressed
the view that the proposed fee was quite high for an entrepreneur
to put up and they did not want to be singled out. He felt the
fee schedule should be based on the cost of doing the necessary
review and should be fairly applied to all solid waste facility
applicaticns including those for alternative technology.

Bill Webber, Valley Landfills, Inc., also questioned the level of
the proposed fee and expressed concern akout what the Department
would do when this crisis was over and how that staff would be
funded. In addition, Mr. Webber said he felt the Department
spends too much time on frent-end review and does not adequately
stress landfill compliance with operating requirements including
aesthetics. He said the new fee, if adopted, should not apply to
expansion of an existing landfill and therefore recommended that
Section h(A) of the proposed new rule be amended to read, "...fee
of $85,000, not to include previously permitted sites, shall
be..."

Mike Downs, Administrator, Hazardous and Solid Waste Divisicn,
responded to remarks by Messrs. Tanzer and Webber. He noted that
the department is trying to deal with an emergency -- the need to
promptly review two major applications that were not anticipated.
He further noted that the solid waste program operates without
federal funding assistance and this results in increased reliance
on fees. He stressed that concerns over the impact of landfills
cn groundwater make 1t necessary that the department perform a
more detailed technical review than has been done in the past. He
said the quickest and most economical way to gain the needed
information to process an application is to have department staff
work closely with the applicants' consultants during their study
efforts to make sure essential and correct information is obtained
the first time. Additionally, Mr. Downs said, to ensure a
comprehensive compliance program is developed and maintained, the
front-end design of a site must be studied.

Commission members asked a number of clarifying questions of Mike

Downs and Kent Mathiot. Chairman Petersen asked the Department to
explore alternatives for funding including the use of Senate Bill

6562 funds (Sl/ton surcharge on Portland metropolitan area garbage)
to cover the added cost the the application raview process. Also,
he suggested that a bookkeeping system be considered, where unused
applicaticn fees could be refunded to the applicant.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commizsioner Denecke, seconded by
Commissioner Bishop and approved unanimously that the
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Commission postpone action on this item until the June 12
meeting to allow the Department the opportunity to explore
the alternatives mentioned by the Commission.

At this time, Chairman Petersen moved to Agenda Item K which was
scheduled for 11:00 a.n.

Agenda Item K. Informational Report: Report from Facility
Siting Advisory Committee, Chalr-person Rebecca Marshall.

The Facility Siting Advisory Committee was appointed in January
1986. The purpose of the Committee was to serve as an advisory
group on policy or process issues relating to the landfill siting
program. The Committee's 14 members live throughout the tri-
county .area and represented a variety of professions.

The committee met monthly, attended many of the Department's
public meetings and hearings and spent a considerable amount of
time reading reports.

Rebecca Marshall, Chair-person, presented a summary of the
Committee's final review of the landfill siting process. She
presented to the Commission a written copy of the summary which is
made a part of the record of this meeting. The summary was a
compilation of committee concerns, questions and issues they felt
the EQC should consider. Ms. Marshall recommended that a report
be prepared describing the complete landfill siting preocess. Such
a report would provide a useful guide for other processes as well
as for landfill siting.

Chairman Petersen thanked the Committee and expressed appresciation
on behalf of the Commission for a job well done.

Agenda Item F. Proposed Adoption of Changes in Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit Fees and other Requirements as Amendments to the
State Implementation Plan (OAR 340-20-155 and 340-20-165).

This item was a request to recommend changes in the fee schedule
for Air Contaminant Discharge Permits, effective July 1, 1987.
The changes were reccmmended to partially offset inflationary
costs of operating the permit program and to make the fees more
equitable for industry by reflecting time spent by the Department
on different source classes.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATICN: Based upon the Summation {in the
staff report), it is recommended the Commission adopt the
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proposed modifications to OAR 340-20-155, Table 1, Air
Contaminant Sources and Associated Fee Schedule (Attachment 1
of the staff report), and OAR 340-20-165, Fees. It is also
recommended the Commission direct the Department to submit
the rule revision to the U. S. Environmental Protection
Agency for inclusion to the State Implementation Plan.

The Commission asked for clarification of the level of the
proposed fee increase compared to the level of inflation and .the
portion of program costs borne by the public. Lloyd Xostow, Air
Quality Program Operations Mahager, responded that fees had not
been increased for 4 years and the proposed increase was 13,4
percent. He alsc noted that approximately one half of the permit
compliance costs are covered by fees and the remainder are funded
from a combination of state general funds and federal funds.

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

Agenda Item G. Proposed Adoption of Open Field Burning Rulesg,
OAR 340-26-001 through 340-26-055, as a Revision to the Qregon
Staterlmplementation Plan.

This item requested that the State Implementation Plan be amended
to incorporate changes to the Field Burning Rules. The changes
proposed were to address the problem of smoke from propane field
burning, preparatory burning and straw stack burning. Changes
were also proposed to promote the use of new techniques for
maximizing acres burned while minimizing smoke affects.

Since propane burning has increased to an estimated 30,000 to
60,000 acres a season, the proposed rules prohibit propane flaming
of fields when atmospheric conditions are not suitable for smocke
dispersal. The rule changes are the first made to regulate
propane flaming, and nc significant adverse economic impact on the
grass seed industry is foreseen.

DIRECTCR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based on the summation (in the
staff report), it is recommended the Commission adopt the

proposed field burning rule changes (OAR 340-26-001 through
340-26-08%5) as a revision to the State Implementation Plan.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissicner Bishop, seconded by

Commissioner Brill and passed unanimously that the Director's
recommendation be approved.
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Commissioner Denecke asked the Department to send a copy of this
staff report to Representative Liz VanLeeuwen.

Agenda Ttem H. Proposed Adcption of Amendments to the Watér
Quality Program Permit Fee Schedule (OAR 340-45-070, Table 2).

This item requested a proposed fee increase for the Water Quality
program. Historically, the fees for large municipalities have
been much less than those for large industrial facilities.

Because of the additional staff involvement in municipal
facilities, this new fee schedule has narrowed the disparity.
Furthermore, the number of new applications for gold cyanidization
facilities has created a need for a new category of annual
compliance fees. Except for one minor change in the definition of
small mining operations, the fee schedule, as proposed at the time
of the hearing authorization, is the same.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based upon the summation (in the
staff report), the Director recommends the Commissicn adopt
the proposed amendment of the Water Quality Permit Fee
Schedule.

In response to a question from Chairman Petersen, Kent Ashbaker,
Water Quality Division Industrial Waste Manager, advised that
permit fees fund approximately 17 percent of the program costs.

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

Agenda Item I. Proposed Adoption of Amendments £o the Hazardous
Waste Management Rules, OAR 340, Divisions 100 through 102,

This item requested adoption of proposed amendments to the
Department's hazardous waste management rules. The amendments
were necessary to maintain consistency between the federal and
state programs, minimizing confusion within the regulated
community. The proposed amendments were alsco necessary for the
Department to continue receiving authorization from the U. 8.
Environmental Protection Agency for managing a state-operated
hazardous waste programn.

The proposed amendments included:
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a. The adoption by reference of some new federal rules,
including new small quantity generator rules;

b. The adoption of new rules concerning public availability of
information; and

c. The deletion of existing state small guantity generator
rules.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based upen the Summation (in the
staff report), it is recommended the Commission adopt the
proposed amendments to the hazardous waste management rules,
OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 100 through 102 (as presented in
Attachment IV of the staff report).

Jean Meddaugh, Oregon Environmental Council, sald that OEC agrees
with the need for consistency. Chairman Petersen said that unless
there is a compelling environmental need for rules to be more
strict, consistency has merit; at this time, he did not feel a
need existed for more stringent rules.

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

Agenda Item J. Informational Report: Individual Aerckic Sewage
Treatment Plants.

Mr., C., B. Canoles spoke at the April 17 EQC public forum. He
presented a study about the operation cf a residential aexcbkic
sewage treatment system installed as a repair to a failing system
in Tillamook County. He asked the Commission to consider a 50
percent reduction in the disposal field and to consider
eliminating the requirement for a repair/replacement area (when an
aerobic plant is used as the method of onsite sewage treatment).
The Commission requested the Department to review Mr. Canoles'
materials and to prepare an informaticnal report about these
issues.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based upon staff reservations
that aerobic systems will not consistently provide good
effluent quality, the Director recommended the Commission not
consider reducing drainfield sizing reguirements at this
time. The Director further recommended that staff be
instructed to continue working with Mr. Cancles to see if the
staff concerns about operation and maintenance can be
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overcome, The Director also recommended the Commission
reject further consideration of eliminating the repair area
requirement. §

Chairman Petersen encouraged the Department to continue
investigation of these types of systems. Commissioner Bishop
suggested the last sentence of the recommendation be eliminated.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by
Commissioner Denecke and passed unanimously that the
Director's recommendation be modified to delete the last
sentence and approved as modified.

Agenda Item L. Adoption of Rules for Contested Case Hearing on
Senate Bill 662 Landfill Siting Decision.

on May 7, 1987, the Commission voted to provide interested parties
an opportunity for a contested case hearing on the Senate Bill 662
land£ill siting decision. As a result of this decision, this item
requested the Commission adopt the State Attorney General's model
rules applicable to conduct of contested case hearings,

The Commission was encouraged to adopt these model rules instead
of the EQC administrative rules because the appeal procedures in
the EQC's existing rules provide for a lengthy appeal of the
hearings officer's final order. A delay would not be appropriate
since statutory direction must be compiled with. The Attorney
General's model rules allow the EQC o conduct the contested case
in a manner consistent with protection of interested parties!
procedural rights and without unnecessary delays.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: The Director recommended that the
Commission adopt the STATEMENT OF NEED AND REASONS IN SUPPORT
OF TEMPORARY RULEMAKING as findings, and adopt as a tamporary
rule, proposed rule OAR 340-11-141 which makes the Attorney
General's Model Rules of Procedure for Contested Cases
applicable to any contested case hearing conducted by or for
the Commission on its order selecting a landfill disposal
gits pursuant te 1985 Oregon Laws, Chapter 672.

Chairman Petersen asked if the Attorney General's Model Rules
should be substituted for the current Commission contested case
rules for all cases. Michael Huston, Assistant Attorney General,
responded that the present Commissicen rules allow some additional
procedural steps that have been appreciated by the Commission's
Hearings Officer and parties in contested cases. However, these
procedures tend to lengthen the proceeding, which is not desirable
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in this case. Mr. Huston indicated he is working with the
department at the Director's request to evaluate the rules and
make a recommendation for appropriate changes.

Dave Ellis, Assistant Attorney General, stated the lawyers for the
affected parties have been advised and have not voiced any concern
about the Commission adopting the model rules.

Steven Janik, Attorney for the Port of Portland, sald he saw no
problem with the Attorney General's Model Rules. However, he
stated that there is also a need to address the procedures for
preparation of a draft final order, for parties to comment on the
draft final order, for adoption of the final order by the hearings
officer, and for appeal of the Hearings Officer's final order to
the EQC. Mr. Janik expected these issues to be worked out with
the department and David Ellis, Assistant Attorney General.
Edward Sullivan, attorney for the Helvetia Mountaindale
Preservation Coalition, said that he generally agreed with Mr.
Janik and agreed the mechanics of the final order could be worked
ocut.

Chairman Petersen said f£full authority would be given to the
hearings officer, Arno Denecke.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by

Commissioner Denecke and passed unanimously that the
Director's recommendation be approved.

There was no further business, and the meeting was adjourned at
12:00.
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The principal purpose of this meeting was for the Commission to
select a site and to order the establishment of a waste disposal
site as authorized in Senate Bill 662. In addition, the
Commission gave consideration to the proposed. adoption of a
temporary rule amending Solid Waste Permit application processing
fees for large general-purpose domestic waste landfills. Although
no public testimony was taken at this meeting, the EQC called upon
interested persons to answer questions and to provide

information.

Agenda Item 1. Selection of and Order Establishing a Waste
Disposal Site as Authorized in Senate Bill 662,

Chalrman Petersen opened the discussion by reading a statement

on behalf of the Commission that provided an overview to the
audience of the events leading up to their decision. He described
what will happen after their decision is made, including the
process for a contested case hearing. This statement is made a
part of the record in this matter. Chairman Petersen also thanked
the Department, the landfill siting staff, Director Hansen, the
consultants, the citizen advisory committee, and the citizens and
neighborhoods of the proposed landfill sites for all their views,
concerns and efforts.

In response to gquestions from Commissioners Bishop and Brill,
Michael Huston, Assistant Attorney General, advised that the
Commission could subsequently select the second site if, in the
contested case hearing process, the first selected site was
rejected. He alsc advised that the Commission could legally
select two sites, and could hold a single contested case hearing
covering both sites.

Commissioner Buist read a prepared statement which is made a part
of the record in this matter. She stated she was impressed with
the thought that went into the development of the process for
siting the landfill and how that process was feollowed., Although
she had reservations about both sites, she believed both sites
meet the regquirements of SB 662. She stated there was never a
clear front runner in her mind, but of the twe sites, she would
have to choocse the Bacona Road site.
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.Commissioner Buist MOVED that the Commission site the landfill at
Bacona Road and strongly recommend to METRO that the final

decision not be made until other alternatives have been evaluated. -
Commisgsioner Brill seconded the motion.

In discussion, Commissioner Bishop expressed the view that both
sites were suitable and met the requirements of Senate Bill 662.
However, because of problems associated with both sites, she
preferred to select both sites.

Chairman Petersen then read a personal statement which is made a
part of the record in this matter. Chairman Petersen said that in
his mind there had not been a clear front runner. While it is
very important to pick a landfill site in the metropolitan area,
he said that other sites cutside of the area should be ccngidered
by METRO. He said while both sites (Ramsey Lake and Bacona Road)
were sultable, Bacona Recad was the most suitable. Chairman
Petersen said both sites were roughly equal in envirconmental and
technical aspects. However, when he factored in the tremendous
disparity in cost factors, the potential impact on economic
development, and the projected site life difference, he concluded
the Bacona Road site appeared most suitable.

Chairman Petersen then expressed support for Commissioner Buist's
motion and proposed to formallze the wording of the motion as
follows:

I MOVE that the Environmental Quality Commission order the
Department of Environmental Quality to establish a solid
waste facility at the Bacona Reoad site subject, however, to
the condition as follows:

If the Metropolitan Service District, established under
ORS 268, enters into a contractual agreement with a DEQ
permitted landfill disposal site owner or operator,
requiring a dispcsal site owner or operator to receive
the solid waste from the district, then DEQ shall not be
required to establish a disposal site pursuant to this
order; and all authority for establishment of a disposal
site pursuant to this order, shall expire upon execution
of such a contract by the Metropolitan Service

District.
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Commissioner Buist and Commissioner Brill agreed to accept this
wording as included in their motion and second.

ACTION: The MOTION was passed by a four to one vote with
Commissioner Bishop dissenting.

Chairman Petersen commented that the EQC hopes that the Port of
Portland will be cooperative in the development of a transfer
facility if a site east of the mountains appears to be more
suitable.

Chailrman Petersen indicated that specific findings and conclusions
needed to be adopted to support the EQC order. He said he felt
the EQC should discuss the order and findings at this meeting and
approve the final wording of the document over a conference call
to occur sometime next week. While Chairman Petersen said he did
not have any problems with the Bacona Road site findings, he did
recommend that typographical errors be corrected and additional
findings be included as follows:

Page 5, paragraph IV -- correct to read Bacona Road Site
rather than Ramsey lLake Site, and change "...pages 2-103
through 2-103" to read 2-24 through 2-97.

Add the following under the heading Other Considerations:

Section 5 (2) of the Act directs the Commission in
selecting a disposal site to review the study prepared
by DEQ and the sites recommended by DEQ under Section 3
of the act. The Commission has reviewed the study and
finds it relevant for the following reasons:

1. The study demonstrates that selection of the Bacona
Road site complies with the criteria set forth in
Section 4 of the act.

2. The study provides information and evidence in
support of the Commission’s other considerations
set forth in subparagraph  (to be included in
final draft).
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Section 2 (2)(d) of the Act directs the Commission to
give due consideration to other factors the Commission
considers relevant. The Commission considers the
following factors relevant:

1. Cost of acguisition, development and operation of
the disposal site.

2. Projected life of the disposal site,
3. Potential impacts on regional econcmic
development.

' The Commission recognizes that private interests have
come forward and requested commission consideration of
sites other than the sites recommended by DEQ, including
sites given preliminary consideration by DEQ but not
recommended by DEQ under Section 3 of the act. The
Commission does not intend to consider these under 1its
authority provided by SB 662. However, the Commission
does not wish to foreclose consideration of any
potential seolid waste disposal site by METRO, and
encourages DEQ and METRO to further evaluate these
disposal options.

ACTION: Chairman Petersen MOVED that the Commission adopt
the Findings of Fact and Concluslons attached to the draft
order for the Bacona Road site with incorporation of the
above noted corrections and additions. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Denecke and approved unanimously.

By consensus, the Commission agreed that the department should
incorporate the corrections and additions into the Findings of
Fact and Conclusions and circulate it to the Commission for
further consideration at a special conference call meeting.

Commissioner Denecke asked about the neighborhood protection plan.
He stated a concarn about safety at the junction of the Sunset
Highway and Vernonia Road. Commissioner Denecke indicated he was
prepared to go along with the department recommendation that an
overpass not be required but wondered if it would be possible to
require construction later if a study by the State Police or the
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Department of Transportation, conducted after the landfill had
- opened, demoncostrated a need. :

Chairman Petersen asked Edward Sullivan, Attorney for the Helvetia
Mountaindale Preservation Coalition, if he or his consultants had
considered the issue or would like to comment. Mr. Sullivan said
he felt it was best to leave this discussion for the contested
case hearing. The commission concluded that this issue could be
addressed further as part of the final order following the
contested case hearing.

The Commission discussed whether there was a need to specifically
adopt the Neighborhcod Protection Plan separately. Steve
Greenwocod advised that it was part of the order and had already
been adopted.

Agenda Item 2. Consideration of Proposed EQC Adoption of
Temporary Rule Amending Solid Waste Permit Application Processging
Fee for Large General Purpose Domestic Waste Landfills.

At the May 29 EQC meeting, the Department proposed a temporary
rule increasing the solid waste permit application processing fee
for large domestic landfills to $85,000. The Department must fund
additional staff needed to investigate and process applications
for two sites in north central Oregon preposed to handle Portland
area solid waste. At the May 29 EQC meeting, the Commission
directed the Department to investigate the use of 662 monies for
funding the additional staff and the refunding of unspent permit
fees to the applicant.

Fred Hansen advised that the proposal now before the Commission
had been modified from the previous proposal in the fellowing
respects:

1. The reccommendation to authorize permanent rulemaking had
been deleted. Instead, the Commission should direct the
department to look at the whole issue of the fee
structure and come back with a hearing authorization at
some peoint in the future. The Department will work with
applicants to develop a more equitable solid waste
permit fee structure before requesting authorizaticen to
conduct public hearings.
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2. The proposal had been modified to require the Department
"to account for its costs in reviewing an application and
return any unused portion of the application fee to the :
applicant. J

3. The Department is continuing to pursue a vehicle in the
legislative process to accomplish a change allowing the
SB 662 surcharge to be continued and applied to the
review of these applications. Since this remains
uncertain, the Department would suggest that if the
Commission proceeds to adopt the proposed temporary
rule, the department be directed not to collect the fee
if legislation is enacted allowing use of SB 662 money.
In such a case, the rule would bhe repealed at a future
Commission meeting.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION: Based upon the findings in the
Summation (of the staff report), it is recommended the
Commission adopt the proposed temporary rule amending OAR
340--61 as set forth in Attachment 2 (of the staff report).
It is further recommended the Commission direct the
Department to work with the affected parties in developing an
ecquitable permit application fee schedule and return to the
Commission for authorization to hold public hearings on
permanent rule amendments.

Commissioner Denecke asked Director Hansen if the time spent by
the staff to review applications will be recorded and logged.
Director Hansen replied that the time will be recorded like legal,
billable fees.

ACTION: It was MOVED by Commissioner Buist that the
Directors recommendation ke approved.

Jacok Tanzer, Attorney for Tidewater Barge Lines, expressed the
view that the Department had not addressed the policy issue that
was reguested. He said the Department's reccmmendation simply
provided that if funds cannot be found elsewhere, make the
applicants pay. He suggested it may ke more appropriate to juggle
priorities within the agency, finding the necessary funds to
accomplish the review or going to the Emergency Board if
additional funds are necessary. Mr. Tanzer believes the proposal
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is unfair to the applicant and a different solution should be
found.

Chairman Petersen expressed the view that the EQC and DEQ are
faced with a unique situation at this time. He said the siting of
a landfill for the Metropolitan area and the current situation
with large private proposals to be evaluated in a very narrow
time frame is a special situation. A year ago, these plans were
not apparent to the Department.

Jay Waldron, Attorney for Waste Management of Oregon, said his
conpany supports the recommended policy {department proposal)
with the provision that the unused fee will be refunded. They
also support it because they expect to be asking DEQ to rapidly
evaluate their application. They also note that fees reflecting
the level of work that a review agency does on an application are
becoming common everywhere, so this proposal is not out of the
ordinary.

Chairman Petersen asked Director Hansen to comment con the
suggestion that the department should divert monies budgeted for
other purpcses to review of landfill applications., Director
Eansen noted the Department understands the Commission expects
prompt, timely review of the two potential eastern Oregon
landfills. It is always an option to shift funds within the
existing budget as long as it is understood that other commitments
must be given up; however, the Department does not recommend this.
The Department has developed it's proposal on the basic premise
that those people who make application and ask for a sexrvice to be
provided should bear the burden of the service cost. This is
consistent with the direction that the Legislature has given the
department in other areas where the department collects fees.

ACTION: Chairman Petersen ncted thers was a motion on the
floor tc approve the Director's recommendation. The motien
was seconded by Commissioner Denecke and unanimously
approved.

There was no further businessz, and the meeting adjourned at 9:40
alm‘



MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE EQC

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

Minutes of the Special Meeting
June 19, 1987

811 S. W. Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon

On June 19, 13887, at 1:30 p.m., a special telephcne conference
call of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission convened.
Present by conference call connection were Chairman James Petersen
in Bend, Vice Chairman Arno Denecke in Salem, Commissioner Wallace
Brill in Medford, Commissioner Sonia Buist in Portland,
Commissicner Mary Bishop in Portland, and Assistant Attorney
General David Ellis in Salem. Present in the Director's Office on
the sixth floor of the Department of Environmental Quality cffice
at 811 SW Sixth Avenue in Portland, Oregon, were Director Fred
Hansen, several members of the Department staff, a representative
from Metro, and a number of citizens including attorneys
representing the Ramsey Lake and Bacona Road community
neighborhood organizations, Waste Management Inc., and Tidswater
Barge Lines.

The purpose of the special conference telephone call was to
finalize the content of the proposed Findings of Fact and
Conclusions and Order, regarding establishment of Bacona Recad as a
regional landfill site, as directed by the Commission at the June
12, 1987, meeting.

Chairman Petarsen noted that each Commissioner received a revised
draft of the Findings of Fact and Order from the Department the
previous day and a letter with suggested revisicns from the Port
of Portland. He also noted that Metro staff had proposad




changes to the revised Order. It was determined that the
Commission had not received copies of an objection to the revised
Findings submitted to the Department late the previous day by Mr.
Ed Sullivan, attorney, representing the Helvetia/Mcountaindale
Preservation Coalition (HMPC).

At Chairman Petersen's request, Ed Sullivan read the text of the
cbjections to the draft revised Findings of Fact aloud for the
Commission. AaAssistant Attorriey General, David Ellis, summarized
the Department's respcnse to five objections posed by Mr.
Sullivan. Director Hansen noted that the contested case
proceeding on the landfill site selection will provide an
opportunity for entertaining objections of the nature presented by
HMPC.

Chairman Petersen requested that language changes to the Order, as
suggested by Metro staff, be read aloud., David Luneke of Metro
read the proposed revisicns to page 3, paragraph 2 g, of the.
Order. These changes would release the DEQ from obligation to
develop the Bacona Road site solely upon passage of a resolution,
by Metro, that the site was no longer needed. Director Hansen
informed the Commission that Rena Cusma, Metro Executive, contrary
to Metro staff suggestions, testified that morning in Salem that
Metro supports the language of the revised order as proposed by
DEQ. By consensus the Commission agreed that the Department's
version of the draft Order more accurately reflects their intent:
DEQ's obligation to develop the Bacona Road site would expire when
Metro decided the site was no longer needed, and the District had
entered into binding agreements quaranteeing the disposal of all
the District's waste for a period of not less than 20 years,

Chairman Petersen noted that language included in the revised
Findings of Fact page 7, paragraph 2, comparing the Bacona Road
site and the Ramsey Lake site would regquire participation cf the
Ramsey Lake site opponents in the contested case hearing. By
consensus the Commission approved language proposed by Assistant
Attorney General David Ellis to eliminate mention and comparison
of the Bacona Road and Ramsey Lake sites in the Findings of Fact
and Conclusions. :

David Ellis informed the Commission of his opinion that the record

of the proceedings on the landfill site selection does not support
the implied conclusion included in the Findings of Fact (page 7,
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paragraph 2), that landfill siting at the Bacona Road site would
not have a significant impact on regional eccnomic development.
There were no objections to Chairman Petersen's suggestion that
this reference be eliminated from the findings.

Vice Chairman Denecke clarified his understanding that the
proposed Order, as amended during this meeting, would ke
interpreted to mean that if the Bacona Road site 1s eliminated as
a result of the contested case proceeding that a new order of the
Commission could be passed directing the DEQ to establish the
Ramsey Lake site.

Assistant Attorney General Ellis suggested minor changes be made
to pages 5 and 8 of the Findings of Fact to clarify the reports
being referred tc in the document. He also suggested that the
signature block be changed to allow Fred Hansen to sign the Order
on behalf of the Commission. There were no cbjections to these
suggestions.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Buist, seconded by Commissioner
Bishop and passed unanimously that revisions to the proposed
draft Findings of Fact and Conclusions and Order on Bacona Road,
as amended during the meeting, be approved.

Chalrman Petersen apologized to Mr. Sullivan for the short time
given to review the Department's proposed draft language for the
draft Findings of Fact and Order. While recognizing the time
constraints placed on the Department'in these circumstances,
Chairman Petersen requested the Department take all steps possible
to provide sufficient time and notice for review in the future.

There was no further business and the meeting was adjourned.
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MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE EQC

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

Minutes of the Special Meeting
June 19, 1987

811 §. W. Sixth Avenue
Portland, Cregon

On June 19, 1987, at 1:30 p.m., a special telephone conference
call of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission convened.
Present by conference call connection were Chairman James Petersen
in Bend, Vice Chailrman Arno Denecke in Salem, Commissioner Wallace
Brill in Medford, Commissioner Sonia Buist in Portland,
Commissioner Mary Bishop in-Portland, and Assistant Attorney
General David Ellis in Salem. Present in the Director's 0ffice on
the sixth floor of the Department of Environmental Quality office
at 811 SW Sixth Avenue in Portland, Oregon, were Director Fred
Hansen, several members of the Department staff, a representative
from Metro, and a number of citizens including attorneys
representing the Ramsey Lake and Bacona Reoad community
neighborhood organizations, Waste Management Inc., and Tidewater
Barge Lines.

The purpcese of the special conference telephone call was to
finalize the content of the proposed Findings of Fact and
Conclusions and Order, regarding establishment of Bacona Rcad as a
regional landfill site, as directed by the Commission at the June
12, 1987, meeting.

Chairman Petersen noted that each Commissioner received a revised
draft of the Findings of Fact and Order from the Department the
previous day and a letter with suggested revisions from the Port
cf Portland. He also noted that Metro staff had proposed




changes to the revised Order. It was determined that the
Commission had not received copies of an cbjection to the revised
Findings submitted to the Department late the previous day by Mr.
Ed Sullivan, attorney, representing the Helvetia/Mountaindale
Preservation Coalition (EMPC).

At Chairman Petersen's request, Ed Sullivan read the text of the
objections to the draft revised Findings of Fact aloud for the
Commission. Assistant Attorney General, David Ellis, summarized
the Department's response to five objections posed by Mr.
Sullivan. Director Hansen noted that the contested case
proceeding on the landfill site selection will provide an
opportunity for entertaining objections of the nature presented by
HMPC.

Chairman Petersen requested that language changes to the Order, as
suggested by Metro staff, be read aloud. David Luneke of Metro
read the proposed revisions to page 3, paragraph 2 g, of the
Order. These changes would release the DEQ from obligation to
develop the Bacona Road site solely upon passage of a resolution,
by Metro, that the site was no longer needed. Director Hansen
informed the Commission that Rena Cusma, Metro Executive, contrary
to Metro staff suggestions, testified that morning in Salem that
Metro supports the language of the revised order as proposed by
DEQ. By consensus the Commission agreed that the Department's
version of the draft Order more accurately reflects their intent:
DEQ's obligation to develop the Bacona Road site would expire when
Metro decided the site was no longer needed, and the District had
entered into binding agreements guaranteeing the dispeosal of all
the District's waste for a period of not less than 20 years.

Chairman Petersen noted that language included in the revised
Findings of Fact page 7, paragraph 2, comparing the Bacona Road
site and the Ramsey Lake site would require participation cf the
Ramsey Lake site opponents in the contested case hearing. By
consensus the Commission approved language proposed by Assistant
Attorney General David Ellis to eliminate mention and comparison
of the Bacona Road and Ramsey Lake sites in the Findings of Fact
and Conclusions.

David Ellis informed the Commission of his opinion that the record

of the proceedings on the landfill site selection doces not support
the implied conclusion included in the Findings of Fact (page 7,
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paragraph 2), that landfill siting at the Bacona Road site would
not have a significant impact on regional economic development.
There were no objections to Chairman Petersen's suggestion that
this reference be eliminated from the findings.

Vice Chairman Denecke clarified his understanding that the
proposed Order, as amended during this meeting, would be
interpreted to mean that if the Bacona Road site is eliminated as
a result of the contested case proceeding that a new order of the
Commission could be passed directing the DEQ to establish the
Ramsey Lake site.

Assistant Attorney General Ellis suggested minor changes be made
to pages 5 and 8 of the Findings of Fact to clarify the reports
being referred to in the document. He also suggested that the
signature block be changed to allow Fred Hansen to sign the Order
on behalf of the Commission., There were no objections to these
suggestions.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Buist, seconded by Commissioner
Bishop and passed unanimously that revisions to the proposed
draft Findings of Fact and Conclusions and Order on Bacona Road,
as amended during the meeting, be approved.

Chairman Petersen apologized to Mr. Sullivan for the short time
given to review the Department's proposed draft language for the
draft Findings of Fact and QOrder. While recognizing the time
constraints placed on the Department in these circumstances,
Chairman Petersen requested the Department take all steps possible
to provide sufficient time and notice for review in the future.

There was no further business and the meeting was adjourned.
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Environmental Quality Commission
811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 87204 PHONE (503} 229-5696

DEG-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Bgenda Item Wo. B, July 17, 1987, EQC Meeting
April and May 1987 Program Activity Report

Discussion

Attached is the April and May, 1987 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 Solid Waste facility plans and specificationsz 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:

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

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

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

Recommendation

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

Fred Hansen

SChew:p
MD26
229-6484
Attachment




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Monthly Activity Report

April and May, 1987
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
Air Quality, Water Quality,

Hazardous and Solid Waste Divigions April and May 1987
(Reporting Units) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans Plans Plans
Received Approved Disapproved Plans
Month FY = Month FY Month FY Pending

Air
Direct Sources 11 66 11 45 0 0 30
Small Gasoline

Storage Tanks

Vapor Controls - - - - - 0 -
Total il 66 11 45 0 0 30
Water
Municipal 36 140 34 154 0 0 37
Industrial 7 84 8 81 0 0 9
Total 43 224 42 235 0 0 46
Solid Waste
Gen. Refuse 2 18 - 10 1 1 21
Demolition 2 4 1 3 - - 3
Industrial 1 13 2 16 - - 12
Sludge - 1 - 1 - - 1
Total 5 36 3 30 1 1 37
Hazardous
Wastes = 0 - 0 - - -
GRAND TOQTAL 59 435 51 310 1 1 113
MP&58
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

DIRECT SOURCES
PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Plan

Permit Action Date
Number County Number Source Name Process Description Revd Status Assigned
31 0037 UNION 196 NORTHE POWDER WOOD GAS. INSTALIATICN OF SCRUBBERS 04,23 /87 APTROVED
31 0002 UNION 208 BOISE CASCADE CORP EFR LINE 1 PART DRYER 04/20/87 APTROVED
15 0004 JACKSON 209 BOISE CASCADE CCRP ROTLER ASH DUST SUPPRESSION 03/12/87 APPROVED
vd 0001 DESCHUTES 213 DAW FOREST PRODUCTS €O SCRUBBER FOR BOTLER 02/13/87 APFROVED
18 0013 KiAMATH 215 WEYERHAFUSER COMPANY CYCLONE 04/15/87 APEROVED
03 9504 CLACKAMAS 216 PARK PL, WOOD PRODUCTS INC PAINT SPRAY BOOTH 04,713 /87 APPROVED

217 BAGHOUSE 04/13 /87 APPROVED
10 0083 . DOUGLAS 219 ROSEBUERG FORIST PRODUCTS DUAIL WET SCRUBBER 04/10/87 APFROVED

TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LOCK REPORT LINES 3
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DEPARTMENT QF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Ailr Quality Division April 1987
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

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

Month FY Month FY Pending Permitg Permits

Direct Sources

AAS323

New 2 21 2 22 14
Existing 1 26 4 23 16
Renewals 5 92 7 115 51
Modifications 15 53 9 53 24
Total 23 192 22 213 105 1391 1421
Indirect Sources
New 1 14 5 21 1
Existing 0 0 0 0 0
Renewals 0 0 0 0 0
Modifications 4] 2 o] 2 1
Total 1 16 5 23 2 271, 272
GRAND TOTALS 24 208 27 236 107 1662 1693
Number of
Pending Permits Comments
14 To be reviewed by Northwest Region
7 To be reviewed by Willamette Valley Region
0 To be reviewed by Southwest Region
4 To be reviewed by Central Region
1 To be reviewed by Eastern Region
27 To be reviewed by Program Operations Section
32 Awaiting Public Notice
20 Awaiting end of 30-day Public Notice Period
105
MAR.5 R 03
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County Name

Source Name

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAI, QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

DIRECT SOURCES
PERMITS ISSUED

Permit Appl. Date Type
Number Revd. Status Achvd. Appl.

COLUMBIA
C00S

LINN
MULTNOMAH
PORT  SCURCE
CO0S

BENTON
BENTON
WASCO

EHARNEY

| JACKSON
- JEFFERSON
| LINN
| PORT. SOURCE
| JACKSON
. MULTNGMAH
CLACKAMAS
£ €00S
DESCHUTES
LINCOLN
TILLAMOOK
UNICN

U S

CHEVRON CHEMICAL CO 05
WEST FOREST WOOD FRODUCTS 056
OREGON STRAND BOARD CO 22
SAKRETE OF PACIFIC NW ING 26

AVISON LUMBER CO. 37
ROSEBURG FGREST PRODUCTS (C6
3-G LIMBER COMPANY 02

DIAMOND B CORPORATION 02
THE DAILES CONCRETE PROD 33
TECTON LAMINATES CORP. 13
CORNETT IIMBER COMPANY 15
MID-COLUMBIA LBR & BOX CO 16
TELEDYNE WAH CHANG ALBANY 22

FOOD EXPRESS TINC 37
MEDFCORD CCRPORATION 15
OWENS-TIILINOIS GLASS CONT 26
RSG FOREST PRODUCTS 03

ROSEBURG FOREST PRODUCTIS (06
PONDEROSA MOULDINGS INGC. 09
WILIAMINA LUMBER COMPANY 21
TILLAMOCK TUMBER COMPANY 29
BOISE CASCADE CORP 31

2042 03702787 PERMIT ISSUED  03/30/87 MOD
0107 07/22/86 PERMIT ISSUED  03/31/87 EXT
1037 04730785 PERMIT ISSUED  03/31/87 R
1947 01709787 PERMIT ISSUED  03/31/37 RiW
0360 12715786 PERMIT ISSUED  03/31/87 EXT
0010 10/07/86 PERMIT ISSUED OA/01/87 MOD
2481 02703787 PERMIT ISSUED  04/06/87 RN
7082 05/12/86 PERMIT ISSUED  04/06/87 RN
0019 08/06/35 PERMIT ISSUED 04/06/87 RIW
0016 08/11/85 PERMIT ISSUED  04/08/87 NEW
0007 O4/24/86 PERMIT ISSUED  0%4/08/87 MOD
0025 11/06/86 PERMIT ISSUED  04/08/87 NEW
0547 02/04/83 PERMIT ISSUED  04/08/87 RNW
0363 11/03/86 PERMIT ISSUED  0%4/08/87 EXT
0048 03/31/86 PERMIT ISSUED 04710787 RN
1876 03/12/87 PERMIT ISSUED  04/16/87 MOD
1791 04/06/87 PERMIT ISSUED 04/20/87 MOD
0010 10/07/86 PERMIT ISSUED  04/20/87 MOD
0017 06/16/86 PERMIT ISSUED  04/20/87 EXT
0011 03/26/87 PERMIT ISSUED  0f4/20/87 MGD
0007 03/26/87 PERMIT ISSUED  04/20/87 MOD
0002 02/27/87 FERMIT ISSUED  04/20/87 MOD

TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LOCK REFORT LINES 22

e 2 e e 1 1 ) e ) 2 T T 1) 120 1 1




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division

(Reporting Unit)

April 1987

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

{(Month and Year)

*  County * Name of Source/FProject * Date of * Action %
* % [/Bite and Type of Same  * Action % %*
3 w0 * & *
Indirect Sources
Washington 185th Ave.-Rock Cr. 04/21/87  Final Permit Issued
Blvd. to T.V. Hwy.,
File No. 34~8701
Jackson Medford Shopping Centex 04/06/87  Final Permit Issued
Expansion,
2,053 Spaces,
File No. 15-8702
Multnomah U.S. Postal Service—Portland 04/15/87 Final Permit Issued
General Mail Facility,
400 Spaces,
File ¥o. 26-8703
Washington N.W. Cornell Rd,-Ray Circle 04/23/87 Final Permit Issued
to Cornelius Pass Rd.,
File No. 34-8704
Washington Stone Creek Apartments, 04/24/87  Final Permit Issued
321 Spaces,
File No. 34-8705
MAR.O
AAB324

e 05
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REFPORT

Water Quality
( Reporting Unit)

April 1987

(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 29

¥ County # Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of # Action 4

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

% % & # #

MUNICIPA]L, WASTE SOURCES - 23

Marion Woodburn 4-.6-87 Provisional Approval
WWIP~-RBC Return channel
including Addenda Nos. 1 & 2

Deschutes Romain Village 41587 Conments to Engineer
Recirculating gravel filter

Lane Enerald PUD Y97 87 Comments to Engineer
Conventional sand filter

Deschutes Bend
- South Hwy 97 sewer project (4-15-97) Provisional Approval
- North Hwy 97 sewer project (4=15-87) Provisional Approval
- Tamarack Park (4-16-87) Provisional Approval

Linn DOT, Highway Division 5=1-87 Provisional Approval
Oak Grove SRA
System repair, 10,000 gpd

Dougl as Yoncalla 4w29-87 Comments to City
STP modifications

Coos Charleston S8.D. 4-28-87 Provisional Approval
Joe Ney Sewers

Columbia Rainier 120 =87 Provisional Approval
Sewer improvements (separation)

Douglas RUSA 4-28-87 Provisional Approval
- Whipple Street Ext.
- Super 8 Metal (relocation)
= Douglas Aveniues exit
- Leroy Hanna exit

Clackamas Wilsonville B20-87 Provisional Approval
Knoll Commerce Center, South

Clackamas Oak Lodge, S.D. 4=15=87 Provisional Approval
Trila Jean Estates

MAR.3 (5/79) Page 1

w19,
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality

April 1987

{Reporting Unit)

{Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 29

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

# /Site and Type of Same # Action ¥ #

# # # )

MUNICIPAI, WASTE SOURCES (cont'd)

Coos Bandon 4.15=87 Provisional Approval
Baltimore and 17th sewer ext.

Baker Baker 4.15-87 Provisgional Approval
Campbell to Church on Main St.

Tillamook NTCSA 4-15-87 Provisional Approval
Ray Smith et al (lateral K.5.1)

Clatsop Warrenton 4-15-87 Provisional Approval
Alder Manor MH Park Addition
on NW Date street

bouglas Green S.D. 4=15-~87 Provisional Approval
Lance Street Ext.

Curry Bob McNeely dba Whaleshead 5-=7~87 Comments to Engineer
Beach Campground
RGF/Land Irrigation
8,000 gpd

Dougl as Drain 3=T =87 Provisional Approval
Lab & equipment/ generator purchase

MAR.3 (5/79) Page 2

WC1982



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REFPORT

Water Quality Division April 1987
(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)
PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 29
# County # Name of Source/Project # Date of *# Action #
# ¥ /Site and Type of Same # Action # &
# % % # #

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES -~ 6

Columbia Boise Cascade; St. Helens  L4=21-87 Application withdrawn
PCB Station #16

Colunbia Boise Cascade, St. Helens 14=21=87 Application withdrawn
PCB Station #17

Columbia Boise Cascade, St., Helens  U4-21-87 Application withdrawn
PCB Station #18

Columbia Boise Cascade, St. Helens  4-21-87 Application withdrawm
PCB Station #19

Tillamook Coast Wide Ready Mix, Inc. U-=14=87 Approved
Settling Pond

Mul tnomah McCloskey Corporation 4..20-87 Approved
Spill Control Systems

MAR.3 (5/79) WC1957 Page 1
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SUMMRY-F

Number of Applications Filed

Source Category NPDES WPCF

&Permit Subtype

Domestic
NEW

RW
RWO
MW
MWO

Total

Industrial
NEW
RW
RWO
MW
MWO

Total

Agricultural
NEW
RW
RWO
MW
MWO

Total

Grand Total

Sumnary

of Actions Taken
On Water Permit Applications in APR 87

Number of Permits Issued

Applications

Pending Permits

8 MAY 87

Current Number

of

Month Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Issuance (1) Active Permits
Gen NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF  Cen
3 1 16 1 9 L 15
1 il 1 1
4 45 29 4 218 s 3
5 7 3 9 7 9
L3 52 s T 4 38 34 57 52 229 174 29
3 7 7 15 33 1 1 3 4 33 8 16 9
1 1 1
3 3 30 20 2 23 13 18 16
1 1 il 1
6 3 6 12 6 10 3 16 5 9 3 4 3
10 9 13 51 41 43 6 4 4 22 42 31 36 12 163 132 356
1 2 2
1 1 1 1 1
_________ e T T S S & BT
4 13 13 104 96 43 10 4 83 57 42 88 91 12 394 317 44l

1) Does not include applications withdrawm by the applicant, applications where it was determined a permit was not needed,
and applications where the permit was denied by DEQ.

It does include applications pending from previous months and those filed after 30-APR-87.

NEW - New ap
RW - Renewaﬁ
RWO -
MW -

MWO

lication

with effiuent limit changes

Renewal without effluent limit
Modification with increase in effluent limits
Modification without increase in effluent limits

anges




e

[ISSUE2-R

PERMIT SUB-
CAT NUMBER TYPE TYPE FACILITY

General: Cooling Water

INn 100 GENO1 MWO 84814/A
IND 100 GENO1 MWO 50594 /A
D 100 GENO1 MWO  102773/A

General: Seafood Processor

IND 900 GENO9 NEW  102773/A
NPDES

DCM 100310 NPDES RWO 33060/A
IND 100311 NPDES NEW  100119/A
bOM 100312 NFDES RWO 36690/A
DOM 100313 NFDES RWO 33901/A
IND 100088 NPDES MWO 84816/A
IND 100105 NPDES MWO 84820/A
IND 100315 NFDES RWO 84791/A
IND 100316 NPDES RWO 96207 /A
DOM 100317 NFDES RWO 40981 /4

IND 100061 NPDES MWO 34855/C

ATI, PERMITS ISSUED BETWEEN Ql-APR-87 AND 30-APR-87
ORDERED BY PERMIT TYPE, ISSUE DATE, PERMIT NUMBER

FACTILITY NAME

NORPAC FOODS, ING.
NORPAG ¥OODS, INC.

ADVANCED HYDROLYZING SYSTEMS, INC.

ADVANCED HYDROLYZING SYSTEMS, INC.

GERVAIS, CITY OF
TAMMI, GEORGE N.
BURRIGHT, LARRY

GOLD HILL, CITY OF
NORPAC FOODS, INC.
NORPAC FOODS, INC.
NORPAC FOODS, INC.
WEYERHAFUSER COMPANY
HUNTINGTON, CITY OF
BARTH, JOHN, INCORPORATED

SALEM
SATEM
WARRENTON

WARRENTON

GERVAIS
CLATSKANIE
CLACKAMAS
GOLD HILL
SILVERTON
STAYTON
BROOKS

KILAMATH FATILS

HUNTINGTON
DUNDEE

COUNTY/REGION

MARTON/WVR
MARTON/WVR

CLATSOP /NWR

CLATSOP /NWR

MARTON/WVR.

COLUMBIA,/NWR
CLACKAMAS /NWR
JACKSON /SWR

MARTION/WVR.
MARTON/WVR.
MARTON/WVR
KIAMATH/CR.
BAKER/ER

YAMHTIL/WVR

8 MAY 87

13-APR-87
13-APR-87
23-AFR-87

23-APR-87

02-AFPR-87
07-AFR-87
08-APR-87
08-APR-87
13-APR-87
13-APR-87
20-APR-87
20-APR-87
20-APR-87
23-AFR-87

PAGE 1

31-DEGC-90
31-DEC-90
31-DEC-90

31-DEC-91

31-JAN-92
31-0CT-91
31-JAR-92
31-MAR-92
30-APR-90
31-MAY-90
31-MAR-92
31-JAN-92
29-FEB-92
31-MAR-90
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| ISSUE2-R

SUB-
TYPE FACTLITY

WPCF
DOM 3798 WPCF MWO  70000/B
IND 3612 WPCF MWO  84801/A
IND 100112 WPCF MWO  100081/B
DOM 100314 WPCF NEW  100069/A
DOM 3353 WPCF MWO  27112/B

"IND 3870 WPCF MWO  48085/A
IND 100318 WPCF RWO  92150/A

ATl, PERMITS TISSUED BEIWEEN 01-APR-87 AND 30-APR-87
ORDERED BY PERMIT TYPE, ISSUE DATE, PERMIT NUMBER

FACILITY NAME

PIONEER VILIA TRUCK PLAZA, INC.
NORPAC FOODS, ING.
ORECO ENTERPRISES, INC.

MCNEELY, DON R. PLANTE, JEANNE M.
JAMES J.

EWING, RICHARD G.
LA CREOLE FRUIT GO.
WISNOVSKY, ANN

& KEMP,

HAISEY
DAYTON
ASHWOOD
BROOKINGS

OTIS
RICKREAEL
JACKSONVILLE

COUNTY/REGION

LINN/WVR
YAMHILL/WVR
JEFFERSON/CR
CURRY /SHR

LINGCOIN /WVR

POLK/WVR
JACKSON /SWR

8 MAY 87

02-AFPR-87
13-APR-87
16-AFR-87
17-APR-87

20-APR-87
21-APR-87
28-APR-B87

PAGE 2

31-JAN-89
31-DEC-87
31.-JUL-90
30-APR-92

30-JUN-86
31-JUL-89
30-APR-92
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Sclid Waste Division

(Reporting Unit)

April 1987

(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

(General Refuse

New

Closures
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Demolition
New

Closures
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Industrial
New

Closures
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Sludge Disposal

New

Cl osures
Renewal s
Modifications
Total

Total Solid Waste

Hazardous Waste

Outputs currently under revision.

MAR.5S (11/84) (SB5285.B)

Pernit Permit

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

Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits

1 3 - 3 1

- 1 - 2 3

- 11 3 16 16

2 13 2 14 -

3 28 5 35 20 182 182
- 1 - -

- 1 - - 2

- 2 - 3 -

0 3 0 5 2 13 13
1 5 - 9 T

- | - - 3

1 6 1 13 5

3 13 3 13 -

5 28 b 35 15 103 103
- o - 3 2

- 1 - - -

- 1 - 1 -

0 ] 0 4 2 16 16
8 64 9 79 39



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division

(Reporting Unit)

# County
¥
%

April 1987

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

% Name of Source/Project

# /Site and Type of Same
%

#

Date of

% Action

#

&
%
#

(Month and Year)

Action

o

Clatsop

Clatsop

Lincoln

Morrow

Clackamas

L.inn

Yamhill

City of Astoria
Astoria Landfill
Closed municipal waste
landf'ill.

Crown Zellerbach
Wauna Mill Landfill
Existing industrial
waste landfill.

Willamina Lumber Co.
(formerly Smurfit News-
print Corp.)

Toledo Log Yard Landfill
Existing industrial
waste landfill.

City of Heppner
Turner Landfill
Existing municipal
waste landfill.

RSG Forest Products
(formerly Smurfit
Newsprint Corp.)
Molalla Pit
Existing industrial
waste landfill.

D € Walker Enterprises,
Inc,
Cedar Lumber Landfill

Existing industrial waste

landfill.

Riverbend Landfill Co.,
Inc.

River Bend Sanitary Lndfl.

Existing municipal waste
landfill.

MAR.6 (5/79) SB6682.D

4/8/87

4/8/87

h/8/87

h/8/87

4/13/87

4713787

4/713/87

Permit

Permit

Permit

Permit

Permit

Pernmit

Permit

amended.

amended.

amended,

reneyed.

amended.

reneved.

reneved.




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

# # /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action # ®
- # # #
Lane Lane County 4/ 20/87 Permit renewed,
Short Mountein Landfill
Existing municipal
waste landfill.
Unatilla Pendleton Sanitary i/ 29/87 Permit amended.

Service, Inc.
Pendleton Regional
Sanitary Landfill
Existing municipal waste
landfill,

MAR.6 (5/79) SB6682.D

18




|DISPOS-R

Hazardous Waste Disposal Requests Approved Between
0L-APR-87 AND 30-APR-87 for Chem-Security Systems, Inc., Gilliam Co.

30-APR-87 ARSENIC CONTAMINATED BOILER DEPOSITS
30-APR-87 ASBESTOS BEARING WASTE

2 Request(s) approved for generators in Alaska

30-APR-87 REFRIGERATION COOLANT FLUID

1 Request(s) approved for generators in Idaho

03-APR-87
03-APR-87
09-APR-87

09-APR-87
09-APR-87
09-APR-87
13-APR-87
13-APR-87
20-APR-87
20-APR-87
20-APR-87
20-APR-87
20-APR-87
20-APR-87
30-APR-87

-
&

TAB PACK - NON REGULATED
CONTAMINATED SOIL

EMPTY

CONTAINERS WHICH LAST CONTAINED SPENT

SOLVENTS

PCB EQUIPMENT

ARSENIC CONTAMINATED FILTERS ETC
DDT POWDER (50% MIX)

113 LEACHATE

WASTE
WASTE
WASTE
WASTE
WASTE
WASTE
WASTE

SOLIDIFIED GLUE / 1.1,1 TRICHLOROETHANE
PENTACHLOROPHENOL
PENTACHLOROPHENOL
PENTACHLOROPHENOL
PENTACHLOROPHENOL
PENTACHLOROPHENOL
PENTACHLOROPHENOL

LUMBER DIP TANK SLUDGE AND CONTAMINATED SOIL

INDUSTRIAL INORGANIC CHEMICALS
PULP MILILS

COLLEGES & UNIVERSITIES

5IC UNKNOWN
NON-SUPERFUND SITE CLEANUP
OTHER ELECTRONIC COMPONENTS

PCB REMOVAL & CLEANUP ACTIVITY
SEMICONDUCTORS

OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCY

HW TREAT/STORE/DISPOSE FCLTY
NON-RCRA SPILL CLEANUP

WOOD PRESERVING

WOOD PRESERVING

WOOD PRESERVING

WOOD PRESERVING

WOOD PRESERVING

WOOD PRESERVING

WOOD PRESERVING

4 MAY 87 PAGE 1

DISPOSE ANNUALLY

5.4 CU YD
60 CU YD

3.24 CU YD

1.35 CU YD
1000 CU YD
8.1 CU YD

8.1 CU YD
0.54 CU YD
1.08 €U YD
25 CU YD
5.4 CGU YD
2.7 CU YD
1l6.2 CU YD
8.1 CU YD
4.05 CU YD
26.73 CU YD
6.75 CU YDF
18 CU YD




[pLsz05-R oL-ap-o7 SR SN B R SRR R g, AT G2
DATE WASTE TYPE SOURCE DISPOSE ANNUALLY
30-APR-87 LAB PACK - ORM-E COLLEGES & UNIVERSITIES 1.08 CU ¥D

16 Request(s) approved for generators in Oregon
03-APR-87 OIL TANKS HW TREAT/STORE/DISPOSE FCLIY 2000 CU YD
03-APR-87 WOODTREATING WASTE WOOD PRESERVING 1.45 CU YD
09-APR-87 CONTAMINATED WELL BORING SOIL OTHER INDUS. ORGANIC CHEMICALS 13.5 CU ¥D
09-APR-87 WASTE CONTAMINATED SOIL & SLUDGE NON-SUPERFUND SITE CLEANUP 40 CU YD
09-APR-87 CONTAMINATED SANDBLAST GRIT DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 61 CU YD
13-APR-87 SUMP SLUDGE TRUCKING TERMINAL FACILITIES 385 CU YD
13-APR-87 WASTE ASBESTOS INSULATION OTHER INDUS. ORGANIC CHEMICALS 10.8 CU ¥D
13-APR~87 MTBF RESIDUALS OTHER INDUS. ORGANIG GCHEMICALS 10.8& CU YD
13-APR-87 CCA SLUDGE WOOD PRESERVING 4 CU YD
13-APR-87 FILTER RESIDUE DRY CLEANING PLANTS (NO RUGS) 0.54 CU YD
13-APR-87 SOLID RESIDUE -- SLIME-TROX RX-63 OTHER CHEMICAL PREPARATIONS 3 CU YD
30-APR-87 CCA DOCR PIT RESIDUE WOCD PRESERVING 135 CU YD
30-APR-87 WHITE POLYMERIC GEL PAPER MILLS{NO BUILDING PAPER) 0.41 CU YD
30-APR-87 YELLOW POLYMERIC GEL PAPER MILLS(NO BUILDING PAPER) 0.41 CU YD

14 Request(s) approved for generators in Washington

" 33 Requests granted - Grand Total

#

0
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTTY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Nolise Control Program

April, 1987

(Reporting Unit)

SUMMARY OF NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

New Actions Final Actions
Initiated ' Completed
Source
Category Mo Y Mo FY
Industrial/
Commercial 13 96 5. 69
Airports 0 6

)
(-

(Month and Year)

Actions
Pending

Mo Last Mo

232 224




|
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACT. "LTY REPORT

Noise Control Program April, 1987
! (Reporting Unit) . {Month and Year}

FINAL, NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED

County # Name of Source and Location * Date * Action

Clackamas Yoder Quarry, Molalla 04/87 In Complaince

Multnomah Complete Building Materials Quarry, 04/87 Source Closed
Portland

Multnomah Grand Metal Products Corporatdion, 04/87 In Compliance
Portland

f Multnomah Qaks Amusement Park, Portland 04/87 In Compliance

3 Multnomah Rono Graphic Communications Company, 04787 In Compliance
: Portland

23




CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF APRIL, 1987:

Name and Location
of Viclation

CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1987

Case No. & Type
of Violation

Date Issued Amount

Status

Norman Aikins

dba/Aikins Septic Tank
Pumping

Douglas County

Paul D. Howell
dba/Howell Enterprises
Coos Bay, Oregon

Murphy Plywood Company
Milwaukie, Oregon

VAK:Db
GB66T2

0S-SWR-8T7~22 479/87
Pumped and disposed
of sewage without
being licensed.

AQ-- SWR-8T =17 h/10/87
Open storage of
friable asbestos; use
of improper contain-
ers; failure to label
containers of asbestos
waste.

NP- MW R8T =26 b/ 29/87
Excesaive noise from

an industrial noise

source.

24

$500

$5.,000

$500

Paid 5/4/87.

Contested
4/30/87.

iwaiting
company's
response.




ACTIONS

Preliminary Issues
Discovery
Settlement Action

Hearing to be scheduled
Department reviewing penalty

Hearing scheduled
HO's Decision Due
Briefing
Inactive

SUBTOTAL of cases before hearings officer.

HO's Decision Out/Option for EQC Appeal

Appealed to EQC

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

Case Closed

TOTAL Cases

15~AQ-NWR-87-178

$

ACDP
AGL

AQ

AQOB

CR

DEC Date

ER

FB

HW

HSW

Hrng Rfrl

Hrngs
NP
NPDES

NWR

0ss

P

Prtys
Rem Order
Resp Code
58

SW

SWR

T

Transcr

Underlining

WQ
WVR

CONTES.B

April, 1987
DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

LAST
MONTH PRESENT
0 0
0 0
2 2
0 0
0 0
0 0
4 3
0 v}
4 4
10 9
0 1
4 4
0 0
0 0
0 0
14 14

15th Hearing Section case in 1987 involving Ailr
Quality Division vioclation in Northwest Region
jurisdiction in 1987; 178th enforcement action
in the Department in 1987.

Civil Penalty Amount

Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

Attorney General 1

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=-5ite Sewage Section

Litigation over permit or its conditions

All parties involved

Remedial Action Order

Source of next expected activity in case
Subsurface Sewage (now 083)

Solid Waste Pivision

Southwest Region

Litigation over tax credit matter

Transcript being made of case

New status or new case singe last month's contested
case log

Water Quality Division

Willamette Valley Region



April 1287

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp BErng Hrng Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rgst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. Status
WAH CHANG. 04/78 04/78 Prtys 16-P-WQ-WVR-78-2849~J Current permit in
NPDES Permit force. Hearing
Modification deferred.
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 Prtys 03-P-WO~-WVR~78-2012-J Current permit in
NPDES Permit force. Hearing
Modification deferred.
McINNIS 09/20/83 09/22/83 Prtys 56-WO-NWR-83-79 Hearing deferred.
ENTERPRISES, WQ Civil Penalty
LTD., et al. of $14,500
McINNIS 10/25/83 10/26/83 Priys 59-S5-NWR~83-33290p-5 Hearing deferred.
ENTERPRISES, 55 license revocation
LTD., et al.
FUNRUE, AmOS 03/15/85 03/19/85 06/20/85 Dept 05-A0-FB-84-141 EQC affirmed $500 penalty
Civil Penalty of $500 June 13, 1986. Department
of Justice to draft final
order reflecting EQC action.
'~ DANT & RUSSELL, 05/31/85 05/31/85 03/21/8%6 Prtys 15-HW-NWR-85-60 Settlement action.
INC. Hazardous waste
disposal
Civil Penalty of
$2,500
BRAZIER FOREST 11/22/85 12/12/85 02/10/86 Dept 23-HSW-85 EQC issued declaratory ruling
PRODUCTS Declaratory Ruling July 25, 1986. Department of
Justice to draft final order
reflecting EQC action.
NULF, DOUG 01/10/86 01/13/86 05/05/86 Dept 01-AQFB—-85-02 Nulf appealed decision imposing
$50C Civil Penalty $300 civil penalty.
CONTES.T -1- May 10, 1987



April 1987

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rgst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. Status
VANDERVELDE, ROY 06/06/86 06/10/26 11/06/86 Resp. 05-WQ-WVR-86-3% Appealed to EQC.
$5,500 Civil Penalty
MALLORIE'S 09/08/86 09/08/86 04/10/87 Prtys 07-WO-WVR—-86-91 Hearings Officer affirmed
DAIRY, INC. ' WPCF Permit vioclations penalty 4/24/87.
$2,000 Civil Penalty
MALLORIE'S 09/08/86 09/08/86 04/10/87 Prtys 08-AQCB-WVR~86-92 Decision due.
DAIRY, INC, $1,050 Civil Penalty
MONTEZUMA WEST 10/09/86 10/09/86 Prtys 10-AW-SWR-856-45 Settlement action.
M & W FARMS, 12/28/86 02/20/87 Hrgs 12-AQ-FR-86-11 Decision due.
INC. : $300 civil penalty
RICHARD KIRKHAM 01/07/87 03/04/87 Hrgs 1-A0-FB-86-08 Decision due.
dba, WINDY OBAKS $680 civil penalty
RANCH
Ek]
=3
CONTES.T -2- May 10, 1987



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALTTY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

DIRECT SOURCES
PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Plan

Permit Action Date
Number County Number Source Name Process Description Revd Status Assigned
0¥ 0001 DESCHUTES 213 DAW FOREST PRODUCTS CO SCRUBBER FCR BOILER 02/13/87 APPROVED
i 20 3231 MULENOMAR 220 WILIAMETTE ELECTRIC FRODS HEAT CLEANING OVEN 04/16/87 APPROVED
10 0030 DOUGLAS 223 SUN STUDS, INC BOILER PRE-HEATER 04/28/87 APPROVED

TOTAL NUMBER QUICK 1OCK REPCRT LINES 3
na




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT '

Air Quality Division May 1987
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Regqr'g
Month FY Month Y Pending Permits Permits
Direct Sources
New 3 26 2 24 16
Existing 0 26 5 28 10
Renewals 6 98 16 131 42
Modifications s 24 13 66 12
Total 12 204 36 249 80 1398 1424
Indirect Sources
New 2 16 0 21 3
Fxisting 0 0 0 0 0
Renewals 0 0 0 0 0
Medifications Q 2 1 3 Q
Total 2 18 i 24 3 271 274
GRAND TOTALS 14 222 37 273 83 1669 1698
Number of
Pending Permits Comments
12 To be reviewed by Northwest Region
10 To be reviewed by Willamette Valley Reglon
1 To be reviewed by Southwest Region
2 To be reviewed by Central Region
0 To be reviewed by Fastern Region
22 To be reviewed by Program Operations Section
26 Awvaiting Public Notice
) Awaiting end of 30~-day Public Notice Pericd
80
o
A
MAR, 5

AA5323



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

DIRECT SOURCES
PERMITS ISSUED

EDRET———— LTS

Permit Appl. Date Type
County Name Source Name Number Revd., Status Achvd. Appl.
CLACKAMAS LONE STAR INDUSTRIES INC 03 1937 04/22/87 PERMIT ISSUED  05/11/87 MOD N
CLACKAMAS LONE STAR TNDUSTRIES INC O3 2669 04,22 /87 PERMIT ISSUED  (5/11/87 MOD Y
CLACKAMAS LONE STAR INDUSTRIES INC 03 2639 04/22/87 PERMIT ISSUED  05/11/87 MOD Y
MARTION SCHULER GCORPORATION 24 5774 11/06/86 PERMIT ISSUED  05/11/87 MOD N
MULTHNOMAH 1ONE STAR TNDUSTRIES INC 26 1765 04/22/87 PERMIT ISSUED 05/11/87 MOD Y
MULTNOMAH LONE STAR INDUSTRIES INC 26 1908 04/22/87 PERMIT ISSUED  05/11/87 HMOD N
MULTNOMAH IONE STAR INDUSTRIES INGC 256 1909 04/22/87 PERMIT ISSUED 05/11/87 MOD Y
MULTNOMAH IOWE STAR INDUSTRIES INC 26 1910 Q4/22/87 PERMIT ISSUED 05/11/87 MOD N
MULTNCMAH AIDFER CREEK LUMBER CO INC 26 2537 (2/04/87 PERMIT ISSUED  (5/11/87 RNW N
MULTISOMAH LONE STAR INDUSTRIES INC 26 2965 04,/03/87 PERMIT ISSUED 05/11/87 R Y
PORT.SCURCE LONE STAR INDUSTRIES INC 37 0212 04/22/87 PERMIT ISSUED 05/11/87 MOD Y
CLACKAMAS  SATRUM-DYBVAD MILLING 03 2661 03709/87 PERMIT ISSUED 05/13/87 RNW N
DESCHUTES REND READY MIX 09 0038 12/01/86 PERMIT ISSUED 05/13/87 BNW N
JOSEPHINE STAR CONCRETE, INC. 17 0057 03/24/87 PERMIT ISSUED  (5/13/87 RMW N
LAKE LAKE DISTRICT HOSPITAL 19 0015 10707/86 PERMIT TSSUED 05/13/87 RN N
LIIN MILL-RITE FARMS, INC. 22 7143 03723787 PERMIT ISSUED  05/13/87 RNW N
MULTNOMAH LONE STAR INDUSTRIES, INC 26 1995 Q4/27/87 PERMIT ISSUED  05/13/87 MOD N
PORT,SQURCE THREE WAY PORTABLE CRUSH 37 0158 03/25/87 PERMIT ISSUED 05/13/87 RNW N
PORT.SCQURCE. CENTRAL PRE-MTX CONCRBETE 37 0364 .01/30/87 PERMIT ISSUED 05/13/87 NEW N
MATHEUR, TEAGUE MINERAT, PRODUCTS 23 (028 11/14/86 PERMIT ISSUED  05/18/87 RNW
MULTHNOMAH CHEVEON U.5.A. ING 26 2025 03/18/85 PERMIT ISSUED 05,/18/87 ENW
UMATILIA _ BLUE MOUNTAIN ASPHALT GO 30 0097 12/01/86 PERMIT ISSUED 05/18/87 RNW Y
WASHINGION  STIMSOW LUMBER COMPANY 34 2066 11/19/85 PERMIT ISSUED  (05/18/87 RMW
PORT.SOURCE EUCON CORPORATION 37 0164 04/20/87 PEEMIT ISSUED 05/18/87 B Y
CLATE0P CROWN ZELIERBACH COMPANY 04 0004 02/12/86 PERMIT ISSUED 05/19/87 MOD Y
. DESCHUTES PACTIFIC GAS TRANSMISSION (9 0084 12701 /86 PERMIT ISSUED Q5/19/87 EXT
¢ DOUGLAS ROSEBURG FOREST PROEUCTS 10 0053 10/07/86 PERMIT ISSUED 05/19/87 MOD Y
¢ UNION NORTH PCWDER WOCD GAS. 31 0037 03/16/87 PERMIT I1SSUED 05/19/87 MOD ¥
. PORT.SOURCE PORTLAND-EAST ROCK PROD 37 0232 03/26/87 PERMIT ISSUED 05/19/87 RNW Y
PORT.SCURCE  QHBAYASHT CCRT 37 0354 01/29/87 PERMIT ISSUED 05/19/87 EXT
© FORT.SOURCE OUBAYASHI CORP 37 0366 01/20/87 PERMIT ISSUED  05/19/87 EXT
v CLACKAMAS WILLAMETTE FALLS HOSPITAL 03 2368 02/25/87 PERMIT ISSUED (05/20/87 BMW N
\ HARNEY HARNEY ROCK & PAVING 00. 13 0018 10/00/86 PERMIT ISSUED  05/20/67 EXT
| MULINWIAH  PORTLAND SAND & GRAVEL 26 1917 04/08/87 PERMIT ISSUED  05/20/87 RNW N
i MULTNOMAH WOODLAND PARK HOSPITAL 26 3227 08/14/86 PERMIT ISSUED  05/20/87 EXT
ELS*ZATIHA CO0D SHEPHERD COMM HOSP 30 0102 07/29/86 PERMIT ISSUED 05/21/87 NEW
TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LOOK REPORT LINES 36

0

J




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division Mav 1987
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

L

County % Name of Source/Project * Date of * Action *
* * [Site and Type of Same % Action % ®
* #* % % 4
Indirect Souxces
Multnomah PLA, 1,400 Spaces, 05/01/87 Final Permit Issued

File No. 26-7908

MAR .6
AAD324

31



Water Quality

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

May 1987

(Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 13
% County # Name of Source/Project % Date of Action #
# /Site and Type of Same # Action #
# # %
MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES - 11
Clackamas Tri=City S.D. 6-5=87 Approved
Bolton WWTP Demolition/
Pump Station Access Road
Marion Salem 5-26-87 Provisional Approval
Contract C1 = Energy Cons Measures
Contract C2 -~ Cogeneration System
Curry Sandpiper Subdivision 5-20-87 Provisional Approval
First Addition Sanitary Sewers
Mul tnomah Portland 5=27 =87 Provisional Approval
S. E. Relieving Int., Phase U4
Clackamas Canby 5=29=87 Provisional Approval
Pine St. Extension for Wally Telford
Josephine Harbeck~Fruitdale S.D. 5-28-87 Provigional Approval
Cornerstone Church Extension
Marion Keizer 6 ~8-87 Provisional Approval
Wheatland Rd San. Sewer Project
Deschutes Redmond - Valley View 5=29-87 Provisional Approval
P.U.D.
Jackson BCVSA 5 =29-87 Provisional Approval
Columbia Ave. between
Stewart & Cunningham
Marion Emerald PUD 5-22=87 Final Comments to
Conventional sand filter Lane County
o
(Y y-

MAR.3 {(5/79)

WCz2121

Page 1




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division May 1987

(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 13

& County # Name of Source/Project # Date of # Action
# # /Site and Type of Same ¥ pction #
# # & %

we

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES -~ 2

Linn Great Western Silicon OR 5=20-87 Approved
Clarifier/Neutralization
Facilities

Yamhill Ushio America, Ing. 42887 Approved

Neutralization Facility

MAR.3 (5/79) WC2115 Page 1




SUMMRY-F Summary of Actions Taken § JUN 87
On Water Permit Applications in MAY 87

Number of Applications Filed Nueher of Permits Issued Applications Current Number
e R Rt e L L L P L DT E Pending Permits of
Month Fiscal Year Month Fiscal Year Isguance (1) Active Permits

Source Category NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WPCF Gen KNPDES WPCF Gen NPDES WEPCF Gen
&Permit Subfype ----- ----- ----- mmeen oo emein ee el hmom ebiem mdeen hmmeo mmmmm mmmmm mmmmm s mmmme oo

Domestie

NEW 1 1 17 ] 9 4 16

RW 1 1 1 1

RW0 1 4530 1 31 18 43 3%

MY 1 3 1

MWO 1 6 8 4 10 ) 2

Total T 3 53 55 11 s 37 55 33 229 173 29
Industrial

115 7 15 44 2 1 18 5 5 51 6 15 4

RW 1 i 1

RW0 3 30 91 2 o5 19 16 17

M 1 1 1

MO 12 6 10 2 2 2 18 7 10 2 2 2

Total 4 15 51 42 54 6 3 20 50 24 61 26 34 6 165 133 375

%
Fea o el tural

& e 1

BW

RWO 1 1 1 1 1

MW .

MWO

Total o 1 3 E 1 o T T T 2 o 12 s6
Grand Total 1 7 15 105 100 54 7 5 20 91 63 61 81 89 6 396 318 460

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.

It does include applications pending from previous months and those filed after 31-MAY-87.

NEW - HNew ap}ilication

EW - Renewal with effluent limit changes

RWO - Renewal without effluent limit changes

MW - Modification with increase in effluent limits

MWO - Modification without increase in effluent limits




[ ISSUEZ-R

PERMIT SUB-
CAT NUMBER TYPE TYPE FACTILITY
General: Cooling Water
IND 100 GENO1 MWO 65610/B
IND 100 GENOL MWO 44571/B
General: Placer Mining
IND 600 GENO& NEW 102798/A
General: Suction Dredges
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102790/A
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102799/A
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102813/a
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102814/A
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102795/A
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102794/A
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102793/A
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102796/A
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102819/A
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102826/A
IND 700 GENC7 NEW  102827/A

ALL PERMITS TSSUED BETWEEN 01-MAY-87 AND 31-MAY-8/
ORDERED BY PERMIT TYPE, ISSUE DATE, PERMIT NUMBER

FACILITY NAME CITY
OWENS -T1LINOIS GLASS CONTAINER INC. PORTLAND
LONE STAR JNDUSTRIES, INC, PORTLAND

BRUSIUS, JOSEPH

CAMPBELL, ROBERT G. AND TAMERA K. &

KRUSE, EDWARD
HIBBEN, STEVE M.

WICK, CHRISTOPHER M.

DALBEC, KEVIN

VALENTINE, DENNIS G.

WEEKS, THOMAS LEE & CAROL L.
ALLEN, PERRY D.

OLSON, RONAID J.

ROBERSON, PAUL

GARRINGER, RONALD R.

WARD, STEVE

COUNTY/REGION

MULTNOMAH /NWR
MULTNOMAH/NWR

DOUGLAS /SWR

JACKSON/SWR

MOBTLE SRG/ALL
JACKSON/SWR
JACKSON/SWR
JACKSON/SWR
JACKSON/SWR
JACKSON /SWR
JACKSON /SWR
JACKSON /SWR
JACKSON /SWR
BAKER/ER.

8 JUN 87

08 -MAY-87
14-MAY-87

08-MAY-87

06-MAY-87

14-MAY-87
19-MAY-87
19-MAY-87
19-MAY-87
19-MAY-87
19-MAY-87
19-MAY-87
19-MAY-87
19-MAY-87
19-MAY-87

PAGE 1

31-DEC-90
31-DEC-90

31-JUL-91

31-JUL-91

31-JUL-91
31-JUL-91
31-JUL-91
31-JUL-91
31-JUL.-91
31-JUL-91
31-JUL-91
31-JUL-91
31-JUL-91
31-J0L-91




[ISSUE2-R

PERMIT SUB-
CAT NUMBER TYPE TYPE FACILITY
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102828/A
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102829/A
IND 700 GENO7 NEW  102832/A

General : Seafood Processor

900 GENO9 NEW
900 GENO9 NEW

IND
IND

87444 /B
82880/B

General: Gravel Mining

IND 1000 GEN1O NEW 61743/B
NPDES

IND 100319 NPDES RWO 58890/A
IND 100320 NPDES NEW  102549/A
IND 3756 NPDES MWO 96118/B
IND 100177 NFDES MWO 96116/B
boM 100227 NFDES MW 90770/A
IND 100323 NPDES NEW  10017%/A
IND 100325 NFDES RWO 20860/A

ATI. PERMITS TSSUED BETWEEN O1-MAY-87 AND 3]-MAY-87
ORDERED BY PERMIT TYPE, ISSUE DATE, PEREMIT NUMBER

FACILITY NAME

HEATON, CHUGK
LONGAN, JAMES O.

STERN, RAY A., MOORE, BILL & KENNEDY,
GEORGE

SOUTH COAST SEAFOCDS, ING.
PACIFIC COAST SEAFOODS COMPANY

STAYTON ROCK PRODUCTS, ING.

MURPHY PLYWOOD COMPANY

GREAT WESTERN SILICON (OREGON) CORPORATION
LONE STAR INDUSTRIES, INC.

LONE STAR INDUSTRIES, ING.

UNIFIED SEWERAGE AGENCY OF WASHINGTON
COUNTY

MELRIDCE, INC.
UNION PACIFIC RATIROAD COMPANY

CHARTESTON
WARRENTON

STAYTON

SUTHERLIN
MTIIERSBURG
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
HTILSBORO

AURORA
HINKLE

g JUN 87

DATE
COUNTY/REGICN ISSUED

MOBILE SRC/ALL 19-MAY-87
JACKSON/SWR ~ 19-MAY-87
MOBILE SRC/ALL 22-MAY-87

CO0S /SWR 08-MAY-87
CLATSOP/NWR ~ 20-MAY-87
MARION/WVR 08-MAY-87
DOUGLAS/SWR. ~ 08-MAY-87
LINN/WVR 11-MAY-87

MULTNOMAH/NWR ~ 14-MAY-87
MULTNOMAH/NWR.  14.-MAY-87
WASHINGTON/NWR 14-MAY-87

CLACKAMAS /NWR ~ 20-MAY-87
UMATILIA/ER.  20-MAY-87

PAGE 2

31-DEC-91
31-DEC-91

31-DEC-91

31-JAN-92
31-MAY-92
31-0CT-88
30-APR-91
31-JUL-91

31-MAR-92
30-APR-92




| ISSUE2-R

SUB -
TYPE FACILITY

WPCF

IND 3495 WPCF
IND 100214 WECE
DM 100321 WECF
AGR 100322 WPCF
IND 100324 WECF

&

J
]

MWO  24192/B
MWO  96115/B
RWO  64715/A
NEW  102755/A
NEW  32675/B

All, PERMITS ISSUED BETWEEN OL-MAY-87 AND 31-MAY-87
ORDERED BY PERMIT TYPE, ISSUE DATE, PERMIT NUMBER

FACTLITY NAME

HULME, LESLIE

LONE STAR INDUSTRIES, INC.

OREGON STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
ADADROMOUS, INC.

MENASHA CEDAR CORPORATION

BROOKS
OREGON CITY
CO0S BAY

CO0S BAY

COUNTY/REGION

MARTION/WVR
CLACKAMAS /NWR
CO0S/SWR
CO0S/SHR

CO0S /SHR

8 JUN &7

07-MAY-87
14-MAY-87
14-MAY-87
20-MAY-87
20-MAY-87

PAGE 3

31-JAN-87
30-JUN-91
30-APR-92
30-APR-92
30-APR-02




Hazardous and Solid Waste Division

DEFARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

(Reporting Unit)

May 1987

(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

General Refuse

New

Closuwres
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Demolition
New

Closures
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Industrial
New

Cleosures
Renewals
Modificatiocns
Total

Sludge Disposal

New

Closures
Renewals
Modifications
Total

Total Solid Waste

Hazardous Waste

Outputs cwrently under revision.

MAR.5S (11/84) (SB5285 .B)

Permit Permit

Actions Actions Permit Sites Sites

Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'g

Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits

- 3 - 3 1

1 2 1 3 3

1 12 1 17 16

1 14 - 14 1

3 31 2 37 21 182 182

- 1 - 2 -

i 2 1 1 2

- 2 - 3 -

1 5 1 6 2 13 13

- 5 wa 9 7

- L 1 1 2

1 7 1 14 5

1 14 - 13 1

2 30 2 37 15 103 103
2 - 3 1

- i 1 1 -

- i - 1 ”

0 h 1 5 1 16 16

6 70 6 85 39




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division May 1987

(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

% Cownty & Name of Source/Project # Date of & Action #
& # /Site and Type of Same ¥ Action  # #
% & ) # %
Linn Sure=Flow, Inc. 5/6/8T Permit renewed.
Cox Lagoon
Existing septage lagoon/
land irrigation system.
Malheur Malheur County 5/8/87 Permit renewed.
Lytle Boulevard Landfill
Existing municipal waste
landfill.
Lane Bohemia, Inc. 5/15/87 Permit renewed.
Saginaw Disposal Site
Existing industrial waste
landfill.
Marion Marion County Sclid Waste 5/19/87 Letter auvthorization
Department (#189) extended.

Brown's Island Demolition
Disposal Site
Existing demolition land-

fill.
Linn James River Corp. of Nevada 5/20/87 Closure permit
James River Corp. - Lebanon issued.

(formerly CZ Lebanon)
Existing industrial waste
landfill.

Polk Boise Cascade Corporation 5/26/87 Permit revoked.
Valsetz Landfill
Closed municipal waste
landfill.

MAR.6 (5/79) SB6T57

40 g



| DISPOS-R Hazardous Waste Disposal Requests Approved Between 2 JUN 87 PAGE 1
OLl-MAY-87 AND 31-MAY-87 for Ehem-Security Systems, Inc., Gilliam Co.
DATE WASTE TYPE SOURCE DISPOSE ANNUALLY
13-MAY-87 WASTE NICKEL-CADMIUM BATTERIES ENV. SERVICES CONTRACTORS 2.7 CU YD
1 Request(s) approved for generators in British Columbia
07-MAY-87 HYDROCHLORIC ACID CONTAINING CHROME PIATING & ANODIZING 5.34 CU YD
07-MAY-87 WASTE AZINPHOS METHYL RCRA SPILL CLEANUP 0.68 CU YD
13-MAY-87 TIAB PACKS - VARIOUS MEDICAL & SURGICAL HOSPITALS 0.54 CU YD
19-MAY-87 CONTAMINATED EQUIPMENT OTHER. AGRICULTURAL CHEMICALS 1050 CU YD
19-MAY-8/ SODIUM HYDROXIDE DRY SOLID OTHER NONFERROUS FOUNDRIES 2.16 CU YD
19-MAY-87 WASTE PENTACHLOROFHENCL WOOD PRESERVING 13.5 CU YD
19-MAY-87 LAB PACK - FLAMMABLE SEMICONDUGCTORS 1.08 CU YD
28-MAY-87 WASTE MERCURY COMPOUND RCRA SPILL CLEANUP 0.27 CU YD
28-MAY-87 WASTE GOLD SULFIDE SOLUTION ELECTRONIC COMPUTING EQUIPMENT 0.27 CU YD
28-MAY-87 SODIUM CARBONATED SOLUTION MACHINERY, EXCEPT ELECTRICAL 10 GU YD
10 Request(s) approved for generators in Oregon
04-MAY-87 HEAVY METALS CONTAMINATED SOIL NON~SUPERFUND SITE CLEANUFP 2400 CU YD
07-MAY-87 LAB PACK - ORM-A CANNED FRUITS & VEGETABLES ¢.27 CU YD
07-MAY-87 1L1AB PACK - OBM-E OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCY 0.27 CU YD
07-MAY-87 LAB PACK - CORROSIVE LIQUID OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCY 6.27 CU YD
07-MAY-87 LAB PACK - FLAMMABLE LIQUID OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCY .27 CU YD
07-MAY-87 LAB PACK - CORROSIVE BASE OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCY 0.27 CU YD
07-MAY-87 TLAB PACK - POLSON B OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCY 0.27 CU YD
07-MAY-87 TL1AB PACK - ORM-B SEMTICONDUCTORS 0.27 CU YD
wn




| DISROS-R

11-MAY-87
13-MAY-87
13-MAY-87
13-MAY-87
13-MAY-87
13-MAY-87
19-MAY-87
19-MAY-87
19-MAY-87
28-MAY-87
28-MAY-87
28-MAY-87
28-MAY-87
28-MAY-87

Hazardous Waste Disgosal Requasts Approved Between

01-MAY-87 AND 31-MAY-87 for

WASTE TYPE

PCBE CONTAMINATED SOLID

K001 CONTAMINATED SOIL

ANTHRICITE COAL, CLAY, ROCK
HOUGHTON LIQUID HEAT/SODIUM CYANIDE
MANOMETERS /RAGS COMTAMINATED WITH MERCURY
CONTAMINATED SOIL

MAGNESTUM-CARBON BATTERY
DIRT/PHENOL-FORMALDEHYDE RESIN
METALLIC MERCURY CONTAMINATED SOLIDS
1AB PACK - CORROSIVE/AIKALINE
SOLIDIFIED PAINTS, RESINS, ADHESIVES
HE A F FILTERS

WASTE WATER COOLANT/BUFFING COMPOUND
ADHESTIVE, CONTAINERS & RUBBER

22 Request(s) approved for generators in Washington

33 Requests granted - Grand Total

I’

hem-Security Systemg, Inc., Gilliam Co.

PCR REMOVAL & CLEANUP ACTIVITY
WOOD PRESERVING

PRTIMARY PRODUCTION OF ALUMINUM
ELECT LIGHT FIXTURE/COMMERCIAL
SEMICONDUCTORS

NON-SUPERFUND SITE CLEANUP

HW TREAT/STORE/DISPOSE FCLTY
PLASTICS MATERIALS, SYNTHETICS
ELECTRICAL INDUST. APPARATUS
HW TREAT/STORE/DISPOSE FCLTY
HW TREAT/STORE/DISPOSE FCLTY
PRIMARY PRODUCTION OF ALUMINUM
SEMICONDUCTORS

FABRICATED STRUCTURAL METAL

2 JUN 87 PAGE 2

DISPOSE ANNUALLY

2500 GU YD
1.89 CU YD
1 cU YD

0.27 CU YD
0.27 CU YD
9600 CU YD
27 CU YD

4.05 GU YD
0.54 CU ¥D
11 CU YD

648 CU YD
13 CU YD
175 CU YD
3 GU YD




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program

May, 1987

(Reporting Unit)

SUMMARY OF NOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

New Actions

Initiated
Source
Category Mo FY
Industrial/
Commercial 13 109
Airports

Final Actions

Completed
Mo FY
8 71
0 6

42

(Month and Year)

Actions
Pending

Mo Last MoA

237 232




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHL{ ACTIVITY REPCRT

Noise Control Program Mav, 1987
(Reporting Unit) ' (Month and Year)

FINAL NOXISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED

County ¥ Name of Source and Location * Date * Action

Clackamas Cranston Machinery Company, 05/87 In Compliance
Milwaukie

Multnomah Casper Enterprises, 05/87 In Compliance
Portland

Multnomah Coca Cola Syrup Factory, 05/87 In Compliance
Portland )

Multnomah John's Place Auto Repair, 05/87 In Compliance
Portland

Multnomah Tom Boden Store Fixtures, 05/87 In Compliance
Portland

Multnomah U & I Tavern, 05/87 In Compliance
Portland

Polk Lloyd and Orton Seed Cleaning, 05/87 Source Closed

: Independence

Polk Willamette Industries, 05/87 In Compliance

Dallas '

]




CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF MAY, 1987:

Name and Location
of Violation

CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

Case No. & Type
of Violation

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
1987

Date Issued Amount

Status

Richard Knight
Roseburg, Oregon

Richard Knight
Roseburg, Oregon

Smurf it Newsprint
Corporation
West Linn, Oregon

Kurt H. Antoni

dba/Cascade Septic Tank
Service

Estacada, Oregon

Merit USA, Inc.
Portland, Oregon

VAK :b
GB6T5T

0S-SWR-87-164
Discharged sewage

onto ground surface

from a wood-frame
dwelling.

03~ SWR=-87=16B
Discharged sewage

onto ground surface
and into public waters
from a mobile home.

AQ=NWR-87~38
Cdors emitted from

the secondary treat-
ment lagoon contrib-
uted to a condition
of aip pollution and

a public nuisance.

03 NWR--87 =33
Disposed of septic

tank pumpings at an
unauthorized location.

WO NWR=-87 =27
Spilled c¢il into
Smith Lake, publio
waters.

5/5/87 $250

5/5/87 $500

5/14/87 $500

5/15/87 $500

5/28/87 $3,500

s

Default order and
Judgment issued
on 6/3/87.

Default order and
Jjudgment issued
on 6/3/87.

Paid 5/27/87.

Contested
R/29/87.

Contested
5/28/87.



May, 1987
DEQ/EQC Contested Cage Log

LAST

ACTIONS MONTH PRESENT
Preliminary Issues 0 0
Discovery 0 0
Settlement Action 2 1
Hearing to be scheduled 0 1
Department reviewing penalty 0 0
Hearing scheduled 0 1
HO's Decision Due 3 1
Briefing 0 0
Inactive 4 4

SUBTOTAL of cases before hearings officer. 9 8
HO's Decision Qut/Option for EQC Appeal 1 2
Appealed to EQC 4 4
EQC Appeal Complete/Option for Court Review 0 0
Court Review Option Taken 0 0
Case Closed 0 2

TOTAL Cases 14 14

15-AQ=-NWR~87=178 15th Hearing Section case in 1987 involving Air

Quality Division violation in Northwest Region
jurisdiction in 1987; 178th enforcement action
in the Department in 1987.

5 Civil Penalty Amount

ACDP Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

AGL Attorney General 1

AQ Alr Quality Division

AQOB Alr Quality, Open Burning

CR Central Region

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

ER Eastern Region

FB Field Burning

HW Hazardous Waste

HSW Hazardous and Solid Waste Division

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

Hrngs Hearings Section

NP Noise Pollution

NPDES National Pellutant Discharge Elimination System
wastewater discharge permit.

NWR Northwest Region

085 On-Site Sewage Section

P Litigation over permit or its conditions

Prtys All parties involved

Rem Order Remedial Action Order

Resp Code Source of next expected activity in case

58 Subsurface Sewage (now 08S3)

5W S0lid Waste Division

SWR Southwest Region

T Litigation over tax credit matter

Transcr Transcript being made of case

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

Wo Water Quality Division

WVR Willamette Valley Region

CONTES.B AF




I

May 1987

DEQ/EQC Contested Casze Log

Pet/Resp Erng Hrng Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rgst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. Status
WAH CHANG 04/78 c4/78 Prtys 16-P-WQ-WVR-78-284%-7 Current permit in
NPDES Permit force. Hearing
Modification deferred.
WAH CHANG 04/78 04/78 Prtys 03-P-WQO-WVR~78~-2012-J Current permit in
NPDES Permit force. Hearing
Modification deferred.
MCINNIS 09/20/83 02,/22/83 Prtys 56-WQ-NWR-83~-79 Hearing deferred.
ENTERPRISES, WO Civil Penalty
LTD., et al. of $14,500
McINNIS 10/25/83 10/26/83 Prtys 59-55-NWR-83-33290P-5 Hearing deferred.
ENTERPRISES, 85 license revocation
LTD., et al.
FUNRUE, Amos 03/15/85 03/1%/85 06/20/85 Resp. 05-AQ-FB-84-141 Funrue to decide whether
Civil Penalty of $500 to pursue appeal.
DANT & RUSSELL, 05/31/85 05/31/85 03/21/86 Prtys 15-HW-NWR-85-60 Settlement action.
INC. Hazardous waste
disposal
Civil Penalty of
$2,500
BRAZIER FOREST 11/22/85 12/12/85 02/10/86 Dept 23-HSW-85 EQC issued declaratory ruling
PRODUCTS Declaratory Ruling July 25, 198&. Department of
Justice to draft final order
refiecting EQC actiocn.
NULF, DOUG 01/10/8%6 01/13/386 05/05/86 Dept 01-AQFR-85-02 Nulf appealed decision imposing
$500 Civil Penalty $300 civil penalty.
CONTES . T -1~ June 10, 1987



May 19287

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Hrng Hrng Resp Case Case
Name Rgst Rfrrl Date Code Type & No. Status
VANDERVELDE, ROY 06/06/86 06/10/86 11/06/8% Respnr 05-Wo-WVR-86~39 Appealed to EQC.

MARLSREIRLS
BAIR¥y—-TNE~

82/08/56-——02/08/86--—B4/L0/87

$5,500 Civil Penalty

——DpEFa-———07-HO-W¥R-86-0%

WPEP-Permit-viotakions
£2-008-Civii-Penaley

No appeal of hearings
officer's decigion. Case
closed.

MALLORIE'S 09/08/86 08/08/86 04/10/87 Prtys 0B-AQOB-WVR~-86~92 Decision due,

DAIRY, INC. $1,050 Civil Penalty

MONTEIUMA-WEST 19/09/86—-10/89/86 Priyg-———i3-HH—-EWR=-86-46 Case closed by stiupulated order
of dismissal without prejudice
to right to refile 5/20/87.

M & W FARMS, 12/28/8¢6 02/20/87 Hrgs 12-AQ-FB-86-11 Decision dismissing penalty

INC. $300 civil penalty issued 5/15/87.

RICHARD KIREKHAM 01L/07/87 03/04/87 Hrgs 1-AQ-FB-86-08 Decision affirming 5680 penalty

dba, WINDY OAXS $680 civil penalty issued 5/22/87.

RANCH

PAUL D. HOWELL 04/30/87 05/04/87 Hrgs/ 2-AQ-5WR-87-17 To be scheduled July, 1987,

dba, HOWELL Prtvs $5.000 asbestos

ENTERPRISES penalties

XKURT ANTONI 05/29/87 05/2%/87 07/06/87 Priys 3-05-NWR-87-33 Hearing scheduled.

dba CASCADE $500 civil penalty

SEPTIC TANK

SERVICE

CONTES.T -2- June 10, 1987



MEMORANDUM
Toe
From:

Subject:

Environmental Quality Commission

Director

- Environmental Quality Commission
HEl BOLD SOk 211 8W SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

Agenda Item C, July 17, 1987, EQC Meeting

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Director's Recommendations

It is recommended that the Commission take the following action:

1. Issue tax credit certificates for pollution control facilities:

Appl.
No.

Applicant

Facility

T=1875
T-1877
T=1878
T-1879
T-1880

T-1883
T-1884

Sandra Thun

Robert Wassmer

Robert Durrer

Crown Zellerbach Corp.
Owens Illinois, Inc.

Teledyne Industries, Inc.
Teledyne Industries, Inc.

Manure Control System
Manure Control System
Manure Control System
Fugitive Emissions Controls
Vacuum System Addition to
Glass Recycling System
Fugitive Emissions Controls
Fugitive Emissions Controls

2. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificate #1600 igsuved to Cascade
Construction Company and reissue to Lakeside Industries.

3. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificate #1359 issued to Willamina
Lumber Company and reissue to Wheeler Manufacturing Company.

DECG-46




EQC Agenda Item C
July 17, 1987
Page 2

Proposed July 17, 1987 Totals:

Air Quality § 88B6,577.00
Water Quality 139,419.00
Hazardous/Solid Waste 59,880.00
Noige -(-

$ 1,085,876.00

1987 Calendar Year Totals not including Tax Credits Certified at this EQC
meeting.

Air Quality ] 131,118.63
Water Quality 1,261,313.28
Hazardous/Solid Waste 61,564.00
Noise ={)~

$ 1,453,995.91

Fred Hansen

R. Harrower:y
(503) 229-6484
June 23, 1287
FY5415




Application No. T=1875

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Sandra Thun

1535 MeGormick Loop Road

Tillamook, OR 97141

The applicant owna and operates a dairy farm in Tillamook, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The facility is a manure control system consisting of an 80' diameter
x 16" high liquid storage tank, pump, agitator, and 345" of building
gutters,

Claimed Facility Cost: $64,681.00
{Accountant's Certification was provided).

The Accountant certified a faeility cost of $64,681.00. The U.S.
Department of Agriculture Stabilization and Conservation Service
reimbursed the applicant $45,362.00. This amount will be subtracted
by the applicant from the amount{ of tax credit for which she is
eligible when she files her State Income Tax form,

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 filed August 19,
1985 lesa than 30 days before construction commenced on August
24, 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 weas approved before
application for final certification was made.



Application No, T-1875

Page 2

Construction of the facility was substantially completed on
November 20, 1986 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on February 18, 1987 within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.

b, Evaluation of Application

a,

The facility 1s eligible because the 3ole purpose of the facility
is to control a substantial quantity of water pollution.

This control is accomplished by elimination of industrial waste
as defined in ORS 468.700. Industrial waste includes liquid and
solid substances which may cause pollution of the waters of the
state,

Prior to installation of control facilities, manure was spread on
land throughout the year, which frequently resulted in these
naterials entering Tillamook Bay via local ditches. The new
liguid manure holding tank allows for storage of animal manure
during wet weather conditions. The application of manure to land
during the drier summer months has greatly reduced contamination
of field runoff, Gutters have also been installed on the animal
confinement buildings to collect clean runoff from the roofed
buildings and divert it outside of the manure collection area,
This provides more holding capacity for manure in the storage
tank.

The claimed facility provides no return on investment. It should
be understood that manpure was spread on land prior to
installation of the control facilities. The timing of the land
application can now be controlled to minimize contamination of
storm runoff. The sole purpose of this facility is to control
wagtes from the farm operation to reduce the contamination of the
Tillamook Bay Drainage Basin.

The Department conducted water quality surveys in Tillamook Bay
during 1979 - 1980 . The surveys concluded that dairy operations
Were a major cause of high bacterial contamination in the
drainage basin which threatened the oyster industry. The
Department required the development of a Tillamook Bay Drainage
Basin Agricultural Non-Point Scurce Pollution Abatement

Plan which was incorporated into the North Coast Basin Water
Quality Management Plan by the Environmental Qualify Commission
on August 28, 1981. This plan requires the control of animal
waste from farm operations in order to reduce water polluticn.

Analysis of Eligible Costs

One hundred percent (100%) of the facility cost is allocable to
pollution control. There 1s no return on investment from this
facility.




Application No. T=1875
Page 3
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 control a substantial
quantity of water pollution and accomplishes this purpose by the
elimination 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 recomnmended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $64,681,00
with 100% allocated to polluticn control, be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1875.

L.D. Patterson:c
WC1999

(503} 229-5374
MaY 13 | 1987




Application No. T-1877

State of Oregon
Department of Eavironmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Robert Wassmer

6205 Idaville Road

Tillamook, OR 97141

The applicant owns and operates a dairy farm in Tillamook, Oregon.

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

Dese¢ription of Fagcility

The facility is a manure control system consisting of a 32' diameter x
8% high liquid manure storage tank, a 47' x 39¢ x 6 solids storage
area, a 38' x 417 roof, 197' of concrete curbing, 75' of milkhouse
wastewater diversion pipeline, and 862' of building gutters,

Claimed Facility Cost: $38,198.00
(Lccountant's Certification was provided).

The Accountant certified a faecility cost of $38,198.00. The U.S.
Department of Agriculture Stabilization and Censervation Service
reimbursed the applicant $27,828.00. This amount will be subtracted
by the applicant from the amount of tax credit for which he is
eligible when he files his State Income Tax form.

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 filed June 1§, 1985
more than 30 days before construction commenced on July 21, 1985.

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

C. Construction of the facility was substantially completed on
November 7, 1985 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on March 6, 1987 within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.




Application No. T=1877
Page 2

4.

Evaluation of Application

da

The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to control a substantial quantity of water pollution.

This control is accomplished by elimination of industrial waste
as defined in ORS 468.700. Industrial waste includes liguid and
s0lid substances which may cause pollution of the waters of the
state.

Prior to installation of control facilities, manure was spread on
land throughout the year, which frequently resulted in these
materials entering Tillamook Bay via local ditches. The new
liquid manure holding tank and solids holding area allow for
storage of anima) manure during wet weather conditions. The
applicationn of manure to land during the drier summer months has
greatly reduced contamination of field runoff. Concrete curbing
has been installed around the edge of the manure collection slabs
for containment. A roof was constructed over an existing manure
accunulation slab to minimize the collection of rainwater in the
contaminated area. In addition, gutters have been installed on
the animal confinement buildings to collect clean runoff from the
roofed buildings and divert it outside of the manure collection
area. This provides more holding capacity for manure in the
storage tank.

The claimed facility provides no return on investment. It should
be understood that manure was spread on land prior to
installation of the control facilities., The timing of the land
application can now be controlled to minimize contamination of
storm runoff. The s0ole purpose of this facility is to control
wastes from the farm operation to reduce the contamination of the
Tillamook Bay Drainage Basin.

The Department conducted water quality surveys in Tillamook Bay
during 1979 - 1980. The surveys concluded that dairy operations
were a major cause of high bacterial contamination in the
drainage basin which threatened the oyster industry. The
Departmnent required the development of a Tillamook Bay Drainage
Basin Agricultural Non-Point Source Pollution Abatemenlif

Plan which was incorporated into the North Coast Basin Water
Quality Management Plan by the Environmental Quality Commission
on August 28, 1981. This plan requires the control of animal
waste from farm operations in order to reduce water pollution.

Analysis of Eligible Costs

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

facility.




Application No. T-1877
Page 3
5. Sumnation

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 control a substantial
quantity of water pollution and accomplishes this purpose by the
elimination 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 %o
pollution control is 1009%.

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $38,198.00
with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1877.

L.D. Patterson:c
WGC2001

(503) 229-5374
May 13, 1987




Application No, T-1878

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1.

Applicant

Robert Durrer

2890 McCormick Loop
Tillamocok, OR 97141

The applicant owns and operates a dairy farm in Tillamook, Oregon,

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

Description of Facility

The facility is a manure control system consisting of a 39" x 61" x 6¢
solid manure storage area, and a 357 x 96' roofed concrete manure
contaimment slab.

Claimed Facility Cost: $36,540.00
(Accountant's Certification was provided).

The Accountant certified a facility cost of $36,540,00. The U.S.
Department of Agriculture Stabilization and Conservation Service
reimbursed the applicant $21,777.00. This amount will be subtracted
by the applicant from the amount of tax credit for which he is
eligible when he files his State Income Tax form.

Procedural Requirements

The facility was completed after December 31, 1683, =0 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 6,
1984 more than 30 days before construction commenced on Qctober
24, 1984,

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 25, 1986 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on March 11, 1987 within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.




Application No. T=1878
Page 2

l’!’ﬂ

5.

Evaluation of Application

e

8.

The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to control a substantial quantity of water pollution,

This control is accomplished by elimination of industrial waste
as defined in ORS 468.700. Industrial waste includes liquid and
solid substances which may cause pollution of the waters of the
state,

Prior to installation of control facilities, manure was spread on
land throughout the year,; which frequently resulted in these
materials entering Tillamook Bay via local ditches. The new
manure holding faecility and contaimment slab allows for storage
of animal manure during wet weather conditions, The applicaticon
of manure to land during the drier summer monthg has greatly
reduced contamination of field runoff, A roof was constructed
over the new facilities to minimize the collection of rainwater
in the contaminated area,

The claimed facility provides no return on investment. I{ should
be uwnderstood that manure was spread on land prior to
installation of the control facilities. The timing of the land
application can now be controlled to minimize contamination of
storm runoff. The sole purpose of this facility is to control
wastes from the farm operation to reduce the contamination of the
Tillamook Bay Drainage Basin.

The Department conducted water quality surveys in Tillamook Bay
during 1979 - 1980. The surveys concluded that dairy operations
were a major cause of high bacterial contamination in the
drainage basin which threatened the oyster industry. The
Department required the development of a Tillamook Bay Drainage
Basin Agricultural Non-Point Source Pollution Abatement

Plan which was incorporated into the North Coast Basin Water
Quality Management Plah by the Environmental Quality Commission
on August 28, 1981. This plan requires the control of animal
waste from farm operations in order to reduce water pollution.

Analysis of Eligible Coats

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

Sumnation

The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.




Application No., T-1878
Page 3

b. The facility is eligible for final taX c¢redit certification in
that the sole purpose of the facility is to control a substantial
guantity of water pollution and accomplishes this purpose by the
elimination of industrial waste as defined in ORS 468.700,

c. The facility complies with DEQ statubes 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 $36,540 .00
with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-18T78.

L.D. Patterson:c
WC2000

(503) 229~5374
May 13, 1987




Application No. T-1879

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Crown Zellerbach Corporation
Wauna Division

Route 30

Clatskanie, OR 97016

The applicant owns and operates an integrated pulp and paper mill
utilizing the Kraft process on Highway Route 30, Clatskanie, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

Pourth Electrical field of a new four field two chamber electrostatic
precipitator replacing a three field two chamber electrostatic
precipitator.

Claimed Facility Cost: 8769,395
{Accountant's Certification was provided).

Procedural Regquirements

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, 19284; amended March 21, 1985).

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed December 3,
1985 more than 30 days before construction commenced in September
1986.

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

Co Construction of the facility was substantially completed on
November 20, 1986 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on March 19, 1287 within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.




Application No. T-1879

Page 2

4. Evaluation of Application

A

The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to reduce a substantial quantity of air pollution.

This reduction is accomplished by the replacement of an existing
three field two chamber electrostatic precipitator (ESP)
requiring either a rebuild or replacement. The decision to
replace the ESP was based on OAR 340-20-001 requiring "highest
and best practicable treatment and control”, and a higher cost
for the alternative control design consisting of an ESP rebuild
with a scrubber. The former ESP was required to meet an emission
rate of 0.13 gr/dscf; whereas, the new ESP was designed to meet
0.044 gr/dscf over the life of the facility. This lower ESP
emission rate results in the additional annual collection of 296
tons of particulate over the life of the facility.

The facility was source tested to demonstrate compliance on
Januatry 15, 1987. The results of the source test demonstrated
compliance with the 0.044 gr/dscf grain loading at an average
grain loading of 0.035 gr/dscf.

The replaced three field two chamber ESP has received prior tax
credit rendering the "like for like" replacement cost ineligible
for tax credit per ORS 468.155(E) (2){e) (A). The claimed facility
cogst of $769,395 is the additional cost of the fourth field only
and does not include the "like for like" replacement cost of the
former ESP.

The average gross annual income is $32,264 based on the
additional 296 tons of sodium sulfate (saltcake) collected
annually at an average value of $109/ton. The additional annual
operating expense due to increased electrical power consumption
resulting from the addition of the fourth field is §$8,189.
Therefore, the applicant realizes an average annual cash flow

of $24,075.

Based upon the average annual cash flow of $24,075, 20 year
useful life and a facility cost of $769,395, the portion of costs
allocable to pollution control using the method outlined in the
"pollution Control Tax Credit Handbook" is 100 percent of the
claimed facility cost.

5. Summation

de

The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

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

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $769,395
with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1879.

W.J. Fuller:4
ADB55

(503) 229-5749
June 19, 19887




Application No. T=1880

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1D

Applicant

Owens-Illinois Inc.
Glass Container Division
5850 N.E. 92nd Drive
Portland, OR 97220

The applicant owns and operates a glass container plant at Portland,
Oregon.

Application was made for tax oredit for a solid waste recycling
facility.

Description of Facility

The facility is a vacuum system added to an existing glass recycling
process. The original process was certified in 1980 (T-1305, Copy
Attached, Attachment I). The system was added to deal with an
inereased volume of post—consumer glass generated by the requirements
of the Opportunity to Recycle Act (SB 405) and the increased plastics
contamination from styrofoam labels on glass beverage containers. The
addition has made recycling of this excessively contaminated glass
possible.

Major equipment consists of a 19-inch diameter vacuum, 30 HP motor and
auxiliary equipment.

Claimed Facllity Cost: $59,880
(Accountant's Certification was provided).

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
04R 340-16-015 (effective July 13, 1984; amended March 21, 1985).

The facility met all statutory deadiines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed on
December 2, 1985 less than 30 days before installation commenced
on December 10, 1985. The application was reviewed by DEQ staff
and the applicant was notified that the application was complete
and that instzllation could commence.

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




Application No. T=1880
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Installation of the facility was substantially completed on
November 15, 1986 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on March 27, 1987 within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

2%

do

b.

The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to reduce a substantial quantity of solid waste by recycling.
The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

Analysis of Eligible Costs

The original tax credit (T=1305) was granted to the applicant to
aggist in recycling of glass. Since that tax credit was issued,
the nature of glass purchased by Owens-Illinois has changed.
With the beginning of on-route recycling and the entrance of
styrofoam covered beverage containers into the market,
contamination of the purchased glass has increased dramatically.
The system has neot resulted in any reduction in labor costs for
Owens~Illinois. Due to the established pricing system at Owens-
Illinois, the new vacuum system has not resulted in any cost
savings from increased use of cullet over virgin raw materials
(cost paid for cullet is directly related to raw material costs).
It appears that the sole purpose of the new vacuum system is to
maintain end-product quality by removing plastic and aluminum
contamination from the recycled glass.

Based on the above enalysis, it has been determined thaf the
facility's percentage allocable is 100%.

Sunmation

The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.

The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in
that the sole purpeose of the facility is to reduce a substantial
quantity of solid waste by recycling.

The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

The sole purpose of the facility is to utilize material that
would otherwise be soplid waste by recycling.

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

The Oregon law regulating sclid waste imposes standards at least
substantially equivalent to the federal law.
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e. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pellution contrel 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 $59,800
with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1880.

Attachment: I. Tax Credit Review Report (T-1305)

Ernest A. Schmidt:b
SB6664

(503) 229-5157
April 28, 1987



oo

Apgl T-1305
Date

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIET APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Owens~-Illinois, Inc.
Glass Container Division
P.0. Box 20067

Portland, Oregon 97220

The applicant owns and operates a glass container manufacturing
facility at Portland, Oregon.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a cullet processing
facility designed to remove metal (ferrous and non-ferrous), paper,
plastic, natural corks, wecod and rubber stoppers from waste glass

purchased from recyecling organizations.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
October 26, 1978, and approved in December 1378.

Construction was initlated on the claimed facility in January 1979,
completed in December 1979, and the facility was placed into operation
in rrebruary 1980,

Pacllity Cost: $401,889.89 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

Prior to the installation of this facility, Owensz-Illinois wag limited
in the amount of cullet (recycled waste glass) that could be used

in their batching process, due to the presence of contaminants in

the cullet. This amounted to a limit of about 15% cullet per batch

or 75 tons per day of waste glass. Now the company can effectively
clean the cullet and is able to increase the amocunt used per batch

to about 40% or 200 tons per day.

At the present time, the company is only receiving enough waste glass
from recyclers to process about 100 tonsg per day. However, the
company is actively seeking more waste glass and will be assigning
one man f£ull time to this effort bkeginning in January.
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4. GSummation

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

b. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1973, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) {c).

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

solid waste.

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

e. The cost of the facility alloeable to pollution control is
100 percent.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $401,889.83
with 100 percent allocated to pollution control, he issued for the
facility claimed In Tax Credit Appllcation No. T-1305.

W.H. Dana:c
sC131

(503) 229-6266
12/2/80




Application No. T-1883

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REYIEW REPORT

Teledyne Industries, Inc,
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany
P.0. Box 460

Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a zirconium, hafnium, tantalum,
titanium and niobium production plant at 1600 01d Salem Road, Albany,
Oregon, o

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

Five (5) pneumatic downcomers (connecting and sealing devices) between
the pure chlorination condensers and storage cans in the pure
chlorination process,

Claimed Facility Cost: $70,328
(Accountant's Certification was provided).

Rex

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 faciiity met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was filed August 3,
1984 more than 30 days before construction commenced on February
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
August 27, 1985 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on May 27, 1987 within 2 years of
substantial compietion of the facility.

. The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is 10 prevent a substantial quantity of air poliution.
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b.

This prevention is accomplished by elimination of air pollution,
resuiting from fugitive emissions, as defined in ORS 468.275.
The fugitive emissions consisting of carbon monoxide (CO},
hydrogen chloride (HCY) and chlorine (Clz) have essentially been
eliminated by installation of the 5 pneumatic downcomers. The

5 pneumatic downcomers (sealing devices) provide a Jeak free
connection between condensers and storage cans during transfer of
zirconium tetrachloride (ZrCliy) to the storage cans in the pure
chlorination process. Prior to installation of the 5 downcomers,
a tight fit was obtained between the Zr(Cly storage cans and the
condensers by shimming the gap between with wooden blocks. Any
fit less than perfect and removal of the storage cans after
fi1ling resulted in the release of the fugitive emissions.

The claimed facility has been inspected by Department personnel
and has been found to be operating in compliance with Department
regulations and permit conditions having eliminated the fugitive
problem,

Analysis of Eligible Costs

There are no economic benefits from installation of the facility
and containment of the fugitives due to the fugitive emissions
(toxic gases) which have little economic value resulting from the
relatively high cost of reclaiming and the small quantity of
material., Therefore, there is no return on the investment in the
facility and the sole purpose of the faciiity is pollution
control, 100% of the facility is eligibie for pallution control.

e

b.

Ce

The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadl ines.

The facility i1s eligible for final tax credit certification in
that the sole purpose of the facility 1s to prevent a substantial
quantity of air polliution and accomplishes this purpose by the
elimination of air polilution, resulting from fugitive emissicns,
as defined in ORS 468,275.

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

The portion of the facility cost that is properly alloecable to
pollution control is 100 %.
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Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $70,328

with 100 % allecated to pollution controls be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1883.

WJ Fuller:d
ADB6GS

(503) 229~5749
June 12, 1987




Application No., T-=1884

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quajity

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Teledyne Industries, Inc.
Teledyne Wah Chang Albany
P.0. Box 460

Albany, OR 97321

The appiicant owns and operates a zirconiums, hafnium, tantaiums
titanium and nijobium production plant at 1600 01d Salem Road, Albany,
Oregon

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

Six connecting devices for sealing the gap between the sand
chlorination primary condensers and the holding cans to prevent
fugitive emissions of hydrogen chloride, chlorine and carbon monoxide
during transfer of zirconium tetrachloride (Zr Clg) from the primary
condensers to the holding cans in the sand chlorination process.

Claimed Facility Cost: $46,854
(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 deadiines in that:

& The request for preliminary certification was filed November 29,
1983 before construction commenced on December 15, 1983,

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

C. Construction of the faciiity was substantially completed on
June 24, 1985 and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on May 29, 1987 within 2 years of
substantial completion of the facility.
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4,

5.

a.

The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility
is to prevent a substantial quantity of air poliution.

This prevention is accomplished by elimination of air pollution,
resulting from fugitive emissions, as defined in ORS 468.275.
The fugitive emissions consisting of carbon monoxide (CO),
hydrogen chloride (HC1) and chiorine (Clp) have essentially been
eliminated by the connecting devices (sealing devices). The six
(6) connecting devices provide a leak free connection between
condensers and storage cans during transfer of zirconium
tetrachloride (ZrCly) to the storage cans in the chlorination
process. Prior to instaliation of the 6 connecting devices, a
tight fit was obtained between the ZrCl, holding cans and the
condensers by shimming the gap between with wooden blocks. Any
fit Tess than perfect and removal of the holding cans resulted in
the release of the fugitive emissions (gases) some of which are
quite toxic in small quantities.

The claimed facility has been inspected by Department personnel
ahd has been found to be operating in compliiance with Department
regulations and permit conditions having eliminated the fugitive
problem.

Analysis of Eligibie Costs

There are no economic benefits from installation of the faciltiy
and containment of the small amount of fugitives due to
reclaiming cost and negligible value. Therefore, since there is
no return on the investment in the ciaimed facility and the sole
purpecse of the facility is pollution coentrol, 100% of the
facility is allocable to poliution control.

sunmation

de

be

The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines,

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
elimination of air pollution, resulting from fugitive emissions,
as defined in ORS 468.275.

The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules and permit
conditions,

The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
poliution control is 100%.
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Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that

a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of
$46,854 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T=-1884.,

W.J. FULLER:a

AAG440

(503) 229-5749
June 12, 1987




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

REISSUANCE OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATION

Certificates issued to:
Cascade Construction Company, Inc.

P.0. Box 4267
Portland, OR 97208

The Certificates were issued for solid waste pollution control
facilities.

Summation:

In February of 1983, the EQC issued Pollution Control Facility
Certificate 1600 to Cascade Construction Company, Inc.

In December of 1986, Cascade Construction Company sold their pollution
control facility to Lakeside Industries.

Lakeside Industries requests that the remaining tax credit associated
with the acquisition be reissued under their name.

Director's Recommendation:

It is recommended that Certificate Number 1600 be be revoked and
reissued to Lakeside Industries,; the certificate to be valid only
for the time remaining from the date of the first issuance.

R. Harrower:y
229-6484

June 23, 1987
F¥Y5408




pany, Inc.

General Contractors

Equal Gpportunity Employer

March 13, 1987

Department of Environmental Quality
Rox 1760
Portland, OR 97207

Gentlemen:

Pursuant to Oregon Administrative Rule 150-316.097, we hereby
notify you that we have sald on December 15, 1986 a certified
(certificate number T-1585) pollution control facility to:

Lakeside Industries
Federal 19 #91-0879431
PO Box 1379

Bellevue, WA 98009

The following is a summary of our utilization of the credits
available for this facility.

Certified cost of the facility $96,475
Percentage of cost allocable to pollution control 100%
Total origina].credit available $48,238
Less: portion of credit earned by us during

our awnership (38,592)

Balance of credit available to Lakeside § 9,646

yé?y ‘ruly yours,
/ =

/
/
Lot O Mttiien

7 Mnsgerrnnt Beivises Div
/ on E. Morris Dapd, of Enviponicntel Guallty
s "‘1 ,
JEM/clw i

A 1 aay
i -3 LAY A pahidd
cc: Lakeside industries

OREGON C.U.P. (Cleaning Up Poltutiont AWARD — 1974, 1676, 1976
CASCADE CONSTRUGTION CO. INC. has been named ke reciplant of the Oragen C.U.P.
Award for outstanding achievemaent in protecting the environment.

P.0. Box 4287, Portland, Oregon 87208

PHONE: 222-6427




P. Q. BOX 1379 BELLEVUE, WA 98008 (208) 883-1661

May 13, 1987

Ms. Sherry Chew

¢/o0 Department of Environmental Quality
811 8W 6th Avenue

Portland, OR 87204

Ms. Chew,

Pursuant to Oregon Administrative Rule 150-~316.097, we hereby
notify yvou that on December 15, 1986 Lakeside Industries (Federal
ID #91-0879481) purchased a certified pollution control facility
(certificate #T-1585) from Cascade Construction Company, Inc.
Please transfer all credits available to our account.

ery ruly Yours,

1§7 f?

Brad Landls

AN EQUAL CPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
WA, 3T. CONT. REG. NO. 223-01 LA-KE-51-+274JD




Certificate No. 0o

State of Oregon D 2/25/83
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ate of Issue ——=f==r

Application No. _T-1585

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Cascade Construction Company, Inc. Portland

P.0. Box 4267
Portland, OR 97208

As: [ Lessee Owner
Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Crusher system for asphalt recycling

Type of Pollution Contrel Facitity: ] Air [J Noise [] Water [ Solid Waste [J Hazardous Waste [ Used Oil

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: June, 1982 Placed into operation: April 1982

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $96,474 .64

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control:

100%

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environments] Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468,175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid wasie,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposss of QRS Chapters 454, 459,
467 and 468 and rules adopied thereunder.

Therefore, this Pollution Control Iacility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special conditions:

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method
of operation of the facility and if,. for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution control
purpose.

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly provided.

NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit ceriification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under ORS 316.087 or 317.072.

R

Joe B Richards, Chairman

Signed

Title

Approved by the Environmental Quality Cormnmission on

. b
the ._...______25th day of February 19 83.

DEQ/TC-H 10/19 SP*N7083-340




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

REISSUANCE QF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATION

Certificates issued to:

Willamina Lumber Company

400 Sunset Business Park
9400 SW Barnes Road

Portland, OR 07225

The Certificates were issued for water pollution control facilities.
Summation:

In 1981, the EQC issued Pollution Control Facility Certificate 1359
to Publisher's Paper Company.

In 1986, the facility was purchased and the certificate was reissued
to Smurfit Newsprint.

Later, in 1986, Willamina I.umber Company purchased this same facility
from Smurfit and Certificate 1359 was then reissued to Willamina
Lumber Company.

The Willamina Lumber Company has recently sold this facility to
Wheeler Manufacturing Company who now requests that Certificate 1358

be reissued in their name.

Director's Recommendation:

It is recommended that Certificate Number 1359 be revoked

and reissued to Wheeler Manufacturing Company, the certificate to
be valid only for the time remaining from the date of the first
issuance.

R. Harrower:y
229-6484
6/23/87
FY5407




Phone 287-7687 8400 S. W. BARNES RD. o PORTLAND, OR. 87225
Oregon Area Code 503 400 SUNSET BUSINESS PARK
Telex 36-0355

May 6, 1987

Ms. Sherry Chew

Department of Environmental Quality
811 S.W. 6th Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Ms. Chew:

Recently I wrote vou requesting reassignment of tax credits
for the Toledo operation from Smurfit Newsprint te Willamina
Lumber Companv. Willamina Lumber Company sold the facility
to Wheeler Manufacturing Co. in a transaction made public
last week. Please reassign the original £from Smurfit
Newsprint to Wheeler Manufacturing Co., 2009 Sturdevant
Road, Toledo, Cregon 973%1.

Please call if you have questions.
Sincerely,

WILLAMINA LUMBER COMPANY

JERRY C. STAMPS
Chief Project Engineer

JCS:vls

Management Services Div,
Dept. of Environmenta) Quaiity

NEREIWE
m MAY 11 j987 [m

A HAMPTON AFFILIATE




WHEELER MANUFACTURING CO., AN OREGON LTD PARTNERSHIP
2009 Sturdevant Road
P, 0, Box 370
Toledo, Oregon 97391
503/336-2206

May 14, 1987

Ms. Sherry Chew

Department of Environmental Quality
811 S. W. 6th Avenue

Portland, Or. 97201

Pear Ms., Chew: RE: Cert. No. 1359 (12~14-81)

We recently purchased a sawnill in Toledo, Oregon, from Willamina
Lumber Company. We understand they have contacted you to transfer

the tax credits from Witlamina Lumber Company to Wheeler Manufacturing
Co. We do want assignment of the tax credits made to us at 2009
Sturdevant Road, P, 0, Box 370, Toledo, Oregon 97391.

Please call me if you need further information.

Yours truly,

Wheeler Manufacturing Co., an Oregon Ltd. Partnership
By Wheeler Management Company, Inc.
By Samuel C. Wheeler, President

A

/)( [/}‘/’)ﬁ{f W% < f/ L-"'--’

i i PR

ot



Cert. No. 1359

Date First Issued 1274781

Date Reissued 1/ Apri
State of Cregon Appl. No. s T»IQGI}? —

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Willamina Lumber Company
9400 SW Barnes Road Toledo, Oregon
Portland, OR 97225 ’

As: [ L.essee XX Owner
Description of Pollution Control Facility: .

The facility is a pentachlorophenate solution dip tank and control
system with a slop tank, a sloped concrete slab, and a metal roof.

Type of Pollution Cantrol -Facility: (] Air [J Noise }g Water [ Solid Waste [ Hazardous Waste [J Used Qil

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: goctober 1981 Placed into operation!  potober 1981

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Faeility: 3 68,711.00

Percent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control:

8C percent of more

Rased upen the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission

 =rtifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or .installed in accordance with the requirements
4 QRS 488.175 and subsection (I} of ORS 468.165, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 454, 459,
467 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder. '

Therefore, this Pollution Control Facility Certificate is issued this date subject to compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special conditions:

1. The facilitir shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above. '

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method
of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution control
purpose.

3. Any reports or monitoring data requested by the Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly provided.

NOQTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Qregon Law 1979, if the person issued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under QRS 316.097 or 317.072.

NOTE: THIS IS A REISSUED CERTIFICATE VALID ONLY FOR THE TIME REMAINING FROM
THE DATE OF FIRST ISSUANCE.

Signed JM < \gjﬂ.u&/\a

Title ’:rames E. Petersen, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

-

the _._EE}E__ day of April , 19 8?




Environmental Quality Commission

DEG-46

L Y 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5685
MEMORAND UM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item D, July 17, 1987, EQC Meeting

Request For An Exception to OAR 340-41=026(2) =- (&n EQC
Policy Requiring Growth and Development Be Accommodated

Within Existing Permitted Loads), by Pope & Talbot Pulp,
Ine, '

Background

Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc., Halsey, has requested the Environmental Quality
Commission:

a. Authorize an increase in the Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) waste
loads allowed to be discharged to the Willameftte River to accommodate
a planned production capacity expansion of the pulp and paper mill.

b, Authorize the Department to delete the limits in the waste discharge
permit for effluent color. (The color limit was a condition of the
original approval for construction of the mill,)

In order to approve the company's request for load limit increase, the EQC
would have to grant an exception to a water quality management plan pcliey,
OAR 340-41-026(2). This policy states:

"In order to maintain the quality of water in the State of
Opegon, it is the policy of the EQC to require that growth and
development bhe 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.®

Problem Statement

Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc., owns a bleach kraft pulp and paper mill near
Halsey, Oregon. Pope & Talbot purchased the mill in May 1983, from the
American Can Company who constructed and started mill operations in 1969,




EQC Agenda Item D
July 17, 1987
Page 2

On July 17, 1986, Pope & Talbot applied for renewal of their NPDES Permit
which was to expire on December 31, 1986, With their renewal application,
the Company requested an increase in BOD and TSS discharge limits as well
as removal of the effluent coleor permit limit. The request is associated
with the Company's proposal to increase production from approximately 460
to 600 tons per day over the next five years,

Cn December 17, 1986, the Department sent Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc., a
proposed NPDES permit which contained the same BCD and TSS limits that are
in the present permit. The Department did propose, however, to eliminate
the color limitation from November 1 to April 30 each year, while
maintaining the existing color limits during the summer, low stream flow
period. The Department explained in a cover letter the request for higher
BOD and TSS limits could not be supported, and that any production growth
would have to be accomodated by increased treatment and/or control to stay
within presently allowed permit limitations,

The existing permit limits and the latest limits requested by the Company
are summarized as follows:

Existing Requested

Parameter/Units Period Limits Limits
BOD, Monthly Average, lbs/day 6/1=10/31 2,500 5,000
Daily Maximum, lbs/day 6/1-10/31 3,700 9,600
BOD, Menthly Average, lbs/day 11/1=5/31 4,000 8,100
Daily Maximum, lbs/day 11/1=5/31 5,000 15,000

IS8, The request for increase in TSS waste loads was withdrawn on
June 17, 1987.

Color, Monthly Average, units Year Around 1,500 No Limit
Daily Maximum, units Year Around 2,200 No Limit

The Company's request is now brought to the Commission for consideraticn,

The proposed permit has not been sent out on Public Notice,

For a more complete discussion of the issues, refer to the Background

Report (Attachment A4).

Evaluation of Request and Alternatives

In general, the potential alternatives available to the EQC are as follows:

1. Grant the Pope & Talbot request for change of permit limits
for each of the parameters,
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2. Authorize a change in the permit limits for one or both of
the parameters and in essence grant part of the Company's
request.

3. Deny the Company's request and leave the current permit
limits in effect.

During the mid-1960's, the American Can Company negotiated with the Oregon
State Sanitary Authority (predecessor to the Environmental Quality
Commission and Department of Environmental Quality) to construct a new pulp
and paper mill near Halsey. This proposal resulted in considerable
discussicn among the American Can Company, the Sanitary Authority, and
concerned citizens. At its meeting on September 6, 1967, the Sanitary
Authority voted 3 to 2 to approve the proposed mill project, subject to
conditions proposed in the staff report and to several conditions requested
by the public., The most sighificant water guality requirements were that:

1. During summer the BOD discharged to the Willamette River
shall not exceed an average of 2,500 pounds per day.

2. The average color of the discharge shall not exceed 1500
color units (based on an effiuent flow of 18.0 million
gallons per day).

BCD

Highest and Best Practicable Treatment and Control of wastes is required in
all cases 50 as to minimize discharges and to maintaln dissolved oxygen and
overall water quality at the highest possible levels. Since the issuance
of the first waste discharge permits in the late 1960f's, growth of
nunicipal and industrial facilities discharging to the Willamette River has
occurred., However, this growth has been accomodated without raising any
allowed BOD loads during the summer months. Some increase in winter loads
have been authorized where there has been a demonstrated need.

The technology exists to accomodate the planned mill expansion at Halsey
and to still maintain compliance with the existing allocated BOD discharge
load of 2,500 pounds per day during the summer. Some of this technology is
currently used in other mills in the state.

Any increase 1n BOD discharged to the Willamette River could affect
dissolved oxygen. Water quality standards for dissolved oxygen in the
Willamette River are found in OAR 340-U41-445, The rule states that:

"(2) No wastes shall be discharged and no activities shall be
conducted which either alone or in combination with other
wastes opr activities will cause vicolation of the following
standards in the waters of the Willamette River Basin:
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(a) Dissolved oxygen (DO):

(A) Multnomah Chennel and main stem Willamette River
from mouth to the Willamette Falls at Oregon City,
river mile 26.6: The DO concentrations shall not
be less than 5 mg/L.

(B) Main stem Willamette River from the Willamette
Falls to Newberg, river mile 50: The DO
concentrations shall not be less than 6 mg/L.

(C) Main stem Willamette River from Newberg to Salem,
river mile 85: The DO concentrations shall not be
less than 7 mg/L.

(D) Main stem Willamette River from Salem to
confluence of Cozst and Middle Forks, river mile
187: The DO concentrations shall not be less than
90% of saturation,®

These water quality standards, adopted by the Commission, recognize the

changing physical nature of the Willamette River. The standards reflect
the higher levels of dissolved oxygen which can be attaired in the upper
Williamette River toc protect the cold water fishery, i.e., salmon,

The Department routinely monitors the quality of the Willamette River and
major tributaries. The purpose of this monitoring is to determine whether
water quality standards are being met, to establish trend data, and to
provide a data base for evaluating waste discharges.

Since the mid-1970's, dissolved oxygen has generally nmet the concentration
identified in the standards for the lower Willamette River below Salem,
Between 1972 and 1982, the dissolved oxygen concentration in Portland
harbor was just above the standard on two occasions. Since 1982, after the
closure of two pulp and paper mills, the lower Willamette has consistently
met the dissolved oxygen standard with a margin of safety. The closure of
these mills, which exerted their greatest influence in the lower river, has
resulted in ocecasional inquiries about the availability of any excess
assimilative capacity of the Willamette River,

In the upper Willamette River between Eugene and Salem, minimum dissolved
oxygen measurements coccasionally drop below the 90 percent saturation
standard. The violations are infrequent, occurring less than ten percent
of the time. Typical saturation measurements which violate the standard
are between 85 and 8¢ percent., However, these observations do point out
that more routine standards viclations could develcop with increased BOD
loads in the upper river, This concern increases when considering that
actual BOD loads at other sources are currently well below thelr permitted
loads.
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In the past, the only time the Commission has autheorized an exception to
O0AR 340-41.026(2) is when it was clear there would be no environmental

ef fect from the increased discharge load. In one case, Gpresham, the
discharge was to the Columbia River. The other exception was Wacker
Siltronic, a small BOD load discharged seven miles above the mouth of the
Willamette., Because the policy is designed to maintain water quality above
standards at all times, exceptions have not been considered where standards
are periodically violated, or where there is concern about the effects of
the increased discharge 1ocad,

4 detailed study of the Willamette River is needed to determine the
capacity of both the upper and lower river sections to accomodate increased
loads. Prior to granting any increases in summer BOD loads, the Department
needs to develop policies and criteria for the allccation of any reserve
capacity for expansion of existing sources or proposed hew sources.

Commission approval of the Gresham request on July 25, 1986, resulted in a
directive to the Department to review OAR 340-41-026(2), and to return to
the EQC at a later date with possible revisions to the poliey. This
particular review resulted from the City of Gresham's request to allow an
increase in their permitted load for BOD and suspended solids, The

Commi ssion approved the requested 50 percent increase in permitted load,
but was very explicit about limiting the exception to the Columbia River,
because of its large dilution capacity. The Department will be reviewing
this policy as it prepares the upcoming water quality standards EQC staff
report dealing with anti-degradation.

Color

An effiluent color limitation was incorporated into the first Waste
Discharge Permit for the mill and has remained in each subsequent permit,
The color limitation of 1500 units was based on the Company's projection
before mill startup of what the color concentration would be in the treated
effluent. Until the early 1980's, the color limits were consistently
achieved, Various changes in the Company's bleaching sequence resulted in
less chemical usage, but higher effluent color. To comply with the color
limitations, approximately $2500 to $3500 per day of bleaching chemical is
added to the waste water to reduce color.

The Pope & Talbot mill is the only pulp and paper mill in Oregon that is
required to comply with an effluent color limit., Although there are two
other bleach kraft mills in Oregon, both of these mills discharge treated
effluent to the Columbia River. With the extremely large dilution factor
that occurs in the Columbia River, the colored discharge plume from one of
these mills is occasionally visible, but it rapidly disperses and does not
have a lasting effect on that river. The five other pulp mills in the
Willamette Basin discharge effluents ranging from 75 to 750 color units.
Only about three other mills in the United States are required to comply
with effluent color limits,
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Table 3 of Attachment A lists several color control technologies evaluated
by Pope & Talbot. Although the Department has required a color limit, it
has not specified the control technology. Color is currently contrelled by
adding sodium hypochlorite to the wastewater prior to secondary treatment.,
Pope & Talbot has chosen this method because it is one of the least
expensive, and the chemicals are already used in the pulp bleaching
process.

Chlorinated contaminants such as chloroform are known by-products of the
bleaching process. Adding sodium hypochlorite to control color may
increase the quantity of chlorinated impurities already present in the
treated effluent, In 1986, the Department conducted several studies to
determine: 1) the effects of the discharge in the river system, and 2) if
chemical addition for color control caused any measurable detrimental
effect on the Willamette River, Chronic bioassays conducted in January
1986, on the treated effluent showed no toxicity to test organisms at
effluent concentrations experienced in the river during low summer stream
flow conditions. During the test, hypochlarite was not added for color
control.

In July 1986, the Department assessed the quality of the Willamette River
both up- and down-stream from the mill's discharge, No violations of water
quality standards were found, However, the color of the Willamette River
increased from 5 units above the discharge to 25 units at the downstream
edge of the mixing zone (about 300 feet downstream from the point of
discharge). Approximately one mile downstream, just above the confluence
with the Long Tom River, the color was 20 units. The color at Peoria,
approximately six miles downstream, was 10 units. During the July study,
sufficient =sodium hypochlorite was added to maintain the mill's effluent
color at a monthly average of 1907 color units,

In October 1986, the Department conducted chronic biocassays on samples of
Willamette River water taken both up- and down-stream from the mill
discharge. None of the samples showed any apparent toxicity. Although
sodium hypochlorite was added for color control, the downstream river
sample contained no detectable chloroform at a detection limit of 0.001
mg/L,

Additional river samples were taken by the Department on July 1, 1987.
However, the results were not available to ineclude in this report,

In conclusion, the chemical addition does not appear to have any measurable
effect on the river other than to reduce ceolor in the river, In addition,
the color does not appear to affect the river other than aesthetically. If
it is determined that chlorinated contaminants are negatively affecting the
river system, it would be the Department's intent te require Pope & Talbot
to utilize an alternative color control method. In such case, changes in
the pulp bleaching process may also be necessary to reduce the loss of
chlorinated compounds.
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Without color control and with higher production, the color lcad to the
river could more than double., Pope & Talbot maintains the increased color
in the river would not be perceptible to the public, and the cost for
controls cannot be justified.

During summer streamflow conditions, the effluent discharge can be highly
visible at the outfall and, after mixing with the entire river, dissipates
to a brownish tea color downstreamm. The Department does receive occasional
complaints regarding the discoloration. During the last few years when the
mill has experimented without color control {with the Department's
approval), the number of complaints has inereased. The water quality
standards for the Willamette Basin specify there shall be no objecticnal
color outside the mixing zohe.

The Department concludes that practicable technology is available to allow
Pope & Talbot to expand production and comply with the existing color
limit, Since discoloration of the river appears fo be an aesthetic issue
associated with summer conditions and low streamflow, the Department
proposes that the existing permit limits for color of 1500 units be
maintained from May 1 to Qctober 31 of each year. However, the Department
also proposes to eliminate the permit color limit from November 1 to April
30 of each year to correspond with winter conditions of reduced
recreational use and higher river flows.

Summation

1. Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc., has requested an increase in BOD loading
limitations in their NPDES permit. Approval of such requests normally
requires the Commission to grant an exception to QAR 340-41-026(2)
which requires that growth and development be accommodated within
existing permitted waste discharge loads, unless otherwise approved by
the Commission., Pope & Talbot has also requested that the present
permit limit for effluent color be eliminated,

2. Because the water quality management plan policy is designed to
maintain water quality above standards at all times, exceptions have
not been considered where standards are periodically violated, or
where there is concern about the effects of the increased discharge
load.

3. Pope & Talbot Pulp has presented their expansion plans which call for
production to irncrease from 460 to about 600 tons per day over the
1life of the proposed NPDES permit.

L, Technology is available to allow Pope & Talbot to increase preoduction
and still maintain compliance with the present summer BOD limits.
Some of the technology is utilized by other pulp mills in QOregon to
achieve and maintain compliance with their permits, Higher winter BOD
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limits may be justified due to lower treatment efficiencies durilig the
colder winter months.

Any increase in currently permitted summer BOD loadings for municipal
and industrisl dischargers to the Willamette River would be quite
controversial. Other industrial and municipal dischargers that have
experienced growth and development have been required to increasse the
efficiency of treatment and control to maintain compliance with
existing permit loads. Some inereases in permitted winter BOD loads
have been authorized for pulp and paper mills where there has been a
demonstrated need.

Color in the Willamette appears to be solely an aesthetic issue.

Since the will became operational in 1969, it has been required to
maintaein compliance with color limits. Complaints regarding color in
the river have increased during experimentation periods when the mill
has been allowed to exceed present color limits. The Department doea
not believe there should be any increase in authorized color
discharges during the summer =eason when recreational use is high and
stream flows are low. Elimination of the color limit during the
winter season when recreational uses are low and stream flows are high
would not be expected to cause any problems,

The proposed permit has not been placed on Public Notice. A proposed
increase in effluent limits for BOD or color could result in
opposition from the public. Therefore, if the Commission approves the
request for an increase in BOD waste loads or elimination of color
limits, any comments generated during the Public Notice period in
opposition to the change should be presented to the Commission prior
to issuance of the permit.,

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, the Director recommends that the Commission take
the following actions regarding the request from Pope & Talbot Pulp; Inc.
for modified permit limits:

1

BOD Limits

a. Maintain the existing BOD limitations from May 1 to
October 31.

b. Authorize the Department to permit increased winter BCD
discharges if the Department determines there is a
demonstrated need.

C, Direct the Department to determine how much additional
summer season waste assimilative capacity exists in the
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Willamette River, and propose criteria for allocation of any
reserve assimilative capacity to existing and potential new
dischargers.

2. Color Limits

de

Deny the request for elimination of the color limit and
maintain the existing color limitation of 1500 color units
based on an effluent flow of 18 million gallons per day from
May 1 to October 31 of each year.

Eliminate color limitations from November 1 to April 30 of
each year,
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ATTACHMENT A

BACKGROUND REPORT

BACKGROUND ON THE REQUEST

Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc., owns a pulp and paper mill near Halsey, Oregon,
Portions of the mill are operated by James River Corporation. Pope &
Talbot Pulp purchased the mill in May 1983, from the American Can Company
who constructed and started mill operations in 1969,

During the mid=1960's, the American Can Company negotiated with the Oregon
State Sanitary Authority (predecessor to the Environmental Quality
Commission and Department of Environmental Quality) to construct a new pulp
and paper mill near Halsey. This proposal resulted in considerable
discussion among the American Can Company, the Sanitary Authority, and
concerned citizens, At its meeting on September 6, 1967, the Sanitary
Autheority voted 3 to 2 to approve the proposed mill project, subject to
conditions proposed in the staff report and to several conditions requested
by the public. The most significant water guality requirements were that:

1. During summer the BOD discharged to the Willamette River
shall not exceed an average of 2,500 pounds per day.

2. The average color of the discharge shall not exceed 1500
color units (based on an effluent flow of 18.0 million
gallons per day).

Both provisions were design criteria propcsed by American Can based on a
300 ton per day bleached kraft mill. The BOD limitation was based on about
90 percent removal of organic wastes in the waste water treatment system.
The ceolor limitation was based on American Can's projection of what the
color concentration would be in the treated effluent, American Can also
estimated there would be no noticeable increase in color in the Willamette
River, This point was of particular importance because the City of
Corvallis operated a potable water supply intake approximately 12 miles
downstream on the Willamette River. The water intake is atilil in use
today.

The approval action by the Sanitary Authority established the discharge
limits for BOD and color as well as other parameters which were
subsequently incorporated into the first Waste Discharge Permit for the
nill. These limits have remained unchanged for the summertime low stream
flow period in subsequent permits.

On July 17, 1986, Pope & Talbot applied for renewal of their NFDES Permit
which was to expire on December 31, 1986. (Timely filing of a renewal
application continues the existing permit in effect until final action is
taken on the renewal application.) With their renewal appiication, the
company requested an increase in BOD and TSS discharge limits as well as
removal of the effluent color permit limit. (These issues had been raised
earlier in a letter from the company dated April 17, 1986. In response to
this letter, the Department advised by letter dated June 2, 1986, that it
did not support any such change in permit limits.)
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On December 17, 1986, the Department sent Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc., a
proposed NPDES permit for review prior to permit renewal. The draft permit
contained the same BOD and TSS limits that are in the present permit. The
Department did propose, however, to eliminate the color limitation from
November 1 to April 30 each year, while maintaining the existing color
limits during the summer, low stream flow period. The Department explained
in a cover letter the request for higher BOD and TSS limits could not be
supported, and that any production growth would have to be accommodated by
increased treatment and/or control to stay within presently allowed permit
lipitations.

Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc., responded by letter dated January 8, 1987. The
letter requested further increases in discharge limits beyond those
initially requested in their reneyal application, based on past production
levels and proposed preoduction increases,

The Department met with the company to discuss the matter further on
February 19, 1987. The Department and the company agreed to explore
additional waste control options, but did not reach any agreement on
modification of permit limits.

The existing permit limits and the latest limits requested by the Company
are summarized as follows:

Existing Requested

Parameter/Units Period Limits Limits
BOD, Monthly Average, lbs/day 6/1=10/31 2,500 5,000
Daily Maximum, lbs/day 6/1-10/31 3,700 9,600
BOD, Monthly Average, lbs/day 11/1=5/31 4,000 8,100
Daily Maximum, lbs/day 11/1-5/31 5,000 15,000

T3S, The request for increase in TSS waste loads was withdrawn on
June 17, 1987.

Color, Monthly Average, units Year Around 1,500 No Limit

Daily Maximum, units Year Around 2,200 No Limit

The Company's request is now brought to the Commission for consideration,
The proposed permit has not been sent out on Public Notice.

BACKGROUND ON WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

To appreciate the significance of Pope & Talbot Pulp's request, one must
ctlearly understand the water quality management plan for the Willamette
River, and how the existing permit limits were established,
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In years past, the Willamette River was highly polluted because of large
quantities of inadequately treated industrial and domestic waste
discharging t¢ the basins waters. To improve water quality and to restore
the Willamette for the salmon runs and other lost beneficial uses, a
masgive clean up effort was initiated with the creation of the Sanitary
Authority by the veters in 1938.

The initial Water Pollution Control Policies followed by the SBanitary
Authority were designed to:

¢ Protect public health,
¢ Use the full waste assimilative capacity of the stream.
e Achieve water quality standards,

Implementation efforts got underway in 1947 (after the war). Primary
treatment and summer time disinfection was required for sewage sources, and
summer time special control was required for industrial wastee (holding of
strong pulp mill wastes during the summer months for release in the
winter). Facilities required under these policies were installed by 1957.
Unfortunately, growth and new sewer construction increased waste loads
faster than treatment reduced them, Standards were not achieved, and
little improvement in water quality was noticeable by 1957.

More stringent controls on major cities and pulp mills were then initiated.
Construction of secondary treatment facilities was initiated for the major
cities on the main stem of the Willametie River. Additional summertime
storage capacity for strong wastes was initiated at the pulp mills.
Improvement in water quality was still not sufficient to meet water quality
standards.

In June 1964, a major revision in water pollution control policy was
adopted by the Sanitary Authority. A minimum of secondary treatment or
equivalent control of all wastes was required for the Willamette Basin,
Planning, design and construction of a new round of waste treatment
facilities for all sources began.

Water Quality Standards, initially adopted in 1947, were refined in 1967,
and an implementation program was adopted. Higheat and Best Practicable
Treatment and Control of Wastes was required in all cases so as o minimize
discharges of wastes to streams and maintain water quality as high as
possible. This was interpreted to be a minimum of secondary treatment or
equivalent control. This new policy was extended to apply statewide, A
deadline of July 1, 1972 was set for completion of facilities.

With these actions in 1964 and 1967, a new management policy of requiring a
minimum technology based level of control so as to keep as much waste out
of the stream as practicable, and requiring more stringent treatment where
necessary to meet water quality standards was gset in place. This new
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policy replaced the earlier policy of utilizing the full assimilative
capacity of the stream,

Beginning in 1968, permits were issued for all discharges, Maximum
allowable pollution loads expressed in pounds per day of oxygen demanding
waste (BOD) were incorporated in all permits. Permittees were informed
that such lcads could not be increased, and that more stringent controls
would be necessary in the future to accommodate growth. This policy was
deemed essential for maintainihg standards compliance into the future. It
was also assumed that addition of new sources or reduction of stream [lows
through increased consumptive water uses could require reductions in
existing permitted discharges in order to maintein standards compliance.
Use of new technhology and elimination of existing discharges was viewed as
the opportunity to gain a margin of safety for the future that otherwise
did not exist with the total waste lcading as permifted.

The underlying assumption of all of these pelicgy decisions was that the
waste assimilative capacity of the river is a limited public resource that
must be managed for maximum public benefit, In short, such capacity should
not be used unless practicable alternatives do not exist.

Implementation of these policies proved quite successful. With a couple of
exceptions, facilities were completed statewide by the July 1, 1972,
deadline., The dissolved oxygen standard in the Portland Harbor, the most
eritical water quality reach of the river, was met in 1970, and has been
met continuously since., The dissolved oxygen standard for the reach
between Newberg and Salem was met most of the time, but not continuously.

In 1976, the state's water quality standards and implementing regulations
were again updated, The policies and requirements that were implemented in
the period from 1964 to 1976 to limit discharge lcads, minimize pollution
and meintain present high quality waters were incorporated into the rules
and standards at that time,

The Federal Clean Water Aot was adopted in late 1972. This act required
"Secondary Treatment" of sewage and "Beast Practicable Treatment® of
industrial waste throughout the nation by July 1, 1977. Oregon had already
achieved in mid 1972 what Congress required the rest of the nation to
achieve by 1977.

The Federal Act did not impose any signifieant change in technical
requirements in Opegon, Minor changes in treatment requirements were
necessary for some industries once federal guidelines were adopted.
However, for the most part, discharge limits established for sources in the
Willamette Basin were more stringent than minimum Federal effluent
guideline requirements. These more stringent levels were necessary to
reduce discharges enough to achieve compliance with water quality
standards.




Attachment A
Background Report
Page 5

Since the management policies discussed above were adopted and discharge
limits were established in initial permits, growth of municipal and
industrial facilities discharging to the Willamette River has occurred,
without any increasse in allowed BOD loads during the summer months.

Winter (high stream flow period) discharge limits for most sources have
been generally established at higher levels than summer discharges and have
been adjusted over time. Biological treatment facilities do not function
as efficiently when temperatures are lower. During the winter, limits have
been generally established at levels which reflect the ability of the
facilties installed to meet stringent summer limits, However, in no case
have winter discharge limits been established less restrictive than EPA
guideline levels.

A significant number of municipal facilities in the Willamette Basin have
been expanded since the late 19607s, With each expansion, treatment
efficiencies have been improved as necessary to stay within the discharge
limits established in initial permits., In some instances, installation of
highest and best practicable treatment and control has resulted in removal
of wastes from the municipal systems and allowable discharge limits have
been reduced.

Pulp mill production has increased since the initial waste discharge permit
limits were established., Most of the production increases (5 to 10 percent
per year) have resulted from minor modifications to existing equipment.
Occasionally, however, a mill will undergo a major expansion that results
in a significant production increase, Those mills that have increased
production have alsoc increased their waste water treatment and/or control
to paintain operation within existing BOD summer loading limits,

Generally, expansions have been accommodated by a combination of internal
process controls and modifications to the waste water treatment systems,
Some increases in permitted TSS loads and winter BOD loads have been
authorized for pulp and paper mills where there has been a demonstrated
need, Consequently, since some mills have expanded more than others, the
degree of BOD removal and/or control is not consistent from mill to mill.
Those mills that increased production most provide higher levels of waste
water control, Because the Pope & Talbot mill is the newest mill on the
Willamette River, the level of BOD removal has been very good
comparatively.

PRESENT WILLAMETTE RIVER WATER QUALITY

The Department routinely monitors the quality of the Willamette River and
major tributaries., The purpose of this monitoring is to determine whether
water quality standards are being met, to establish trend data, and to
provide a data base for evaluating waste discharges. Parameters routinely
tested include bacteria, solids, pH, dissolved oxygen, oxygen demand, and
nutrients.
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In 1986, the Department completed a biennial water gquality status
assessment. In preparing this report, the water quality monitoring
information was evaluated against the adopted standards. Tables 1 and 2
summarize water quality information for several key Willamette River
stations. At present, the monitoring data indicates a general compliance
with the water quality standards at mainstem Willamette River stations.

Since the mid-1970's, dissolved oxygen has generally met the concentration
identified in the standards for the lower Willamette River below Salem.
Between 1972 and 1982, the dissolved oxygen concentration in Portland
harbor was just above the standard on two occasions, Since 1982, after the
closure of two pulp and paper mills, the lower Willametie has consistently
met the dissolved oxygen standard with a margin of safety. The ¢losure of
these mills, which exerted their greatest influence in the lower river, has
resulted in occasional inguires about the availability of any excess
assimilative capacity of the Willamette River.

In the upper Willamette River between Eugehe and Salem, minimum dissolved
oxygen measurements occasionally drop below the 90 percent saturation
standard. The violations are infrequent, occurring less than ten percent
of the time, Typical saturation measurements which viclate the standard
are between 85 and 89 percent, However, these observations do point out
that more routine standards vioclations could develop with increased BOD
loads in the upper river. Thls concern increases when considering that
actuval BOD loads at other sources are currently well below their permitted
loads. Occasionally, water quality measurements for fecal coliform
bacteriza also exceed the standards, These viclations generally occur
during wet-weather periods due to land runoff and occuasonal sewage
bypasses.

Table 1. Willamette River Water Quality Summary (1982-86)

Dissolved Oxygen, BOD, and Bacteria

Sumney
Sumner Median Summer
Location b.0. S;r;ﬁer ﬁiﬁfﬁi Max, Fecal Max,
Stand. D.0 D.0 BOD Coliform Fecal
t T (mg/L) (Std.= Coliform
200)
Springfield 0% 90 % 100% 1.3 30 150
Harrisburg 90¢% 88% 100% 1.3 36 430
Albany g0% 89% 97% 1.3 36 1100
Buena Vista 90% 88% 269 1.3 36 91
Wheatland 7 mg/L 8.5 9.4 1.5 36 600
Newberg 6 mg/L 7.9 8.9 1.6 36 2400
Canby 6 mg/L 8.0 8.9 1.5 30 210
Portland 5 mg/L 7.0 8.5 2.7 91 930
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Values observed for other parameters appear to meet the standards. The
maximum total dissolved solids (TDS) measured in the Portland area are
approaching the basin standard for the Willamette of 100 mg/l. A major
part of the increase appears to come from point source discharges,
particularly pulp mill effluents. For instance, the median TDS
concentration between Harrisburg and Albany increases about 11 percent. A
large part of this increase can be attributed te the Pope & Talbot mill,
which is less than 0.5 percent of the Willamette River flow at Albany.
This pattern is also observed above and below other major point source
discharges.

Table 2. Willamette River Water Quality Summary (1982-86)

Total Diss, Solids, pH; Nutrients and Color

Sumnmer Summer Sumner Sum?er

. Sunmer Sunmer Median Median

Location M;ggan ﬁgg' Max. Aver, NO> + Total

pPH Color NO3 - N Phos.

(mg/L) | (mg/L) (ug/L) (ug/L)
Springfield 46 53 8.3 6 20 30
Harrisburg 53 59 8.2 5 60 61
Albany 59 67 7.9 9 110 73
Buena Vista 51 63 7.6 6 120 50
Wheatland 56 61 8.1 7 200 T5
Newberg 62 73 TeT 8 210 95
Canby 64 75 7.7 7 250 87
Portland 78 ol 7.8 T 270 108

When evaluating trends, one major change in Willamette River water quality
can be highlighted, Figure 1 shows dissclved oxygen in Portland Harbor.
This marked improvement reflects the basin-wide reduction of BOD loads to
the Willamette. Other water quality parameters monitored have shown no
detectable trends over the past five years. In short, water quality in the
Willamette today is generally good.

Although there are occasional dissolved oxygen viclations between Eugene
and Salem, the monitoring data shows no major problems in the Willamette
River. However, the Department must continue to evaluate emerging water
quality issues. Concerns have broadened from a historical focus on
dissolved oxygen and suspended solids to one which includes other
parameters, such as nutrients and toxics. Population increases, new
industry, and changes in land use all affect water quality in the
Willamette River. Any growth in discharged loads must be evaluated beyond
traditional pollutants.
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One example is nutrients. In 1986, the Commission adopted a nuisance
phyteplankton growth rule for Oregon. Areas which experience excessive
growth of algae may have to implement nutrient controls. Although no algal
growth problem exists at present, nitrogen and phosphorus levels in the
lower Willamette are higher than those in the upper reaches., This pattern
can be seen from the data summarized in Table 2.

Apother growing concern is toxices, Studies by the U.S. Geological Survey
in 1976 looked at the occurrence of trace metals, The results indicated a
relatively clean environment in terms of metals, with some isclated
exceptions. Information on the presence of organic foxics in the
Willamette is sparse. Depositional areas, such as the Newberg Pocl and the
Tidal Reach, are susceptible to upstream discharges. A 1983 study by EPA
documented problems with bottom feeding fish in the Newberg area. More
data is needed before the status of toxics can be properly assessed.

A continuing concern exists regarding the potential for the Willamette
River to accommodate increased waste loads from either existing sources or
from potential new sources,

Historically, the Willamette River suffered severe dissolved oxygen
problems due to large loads of organic waste waters from pulp and paper
industries and from municipalities., In the early 1960's, dissolved oxygen
levels routinely violated the Oregon water quality standards. Through the
implementation of measures to control BOD loads and through increased low
flow augmentation, water quality in the Willamette River improved
dramatically. The pattern of basin-wide reduction of BOD loads and
corresponding improvewments in dissolved oxygen levels in the Willamette at
Portland is seen in Figure 1. During the past five years (1982-86),
dissolved oxygen concentrations consistently exceeded minimum levels
required to support aquatic life uses.

The experience gained from reducing BOD in the Willamette can provide a
starting point for defining acceptable loads. The general relationship
between historic point source lcads and dissolved oxygen is shown in
Figure 2, This graph displays both the median and minimum observed
dissolved oxygen concentrations at Portland, The minimun concentration
generally occurs during critical conditions caused by low flows and high
water temperatures, According to the standards, "DO concentrations shall
not be less than 5 mg/L".

Figure 2 also identifies the current permitted BOD load for major point
sources on the Willamette. During the past five years, actual BOD loads
have been about half the permitted lcad, In the 1970's; when actual loads
were about 80 percent of the current total permitted load, the lowest
dissolved oxygen concentrations were just above the standard, This implies
that if all permitted sources were discharging at their permit limits,
standards for dissolved oxygen may not be met. Therefore, the current
permitted load needs to be closely examined, particularly before allowing
any increases.
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Since the adoption of the EQC growth policy, two major industrial waste
water sources have shutdown on the Willamette River system. Boise Cascade
operated a sulfite based pulp and paper mill in Salem. This facility
discharged 6000 - 7000 pounds per day of BOD to the Willamette River during
the summer. Boise also discharged 6000 - 7000 pounds per day of ammohia
nitrogen. The ammonia load equated to roughly 30,000 pounds per day of
oxygen demand, Boise Cascade shut down the mill in 1982. Crown Zellerbach
also operated a sulfite based pulp and paper mill in Lebanon which
discharged treated waste water to the South Santiam River. Average summer
BOD discharges ranged from 2000 - 3000 pounds per day. The ammonia
discharge amounted to about 3000 pounds per day or about 14,000 pounds per
day of oxygen demand., Crown Zellerbach shut down this mill in 1980.

Ocecasionally, permittees inquire about the avalilability of any excess
summer capacity that may exist in the Willamette River since the shutdown
of these mills. The current permitted load shown in Figure 2 does not
include the lcads from either Boise Cascade, Salem or Crown Zellerbach,
Lebanon. At first glance, the pattern displayed in Figure 2 could suggest
that the Willemette River is already over-allocated. However, several
cther factors, such as including ammonia in the definition of BOD loads
must be considered., Consequently, a decision on allowing any lcad increase
of oxygen demanding material during the summer should be deferred until the
Department can complete additional studies of the assimilative capacity of
the Willamette,

The Department has identified a need to reevaluate and update the water
quality management plan for the Willamette Basin, The wain purpose of this
evaluation will be to assess the present and future adequacy of the
existing waste load allocation to individual sources (established with
initial permit issuance in 1968). It is also desirable to determine the
capability of the river to accomodate new waste sources or expanded
existing loads without causing violation of water quality standards or
impairing beneficial uses of water, and to establish criteria for
allocation of any such loads to new or existing sources.

Current permitted discharges to the Willamette are the result of a policy
which reduced lcads until water quality standards were attained,
Compliance with water quality standards based on actual monitoring data
will continue to be the major factor considered in any water quality
management plan update for the Willamette Basin. Other important factors
which will lead to basin planning decisions include reviewing the
performance of various treatment facilities and providing an equitable
basis to all sources in the basin. In other wards, clear criteria must be
defined which support the granting of any load increases.

A reliable water quality model is one tool which can asaist with the
allocation of lcads. A model can help evaluate the effect of various
management alternatives on receiving water quality. Besides dissolved
oxygen, additional pollutant parameters should alsc be considered in future
model ling efforts.
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The project to organize relavent historical data; complete model
calibration, and evaluate management alternatives has been delayed by lack
of funding. Existing limited rescurces have been assigned to other work
deemed to be of higher priority, such as establishment of total maximum
daily loads for nutrients in the Tualatin River and other streams, As a
result, information that is necessary to properly and fully evaluate the
ramifications of the request of Pope & Talbot for waste lcad increase is
not available. However, it is necessary to complete an evaluation based on
available information and make a decision on the Pope & Talbot request.

EVALUATION OF REQUEST AND ALTERNATIVES

Pope & Talbot Pulp has requested the EQC grant an exception to OAR 340-U1-
026(2) and authorize an increase in it's allowable summer BOD discharge
limit from 2,500 to 5,000 pounds per day. The company has further
requested that the discharge limit for color be eliminated from the permit,

In general, the potential alternatives available to the EQC are as follows:

1. Grant the Pope & Talbot request for change of permit limits
for each of the parameters.

2. Authorize a change in the permit limits for one or both of
the parameters and in essence grant part of the company's
request.,

3. Deny the Company's request and leave the current permit
limits in effect,

In order to evaluate the requests of Pope & Talbot Pulp, it is appropriate
to examine the ability of the company to comply with each of the current
limits as well as the consequences of granting the requested modification.

At the Department's request, the Company has studied various methods and
costs for additional treatment plant modifications, in-plant BOD control
facilities, and color control systems. These control options have veen
addressed in reports sumitted to the Department on April 20, 1987.

The control systems studied range from separating and reusing cooling water
to more complex process modifications. The capital cost of the various
individual control projects range from $30,000 to over $10,000,000.

Table 3 lists the control projects, costs, and estimated benefits evaluated
by Pope & Talbot.

The benefits referred to in Table 3 are judged by the effectiveness for BOD
and color control on the mill effluent. Technology allows combinations of
these control devices to be used to improve pollutant removal efficiencies.
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The data in Table 3 will be discussed further in the following sections
relating to the requested limit changes.

BOD Limit

Since the mill at Halsey was completed in 1969, the waste water treatment
system has operated at about a 90 percent BOD removal efficiency. It has
consistently complied with the BOD permif limits, Recent improvements to
the system have increased the treatment efficiency. The monthly average
BOD discharge for April 1987, was only 1281 pounds per day (approximately
32 percent of the winter limit, or 51 percent of the summer limit).
Discharges for May 1987, were even lower.

The mill has had little difficulty complying with the biochemical oxygen

demand (BOD) permit limits, However, it is apparent from the following
table that BOD discharge loads have risen as production increased:

BOD Discharge Loads

Ave BOD Average Pulp Monthly Average
Date | Season v Producticn Permit Limit
(#/é¢ay) | (tons per day) (#/day)
1970 Summer 9%0 281 2500
1970 Winter 1748 261 2500
1986 Sumtier 2337 75 2500
1986 | Winter 2936 459 ooo

Based on the Company's projections for the next five years, pulp production
could increase to 550 or 600 tons per day. Without the recent

improvements to the treatment system, the BOD discharged to the Willamette
River at these higher production levels would have violated the permit
limits., Additional controls may still prove to be necessary.

As noted above, Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc., has studied various methods and
costs for additional {reatment plant modifications and in-plant BOD control
facilities., Technology is available to allow Pope & Talbot to increase
production and still maintain compliance with the present summer BOD
limits,

To justify it's request for increased BOD limits, the Company used a
dissolved oxygen computer model to project the effect on water quality from
doubling the allowable summer monthly average BOD load from 2500 to 5000
pounds per day. As previously noted, excessive BOD discharges to the
Willamette River can lower dissolved oxygen concentrations which must be
maintained to support aquatic organisms and to comply with established
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standards. The Company's model results indicate that; when keeping all
other point sources at their current permitted loads, the increased BOD
from the wmill will have minimal effect on dissolved oxygen concentrations
in the Willamette River. Based on this model result, the Compahy concludes
that the stretch of the Willamette River above Corvallis may have adequate
capacity to assimilate the increased BOD locad from the Halsey mill,

Water quality planning should not be based soley on the results of
dissolved oxygen computer models. Such models do not address the potential
effects of added nutrients, total dissolved solids, and other pollutants,
However, computer models can be very useful in determining what stream
segments can best assimilate added quantities of BOD. If a model is to be
used in the water quality planning process, the Department believes that
substantial work is needed to calibrate a model before using the results.
Because models only predict what a stream's response might be to a given
pollutant load, the Department believes a review of the effect of past BOD
loads on dissolved oxygen levels in the Willamette River is needed,

The Department and the Commission have information on water quality in the
Willamette River at higher BOD lcads from point sources gathered during the
years of the well documented clean-up of the Willamette. As noted in the
discussion on present river water quality, this data suggests that if
current permitted waste loads are discharged by all sources, there would be
virtually no safety factor for standards compliance.

Clearly, a decision to allow an increase in permitted BOD load for Pope &
Talbot Pulp would be contrary to how other dischargers have faced
expansion, Municipalities, which have expanded their waste water treatment
plants, have been required to improve the treatment efficiency to maintain
summer BCOD discharges within their existing permit loads, In addition, a
pulp mill located in Newberg expanded production approximately 110 percent
from 1980 to 1981 and increased its waste treatment and control to maintain
the summer BOD discharge within existing permit loads.

If the Halsey mill is allowed to increase the BOD locad discharged, clear
criteria are needed for justification, Such criteria must continue to
protect the water quality of the Willamette and must be applicable on an
equitable basis to all sources in the basin. No such criteria have been
developed to date, Again, as noted previocusly, the Department has intended
to address this issue in conjunction with a planned, but delayed, update of
the water quality management strategy for the Willamette Basin.

If the Commission denies the request for an increase in permitted BOD waste
discharge load during the summer months, increased quantities of BOD will
need to be removed as production increases, If Pope & Talbot decides to
provide additional BOD control with in=plant projects, the existing
permitted winter BOD limits may be sufficient, If, however, the additional
BOD control is provided by the waste treatment system, a need for higher
limits may be demonstrated during the cooler winter months. Biological
treatment systems are normally somewhat less efficient during the winter
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due to cooler water temperatures. In addition, colder temperatures and
higher stream flows allow streams to accept higher BOD loads without
affecting the dissolved oxygen resource, Increased winter discharge loads
have been granted at other mills where a need has been demonstrated,

Based on the above discussion, the Department concludes that:

a. Technology exists to accomodate the planned expansion of
Pope & Talbot Pulp while maintaining compliance with the
existing allocated BOD discharge leoading of 2,500 pounds per
day during the summer months. Some of this technology is
currently being utilized in other mills in the state and is
considered to be within the interpretation of Highest and
Best Practicable Treatment Technology.

b. To be consistent with other permit actions for pulp mill
expansions, the Department believes some incresse in
permitted winter BOD discharge lcads should be considered if
the need can be demonstrated.

C. A1l other source expansions since 1968 have been
accomplished without an incresse in allocated summer BOD
loads and haved stayed within the context of Highest and
Best Practicable Treatment,

d. Although summertime (low flow season) water quality
standards for dissolved oxygen are currently being met, the
Department is unable to conclude,based on avallable
inflormation, that any significant lcad increases or new
loads can be permitted and still maintain compliance with
standards during low stream flow periods.

e. A detailed study of the Willametie River is needed. Prior
to granting any increases in summer BOD lcads, the
Departuwent needs to develop policies and eriteria for the
allocation of any reserve capacity for expansion of existing
sources or proposed new sources.

Color Limit

Concern over color in effluent discharges is more subjective. Color in
bleached kraft mil]l effluents consists of wood sugars, lignins, and
tannins. Conventional biclogical wastewater treatment systems do not
remove color.

One of the conditions for approval of the Pope & Talbot Pulp mill in 1967
wag to limit the color to 1500 color units with a discharge of 18 million
gallons per day. The coclor limitation was based on American Can's
projection of what the color concentration would be in the treated
effluent. American Can also estimated there would be no ncticeable
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increase in cclor in the Willamette River. This point was of particular
importance because the City of Corvallis operated a potable water supply
intake approximately 12 miles down-stream on the Willametie River. The
water intake is still in use today. The City of Corvallis has not reported
any problems to the Department regarding the Willamette River intake water
due to Pope & Talbot's discharge.

The color limits in the Pope & Talbot Pulp mill permit have been met until
the last few years. In 1982, the mill's pulp bleaching sequence was
changed from that initially installed in the will, The changes occurred
due to Pope & Talbot Pulp's desire to supply specific market demands for
bleached pulp. The bleach plant modifications resulted in reduced sodium
hypochlorite usage, which in turn increased the color in the waste water
effluent, The reduced sodium hypochlorite usage has been partially
substituted with oxygen and hydrogen peroxide. Consequently, eXxcess sodium
bypochlorite has been added to the effluent sewer line from the bleach
plant to control color. During the past few years, the mill has
periodically operated without hypochlorite addition to the sewer (with the
Departmentts approval) to gather data on uncontrolled color levels with
various bleach sequences.

Since the bleach sequence was changed in 1982, sodium hypochlorite has been
added to the bleach plant effluent sewer to oxidize color. Although the
added chemical generally replaces the excess chemical that used to he lcost
in the bleaching process, scdium hypochlorite usage per ton of bleached
pulp is less than what was originally used. However,; oxygen and hydrogen
peroxide are also used in the current bleach sequence. Effluent color is
lowered with increased usage of hypochlorite. The quantity of sodium
hypochlorite currently added to the bleach sewer to achieve an average
effluent color concentration of 1500 units costs from $2,500 to $3,500 per
day.

Compliance with a color limit of 1500 units does reduce the color effect,
but it does not eliminate color in the river. During summer streamflow
condiftions, the effluent discharge can be highly visible at the cutfall
and, after mixing with the entire river, dissipates to a brownish tea color
downstream., The color is more visible during bright sunny days. The color
change in the river is noticeable when one compares areas up- and down-
stream from the discharge. With adequate dilution downstream, the tea
color is eventually not perceptible.

The Department occasionally receives complaints about the discoloration
caused by the mill's waste water discharge. The complaint{s generally occur
during the summer when more pecople are apt to be on the river for
recreation. Complaints have heen received during periods when the mill was
complying with the existing color limits, and during periocds when color
exceeded the limits, However, more complaints were received during the
sunmer of 1986 (during elevated color discharges) than for any previous
summer.,
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Without coclor congrol and with higher production, the color load to the
river could more than double., Pope & Talbot Pulp maintains, although this
would cause a slight increase in river color, it would noi be perceptible
to the public without a standard for comparison. Pope & Talbot Pulp also
maintains that natural sources of color cause more discoloration in the
Willamette River immediately downstream of the mill than does the mill's
discharge. This finding was not supported by the Department's 1986 river
study. Pope & Talbot maintains the cost for color control, as displayed in
Table 3, cannot be justified.

The Department coneludes that practicable technology is available to allow
Pope & Talbot to expand production and comply with the existing color
limit. Therefore, the Department proposes that the existing permit limits
for color of 1500 units be maintained from May 1 to October 31 of each year
to protect the aesthetic qualities of the river. However, the Department
alsc proposes to eliminate the permit color limit from November 1 to April
30 of esach year to correspond with winter conditions of reduced
recreational use and higher river flows. Any decisions as to the method
for color control should be left for Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc., unless the
Department determines the control method has a detrimental effect on the
environment.,

SUMMATION

1. Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc., has requested an increase in BOD loading
limitations in their NPDES permit. Approval of such a request
requires the Commission to grant an exception to OAR 340-U1.-026(2)
which requires that growth and development be accommodated within
existing permitied waste discharge loads, unless otherwilse approved by
the Commission. Pope & Talbot has also requested that the present
permit limit for effluent color be eliminated.

2. Pope & Talbot Pulp has presented their expansion plans which call for
production to increase from 460 to about 600 tons per day over the
life of the proposed NFDES permit.

3. Technology is available to allow Pope & Talbot to increase production
and still maintain compliance with the present summer BOD limits,
Some of the technology is utilized by other pulp mills in Oregon to
achieve and maintain compliance with their permits. Higher winter BOD
limits may be justified due to lower treztment efficiencies during the
colder winter months.

y, Any increase in currently permitted summer BOD lcadings for municipal
and industrial dischargers to the Willamefte River would be guite
controversial, Other industrial and municipal dischargers that have
experienced growth and development have been required to increase the
efficiency of treatment and control to maintain compliance with
existing permit locads., Some incresses in permitted winter BOD loads
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have been authorized for pulp and paper mills where there has been a
demonstrated need.

Color in the Willamette appears to be sclely an aesthetic issue.

Since the mill became operational in 1969, it has been required to
maintain compliance with color limits. Complaints regarding color in
the river have increased during experimentation pericds when the mill
has been allowed to exceed present color limits. The Department does
not believe there should be any increase in authorized color
discharges during the summer season when recreational use is high and
stream flows are low. Elimination of the color limit during the
winter season when recreational uses are low and stresm flows are high
would not be expected to cause any problems,

The proposed permit has not been placed on Public Notice. A proposed
increase in effluent limits for BOD or color could result in
opposition from the public, Therefore, if the Commission approves the
request for an increase in BOD waste loads or elimination of color
limits, any comments generated during the Publiec Notice period in
opposition to the change should be presented to the Commission prior
to issuance cof the permit.

LDP :h
WH2105
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TABLE 3

IN-FPLANT BOD CONTRCL ALTERMATIVES
AHD
COLOR CONTR{L ALTERATIVES

FROJECTED IMPACTS OF
FROJECTS ON AVERAGE SUMMER DISCHARGES
BASED ON PRODUCTION OF 600 TONS FER DAY

Average ' 'Annual
Project Fiow | (BOD-5 Lb/Day) Colar to Capital Cost Depreciation & Comments
. O&M Cost
MGD From To River
Plant | River ($K) ($K)
(In-Plant BOD Control Alternatives) |

1. No In-Plant Control Projects | 18.0 | 32 L00 1 2,000 2500 -~ 3000 — - _—

2. Boiler Cooling Water Reuse 17.3 | 32,400 | 1,800 2600 - 3100 30 — _—

3. Ccoling Water Bypass 7.0 | 32,4800 | 1,700 2650 -~ 3180 200 15 —

4., Recycle Pulp Press Water 17T |} 32,800 | 1,900 2540 - 3050 3 30 —

5. Brown Stock Washer Upgrade 18.0 | 30,200 1,700 2500 -~ 3000 1,000 250
6. O Delignification (Alsc 19.0 {27,400 | 1,800 1500 10,000 - 15,000 1,500 Effective control

Serves to Control Color) system for BQD
and colar. :

T« Vapor Steam Stripping of 19.0 | 25,400 1,700 2370 - 2840 5,000 1,400 Dtilized by two

Condensates mills in Oregon
for control of
BOD.

(Color Control Alternatives)
8. Effiuent Bleaching (Hypo- 18.0 | 32,400 ¢ 2,000 1500% 30 1,200% Current control

chlerite) method.

Effluent Bleaching 18.0 | 32,400 | 2,000 1500% 30 Qoo Current control

(Chlorine) method.

9, Perioxide Addition 18.0 | 32,40 | 2,000 1500% 30 2,100 Experimental only.
10. Ozone Treatment 18.0 | 32,400 | 2,000 1500% 7,000 2,200 Experimental only.
11. Coagulation 18.0 |32,400 | 2,000 1500% 3,000 - 10,000 1,000 - 2,500 —_—

12. (See Item 6 above.)

# Color level and cost vary with the quantity of chemicals utilized.

This table does not reflect the decrease in effluent BOD due to the recent improvements to the waste water treatment sYStem.:

L. Patterson:h
WH2095



ATTACHMENT B

PORPIS & TALBOT PULP, INC.

April 17, 1986 O s

Mr, Larry Patterson 4
Department of Envirommental Quality uf
522 SW Fifth Avenue &
Portland, Oregon 97207 . : ’ i

Reference: Pope & Talbot NPDES Permit #3509-J
Dear Mr. Patterson:

Production at the Halsey facility has been increased from 381 tons/day in
1981, when our existing permit was issued, to a current rate of 530 tons/
day. It is projected that production rates during the life of our new
permit will be at 610 tons/day. '

At these production rates it appears we cannot meet the sunmer NPDES
permit limitaticns for BOD. and TSS this summer no in the future,

Bryan Johnson of Seton, Jognson & Odell, Inc. has discussed this with our
plant staff and he has prepared the attached document for your review.

This document was prepared as 2 revision of the Evaluation Report your
agency wrote when reviewing our 1981 permit application. By using the
guidelines for BCT and using the same ratios for winter and sumner.
permitted discharges, the following revised limits were calculated:

PRESENT PERMIT (1981-86)

BOD | 188
Monthly Av. Daily Max. Monthly Av. Daily Max,
: (1b/day) (1bs) (1b/day ) (Ibs)
Summer 2,500 3,700 7,000 10,500
Winter 4,000 5,000 7,000 10,500 -
BPT 5,311 10,210 0,649 17,952
BCT 3,366 5,610 4,937 8,078
B-1

2.0, BOX 8171 » 1500 5.W, FIST AVENUE » PORTLAMD, OREGON 07207 » AREA CODE 503 228-01G)




PERMIT REQUEST (JUNE 1-DEC 31, 1986)

BB 58
Monthly Av. Daily Max. Monthly Av, Daily Max.
(1b/day) (1bs) (1b/day) (1bs)
Summer 3,500 5,200 9,900 14,800
Winter 5,600 7,000 9,800 14,800
BPFT 7,526 14,469 13,6874 25,440

BCT 4,770 7,950 6,996 11,448

PERMI'T REQUEST (JAN 1, 1887 - DEC. 31, 1991)

BOD — 88
Monthly Av, Daily Max. Monthly Av. Daily Max,
(1b/day) (1bs) (1b/day) {1lbs)
Summer 4,000 G,000 11,000 16,800
Winter 6,400 g,000 11,000 16,800
BPT 8,662 16,653 15,738 29,280
BCT 5,490 9,150 8,062 13,176

This letter is our formal reguest that ocur current permit bhe revised to allow
these increases, effective June 1, 1886, and that our new permit, effective
January 1, 1987 be further revised. We are prepared to meet with you and
your staff at your convenience to expedite this request.

[1.80 G~ %/

W.G., Frohnmayer
Vice President Fiber Products

cc:  Larry Lowenkron -~ DEQ
Bob Hammond -~ Halsey
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REVISED EVALUATION REPORT

Pope & Talbot Pulp Camany
PO Box 215
Halsey, Oregon 97348

Pope and Talhot, Inc., operates a tissue, paper mill and bleached kraft
pulp mill near Halsey. Halsey Pulp's permit will expire on December 31,
1988,

Halsey Pulp's amual average pulp production for 1980 (when the present
permit was issued) was 381 ADT/D. 'The average annual paper production

was 234 MDT/D with the remainder of the pulp being sold. Projected
production is 310 ADT/day of market pulp and 300 MDT/day of paper. Total
pulp production will he 535 ADT/day. An additional 75 T/d of purchased
pulp will be used for paper production. The BPT effluent guidelines for
the Board, Coarse, and Tissue Bleach Kraft subcategory are as follows:

Mon Ave Daily Max
BOD 1b/ADT of product 14.2 27.3
TSS 25.8 48.0
Mon Ave Daily Max
"BCD 310 MDT/D(14.2) = 4,402 310(27.3) = 8,463
310 ADT/D(14.2) = 4,260 300(27.3) = 8,180
8,662 #/D 16,6063 #
TSS 310 MDT/D(25.8) = 7,098 310(48.0) = 14,880
300 ADT/D(25.8) = 7,740 300(48.0) = 14,400
15,730 #/D 29,280 #
Proposed BCT Limitations
Mon Ave Daily Max
BOD 1b/ton ‘ 9.0 15.0
TES 13.2 21.6

B-3




Mon Ave Daily Max

BOD 310 MDT/IX9.0) = 2,790 310(15.0) = 4,650
300 ADT/D(9.0) = 2,700 300(15.0) = 4,500

5,490 #/D 9,150 #
TSS 310 MDT/D(13.2)= 4,002 310(21.6) = 6,696
300 ADT/D(13.2)= 3,960 300(21.6) = 6,480

8,052 #/D 13,176 #

Comparison of current water guality based limitations, BPT, and proposed BCT
limitations:

BOD THS '
Mon Ave Daily Max Mon Ave Daily Max
(1b/day) RN CO VS (Ib/day) - (#)
current proposed current proposed current proposed current proposed

Current

(surmer) 2,500 4,000 3,700 6,000 7,000 11,000 10,500 16,800
{(winter) 4,000 6,400 5,000 8,000 7,000 11,000 10,500 16,800
BPT 5,311 8,662 10,210 16,653 9,849 15,738 17,953 29,280
BCT 3,366 5,450 5,610 9,150 4,937 8,052 8,078 13,176




M Department of Environmental Quality

ik

VICTOR ATIVEH
Governor

G22 SW, FIFTH AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE: (503) 229-

JRO0Z 6

© Popo & Talbob Pulp, inc.
-Et-{;nma tie E"E‘Ohﬁ?ﬂﬁ}f@g‘
Po 0. Box 817%
Portland, OR 97207
Loy Peps & Talbob Pulpy Inc.
Linn County
Gontlawmans

Thia is 1n pesponca to your regent requast to modify tho NFDES Peormit for
your pulp and papsy focility i Helsoy, Oregonm. Sgooifieslly, you have
requasted to inorezne tho BOD and 78S disohorgs limitations dus Go
inoreased preduction,

Oregon Adainistrative Rules 350-41-=026(2) stabes, “In ordop to waintzin the
gualldiy of waters in the stabe of Oragon,; A4 in ths polioy of tho EQC
{Coviroppental Quality Commlsaion) to roqudyro that growtd and devolopaent
be acooumdated by inopessed effioidensy and effestivenoss of uante
treatnont end control such hat sourcos do not exoced presenbly alloued
dioeharysd leads unless otheruino speoifioally spproved by the EQC.Y Doaosd
on tho concorn for pressrvation of the vetor quolisy of the Hillamesto
River, tho Departncht cannct pupport your royuest for pernld wmodiflication.

Othep pulp and paper facilitlcn which discharge to tho Willoametio Hivepr
have gone through majer expensions without inoposses in tho pormltted
suwmrmr loadloass. ‘The woeobo bWaber control facilitien hove Deon upgraded Soo
atopunodato tho inorozsed weste loads. During tho winter nontho (Novasbep
7 = Moy 31) wien the river £lous ape considorably higsber, song lodiressons
could bo gonzidered provided the nosd could bo subpbontlaiad,

During the moxt fey yearn the Deparbtment does lntend to recveluate the
weote load discherzes inbe the Billamabbe Boodn, Althoush Lé ds vory
pralivinary at this tlur, we do plma to rovioyw the low Clow rvaplnliative
capacity of the basin wabers to soe if edjustmenta in the ouprantly
pormivted diucharyes should bo nado.

Should you wish to disouss thins in pope detpdl, pleass feol froo to gontest
Mr. Larry D. Pattorson of our Waley (uelity Division at 229=33Td.

e Sinoeraly, (\gﬁﬁifg
S 0(\‘3:1' ;ih ot N
£ r{_vgoo
7 trag "{ % ’
Prod Banaen Wb
Birestir
Fiio .
WC534

o0t Willusote Valley Rogion, DEQ

C-1




ATTACHMENT D

PR

DEPARTHENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL : '
QUALITY - Businass Office : AppT. 9979% 7
APPLICATION FOR RENEWAL OF A NATIOMAL POLLUTANT b

P. 0. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207 D1 5CHARGE E;l:ggg;lgﬂ SYSTEM PERMIT e 2 ,:),3/’"
C // ’7/‘5@ : Rece‘lved.
3% 360 | 717D
15198 )
JUL Sf,ﬂébf LEF #  pl=000/07-¢
Present Permlt No., 3509-gJ
12-31-86)

[

A. REFERENCE INFORMATION:

Dfficial Hame and Address of Applicant (CGwner)
Pope & Talbot, Inc. Date Explres-
P.0O. Box 8171

Portland, OR 97207

Responsible Official (Mame, Title, Address, Phone) Alternate Responsible Official or
W. G. Frohnmayer, Vice-President Chief Operator
P.0. Box 8171 .
Portland, OR 97207 (503) 228-9161 R. Hammond

{Check all that apply)

Description of activities requiring a permit from the Department:
or modify waste collection, treatment, or disposal facilitles.

___Construct, install,

5 % Operate waste cni1ectiﬁﬂ, treatment, or d¢isposal faczlities.
Discharge treated waste waters into the waters of Willamette River

Other

B. GENERAL QUESTIONS:
Have the treatment or disposal methods employed, as indicated in previcus applications,
i YES X HO

10
been altered in any way slnee the last application was submitted?

If yes, explain,

2. Has the quantity or quality of wastes discharged, as indicated in previous applications
been significantly changed in any way slnce the last application was submitted?
JXYES MO IF yes, expiain. with entry into the market pulp business

in addition to the eylsLlng towel and tissue business the mill is
This has not changed the

being operated at it's designed capabilities.
guality, but has increased the quanity to the treatment system.

|

C. SPECIAL QUESTIONS AND REQUESTED INFORMATION
1. 1f any changes in operations or waste quantity or quality are anticipated in the near
future, please attach an explanation or proposal.
2. Please attach s beief report which indicates your progress in meeting the requirements
and limitations of your present permit. ‘ i
L. A copy of a report submitted to your departmgnt,. i I
\JWEJ aé} I u
| hereby certify that the information contained in this appliication Is true and correct to tha
best of my knowledge and belief. ; e, mw@@%
Mﬁﬁﬁﬂwig‘@nn W
) Signature of owner (or legally autharized represenﬁat
MATOR Tt 7E L . i
Title Lnvironmental Services Date 7-11-86 )

, )
AR & Ef O SUpervisor
' D-1

Bt h B




VICTOR ATIVEH
Govarnor
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ATTACHMENT E

Department of Environmental Quality

& B

S BN I PTHR PN B G -1 T80 PER TN O TS O R-97 20 F-PHENE = (503, 2258800~
811 Se%. Sixth Avenue, Portlend, OR 97204 Phone {(503) 220-3696

Dacenmber 7, 1986

Pope & Talbet Pulp, Iac,
Py Box B171%
Portlend, Ok 97207V

Final Date for Subunission .

of Writven Cooments: JAN 0§ 2 igg?

Rei Waste Risposal Perait
File Mo. 36335
Linn County

Youy applicecion for o Hetiemal Pollutent Discharge BElimination System

perisit hsa been reviewed by the Depertment and o propossd NFDE3

permit has besn drafted. You arae inwited to review the atetached copy end
eubnit any conments you zay beve in writing prieor to the date indicated

Other infornetion which will be dictribuied te tha public is enclosed fox
your vaview, Comments on the content of this matveriel will elso be
apprecisted, -

Pleaze note the following changes im the draft pormit:

Condition 1 of Ochedule A contaling interim color liwits
which expive on May 1, 1987, These are the sowe limits
contained 4n Stipulation and Pinal Ordep Moo HWQ-TWR-86-118.
After May 1, 1987, the permit would ragyulre control of golor
from Hay 1 to October 31 of each yesr.

The bdomoenitoring requiremsnt in Schedule B has been changed
from two ecute temts per year ©o one gouts end one chronie
hivasgey test per year.

The complionee schedula conspined in Sedpulation and Finel
Oeder Moo We-WWE-06-118 to evaluate the feasibility and
impacks of various color contrel altegnatives has been
includad in Schadule L.

Yoo recently submitted dnformation regarding the impacts of
adding 8 third digester, The information indicaged that BOD
diecharges zfter insrallotion would excend current pemit
lisitationg. You aslso indicated you plan te cbtain highep
perrmit limite in sccordance with & previous vequest dated
Anedl 17, 1986,




Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc,
Recenber 17, 1586
Page 2

The Depertaent previoualy responded to youtr reguest by
legter deced June 2, 1985, That letter specified the
Department could not oupport yout reguest f£or pernit
modification, and that any production growth would have to
ba sccoumedated by incroacad waste treataent to stay wlithin
presently allowed pommib lisitatlons. Therefore, the BOD
idmitations in Conditdon 1 ef Schedule A hove ressined
unchanged from your existimg HFDES pemmit.

Aftar your Q@mﬁﬁﬂtgg 18 mny, hove been received, the pub%ie netico

ragarding your sppliesvion will Bw clevuleted o interested iﬂd&%idu@lé'am&

prpenizations, The propoped peramit will algo be made eveilable te thoge
pereony regussting it, After the public review end pagtiﬁiyati@a period is
aver, the £imnl KFDED parmit b@ isguad,

if yeou have any e@@m@n&w or guestivns plests contect this office,

Sincerely,

‘Charles K. Ashbskeg, Monager
Indugreial Uasce Section
Water Qualivy Division

Rash

UH1448

Znclosurs

ces Hillemette Valley Reglen, DEQ




Permit HNumber:

Expiration Date: 1/31/92
File Number: 36335

Page 1 of 5 Pages

NATIONAL POLLUTANMT DISCHARGE ELIMIBATION SYSTEM
WASTE DISCHARGE PERMIT
Department of Environmental Qualilty
811 Southwest Sixth Avenue, Portland, OR 97204
Telephone: (503) 229-5696

Issued pursuvant to ORS 468.740 and The Federal Clean Water Act

ISSUED TO: SOURCES COVERED BY THIS PERMIT:
Qutfall Qutfall

Pope & Talbot Pulp, Inc. Type of Waste Number Location

P.0. Box 8171

Portland, OR 97207 Bleached Kraft 001 RM 148.4

Pulp Waste and
Domestic Waste

PLANT TYPE AND LOCATION: RECEIVING SYSTEM INFORMATION:
Pulp and Paper Mill Major Basin: Willamette
Halsey, OR Minor Basin: —

Receiving Siream: Willamette River
County: Linn
Applicable Standards: OAR 340-41-445
EPA REFERENCE NO: OR-000107<l
Issuved in response to Application No. 999467 received July 17, 1986.

This permit is issued based on the land use findings in the permit record.

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, contro)l and disposal system and discharge to public
waters adequately treated waste waters only from the authorized discharge
point or points established in Schedule A and only in conformance with

all the requirements, limitations, and conditions set forth in the attached
schedules as follows:

Page
Schedule A - Waste Disposal Limitations not to be Exceeded,.. 2
Schedule B « Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Requirements... 3
Schedule C - Compliance Conditions and ScheduleS.cssceccccses y
Schedule D -~ Special ConditionS..ccseccscacccvoosvnnsccsaancas 5

General ConditionS.cecscsvocavacasoncescscessacancsosuncscasas BAbbached
Each other direct and indirect 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,

E-3




Expiraticn Date: 1/31/92
File Number: 36335
Page 2 of b DPages

SCHEDULE A

1. Waste Discharge Limitations not to be Exceeded After Permit Issuance
Date,

OQutfall Number 001 {Process and Domestic Waste Water).

Loadings
Monthly Ave. Daily Max,
1b/day 1b/day

BOD (5-day):

June 1 to October 31 2500 3700

Hovember 1 to May 31 4000 5000
Total Suspended Sclids (TSS) T000 10500
Color:

May 1 = October 31 1500 Units# 2200 Units#

Other Parameters Limitations
pH Shall not be outside the range

6 00"'9 00

The effluent from the sanitary sewage treatment plant shall receive
diginfection sufficient to reduce fecal coliform bactria to a monthly
average of less than 200/100 ml and a weekly average of less than
400/100 ml.

2. Notwithstanding the effluent limitations established by this
permit, no wastes shall be discharged and no activities shall be
conducted which will viclate Water Quality Standards as adopted
in OAR 340 <41-U445 except in the following defined mixing zone:

The mixing zone shall not exceed a segment of the Willameite
River extending 300 feet downstream from the diffuser and
extending beyond each end of the diffuser by 30 feet.

3. Slimicides and biocides containing trichlorophenol and
pentachl ocrophernol shall nof be used at the pulp and paper mill.

# Effluent color shall be calculated using the following expression:

Actual Effluent Flow (MGD
Effluent Color = 16 VoD ( ) ¥ Actual Color

E-4
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SCHEDULE B

Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Reguirements
{unless otherwise approved in writing by the Department)

Qutfall Number 001

Item or Parameter Minimum Freguency Type of Sample

Effluent:

Flow Daily Continuous

BOD (5 day) 3 per Week 24~hour Composite

Suspended Solids 3 per Week 2h.hour Composite

Color 3 per Week 2 -hour Composite

pH 3 per Week Grab

Biossay# 2 per Year, (about Acute Bicassay

(within first 12 months of 6 Months Apart)

permit issuvance)

{after first 12 months of 2 per year, (about One Acute and One
permit issuance) 6 months apart) Chronic Bioassay
- Test Per Year
Sanitary Sewage Treatment Plant
Effluent:
Chlcrine Residual Daily Grab
Fecal Coliform Weekly Grab
sludge Monitoring
Depth of Bottom Sludge in Two per Year Measurement
Aeration Basins (Approximately 6
Months Apart)
Production
Pulp Average®¥ ajr-dry tons/day for re-
porting period.
Paper Average®#® machine-dry tons/day for

reporting period.

Reporting Procedures

Monitoring results shall be reported on approved forms. The reporiing
period is the calendar month. Reports must be submitted to the Department
by the 15th day of the following month.

# Biossays shall be performed in accordance with procedures approved by
the Departuent,

¥% Average is defined as the total production during the reporting period
divided by the number of operating days during the reporting period.

E-5




Expiration Date: 1/31/92
File Number: 36335
Page U4 of 5 Pages

SCHEDULE C

Compliance Conditions and Schedules

1‘

No later than 12 months after permit issuance, the permittee shall
submit proposed chronic bicassay procedures for the Department's
reviey and approval. Within 12 months following agreement between the
permittee and the Department on appropriate test procedures, the
permittee shall initiate chronic bicassay testing on Outfall Number
001 in accordance with the approved test procedures. Any change in
biocassay test procedures agreed to by the permittee and the Department
must be approved by the Depariment.

The permittee is expected to meet the compliance dates which have
been egtablished in this schedule, Either prior to or no later than
14 days following any lapsed compliance date, the permittee shall
submit to the Department a notice of compliance or noncompliance with
the established schedule. The Director may revise a schedule of
compliance if he determines good and velid cause resulting from events
over which the permittee has little or no control,

E-6




Expiration Date: 1/31/92
File Number: 36335
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SCHEDULE D

Special Conditions

1o

2.

The total discharge shall be controlled to maintain a reasonably
constant flow rate throughout each 2i-hour operating period.

Sanitary wastes shall be treated separately, adequately chlorinated,
and discharged into the process waste water clarifier.

Filter backwash, solids, sludges, dirt, sand, silt, or other
pollutants separated from or resulting from the treatment of intake or
supply water shall not be discharged to state waters without first
receiving adequate treatment (which has been approved by the
Department) for removal of the pollutants.

An adequate contingency plan for prevention and handliing of spills and
unplanned discharges shall be in force at all times. A continuing
program of employee orientation and education shall be maintained to
ensure awareness of the necessity of geood inplant control and quick
and proper action in the event of a spill or accident.

Waste waters discharging to biological secondary treatment facilities
shall contain adequate nutrients for optimum biological activity at
all times. An automatic flow-regulated mechanical nutrient feeding
facility is recommended.

A continuing program shall be initiated te¢ reduce total fresh water
consumption by increased utilization of sciled waters.

An environmental supervisor shall be designated to cocrdinate and
carry out all necessary functions related to maintenance and operation
of waste collection, treatment, and disposal facilities. This person
must have access to all information pertaining to the generation of
wastes in the various process ares.

Once BCT effluent limits have been finmlized, this permit shall in
accordance with procedures in OAR 340-45-055, be modified to include
all applicable effluent limits not already in the permit or more
stringent than those presently in the permit. A time schedule for
achieving those limits within the time frames established by the
Clean Water Act will also be added to the permit,

P36335.W (h)
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G;ggg; RPORETES &0 MALBOT PULE INC.

ATTACHMENT I

Fetans
ST

January 8, 1986

53 i‘ l‘ i
N .
Mr. Charles K. Ashbaker [D Ll
Industrial Waste Section J}l TRV 1
Water Quality Divieion JAH 4 35y

Department of Environmentel Quality

811 S.W. 6th Ave Yatar, Quality, Division

- Portland, OR 97204 ﬁﬁ&@ﬂmanwmemﬂﬂ

i {7
&
Dear Mr. Ashbalker:

We have reviewed the December 17, 1986 draft of the proposed
NPDES permit and offer the following comments for vour
consideration:

Our existing permit was based on a production of 381 ADT per
day ¢f unbleached pulp sold as 234 MDT/day of paper and 140
ADT/day of bleached market pulyp.

Between 1981 and today, pulp production at the mill has
increased from 381 to 458 UBADT/day by expanded utilization
of the facility. This unbleached production is converted to
408 ADT/day of bleached pulp, of which 220 tonsg are used by
the James River paper mill for paper production and 188 tons
are sold as market pulp. James River purchases 74 additional
tons of pulp to produce 294 MDT of tigsue paper. After
completion of the new digester in 1987, pulp mill production
is estimated to be 448 BADT/day. Further growth is planned
in 1988 by additional modifications which will allow the
plant to produce 552 BADT/day. The proposed water permit
limitations should be revised to allow the mill to operate at
the increased production without excessive and unnecessary
costs to provide treatment that would produce little, if any,
environmental improvement.

Our present discharge permit limitations were calculated by
your department in an evaluation report. These calculations
were as follows: (please note that the guldelines used were
for board, coarse, tissue, and are more restrictive than the
values for our product mix, which includes bleached market

pulp. )

1981 EFFLUENT LIMITATION CALCULATIONS

BPT Efflunent Guidelines Mon Ave Daily Max
BOD 1b/MDT of product 14.2 27.3
TS5 1b/MDT of product 25.8 48.0

.0, BOX 8171 ¢ 1500 S.W, FIRST AVEMUL ¢ PORTLAND, QREGON 97207 ¢ AREA CODE 503 228-0161

1
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Mr. Charles K. Ashbaker
January 8, 1986

Page 2
1981 EFFLUENT LIMITATION CALCULATIONS
(cont'd)
Monthly Ave, Daily Max.
BOD 310 ADT/D{14.2) = 4,402 310(27.3) = 8,483
300 MDT/D{14.2) = 4,260 300(27.3) = 8,190
THS 310 ADT/D(2%.8) = 7,998 310{(48B.0) = 14.880
' 300 MDT/D(25.8) = 7,740 300¢48.0) = 14,400
Cur 1981 permit for the summer period was issued as
follows:
% of
: Guidelines
Monthily Ave Daily Max Monthly Ave
BODy, (2500 1bs/day) 8.3 lb/ton 12.3 1b/7T 58
TS (7000 lbs/day) 23.3 lb/ton 3% 1b/T o0

Our calculations for revised limitations of the summer
BODy and TSS effluent limitations are presented in the
attached table. This is based on future production using
current EPA effluent limitation guidelines, and on the 58%
reduction ratie for BODy and the %0% reduction ratio for
TSS you used to calculate our 1981 permit. The production
tonnages ueed are specific to the limitations and te the
uses of the pulp. The following table summarizes the
distribution and use of production.

POPE AND TALBOT PRCDUCTION/DISTRIBUTION
BLEACHED AIR DRIED PULP

\ To Market:

Existing Plant 183 tons/day
Increase After .
Plant Modification 144 tons/day

To James River:
Existing Plant 225 tons/day

TOTAL 562 tons/day




Mr. Charles K. Ashbaker
January 8, 1986
Page 3

JAMES RIVER PAPER PRODUCTION
MACHINE-DRIED PAPERBOARD, COARSE, TISSUR

From Pope & Talbot 216 tons/dayw®
gutside Purchased Pulp 88 tons/day

TOTAL _ 304 tons/day

* Note: This is reported as machine-dried and
bleached. Market pulp is reported as
air-dried.

Therefore, based on the above diescussgion and the
calculations contained in Table 1, we feel that Condition 1

of Schedule A in the propoged permit should be modified to
read as follows:

SCHEDULE A

Waste Discharge Limitations not to be Exceeded
After Permit Issuance Date.

Outfall Number 001 (Process and Domestie

Wastewater). :
~ Loadings
Monthly Ave Daily Max
lb/dav 1b/day
BOD {(&-day):
- June 1 to October 31 5000 2600
- November 1 to May 31 8100 15000
Total Suspended Solids (TSS) 14000 26000
Other Parameters Limitations
pH Shall not be ocutside

the range 6.0-9.0

The effluent from the sanitary sewage treatment
plant shall receive disinfection sufficient to
reduce fecal coliform bacteria to a monthly
average of less then 200/100 ml and a weekly
average of lesgs than 400/100 ml.




Mr. Charles K. Ashbaker
January 8, 1986
Page 4

The color limitation of 1500 c¢olor units contained in 18
MGD was proposed by American Can before the mill began
operating. This was based on the pulp market at that time
and a proposed preduction of 300 ADT/day. Company
officials expressed the intention of increasing production
to 600 ADT/day in the future. This color limit was met
until increased production and a change in the pulp market
required operational changes. These two actions, occuring
over a several-vear period, caused an increase in effluent
color.

There has been no data preoduced, nor were we able to
locate such data, that demonstrate that the difference
between the ¢color content in our effluent and the limit
you propose has any adverse impact on the river. A review
of DEQ records of complaints d4id not demonstrate that more
complaints would be received if there were no color

limit. BA review of records for the City of Corvallis,
Willamette River Water Treatment Plant has shown that
there has been no impact on their operations.

Therefore., we £eel that the color limits in Schedules A
and C should be eliminated for the expanded mill. The
expanded production facility cannot meet the 1970 color
limit without use of bleaching chemicals. Currently, a
review of alternate methods to achieve a color standard is
being completed, subject to a consent order. Previous
evaluations by the EPA of the cost and benefit of
establishing an effluent color standard for pulp and paper
effluente have concluded that color removal processes have
not been proven to be effective at reasonable costs.

The biomonitoring reguirement in Schedule B should not
require one mill to become involved in an unproven and
unreliable chronic bioassay test.: The pulp and paper
induetry and James River are studving chronic biocassay
procedures. A critical evaluation of chronic bioassay
procedures will be submitted to DEQ by July 1987. We
request that the chronic test be eliminated from the
permit.

The James River Environmental Group has reviewed chronic
toxicity testing of pulp mill effluents. Attached are the
conclusions and recommendations from the ongoelng study.
The chronic biloassay test methods proposed are still in
the research stage and do not belong in NPDES monitoring
reguirements.




Mr. Charles K. Ashbaker
January 8, 1986
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Also attached is a summary of “NCASI" Experience With
7-day Ceriodaphnia Survival and Reproduction Test".

Pope and Talbot would not be requesting these
modifications in the proposed permit if we believed that
these regquested increases would make a measurable
difference in water quality in the river, harm any water
uses, or violate any receiving water guality standards.
With the shutdown and reduction of other pulp mill
discharges to the Willamette River since 1981, we feel
there is adequate river capacity to handle increased
discharge levels. The expansion of pulp mill production
at Halsey has been made to fulfill part of the pulp
requirements of the paper mills served by permanently
shut-down pulp facilities on the Willamette River.

We are currently working with a2 sophisticated EPA computer
model that predicts river water quality changes as organic
loadings are changed. The resulis of this work will be
available for your review within the coming weeks.

As & long-standing major industrial operator on the
Willamette River. we expect to be treated as falrly as any
new industrial operation. In the economic market environ-
ment in which the Halsey Mill operates, it is essential we
be in the position to continually expand our productive
capacity to remain competitive with other world-wide pulp
producers. The continued success and growth of the Halsey
Pulp Mill obviously has significant impact on the economy
cf the region and the State of Oregon.

After you have had an cpportunity to review our response,
I would propose we schedule a joint meeting so we can
better understand our respective positions and objectives
prior to submission of the application to public review.

Sincerely, .
f i

Al - { :L,_,—-; /f”'
,j(} .
(/L{ S / Zé/
W.G. Freoehnmayear
Vice President Fiber Products

oSSR ——

WGF:cla

cc:  Dick Nichols, DEQ
Larry Patterson, DEQ
Charles Warren, Halsey
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TABLE 1

CALCULATION OF FINAL DISCHRRGE ALLOWANCES

'

y .

Pope &
Limits Talbot
Pounds/ Prcduction Totals Proposed
Effluent Subcatsgory 1000 1bs tensfday (1) 1bsg/day Limit
Average POD - 30 davs
H Board Coarse Tissue BCT 7.1 216 3,087
5 Non-Integrated Tissue BCT 6.25 g8 1.100
G Bleach Market Kraft BCT 8.05 183 2,946
G Bleach Market Kraft {(4) NEPS 5.5 144 1,584
B,697 5,048 (2)
Maximum Day BOD
H Board Ccarse Tissue BCT 13.85 216 5.897
5 Non-Integrated Tissue © BCT 16.4 88 2,006
G Bleach Market Kraft - BCT 15.4% is3 5,655
G Bleach Market Kraft (4) NSPS 10.3 144 2,966
16,524 2,584 (2)
Average TSS - 20 dav _
H Board Coarse Tilssue BCT i2.9 216 5.573
S Non-Integrated Tissue BCT 5.0 g8 880
G Bleach Market Kraft BCT 16.4 183 6,002
G Bleach Market Kraft (4) NSPS .5 jas 2,736
i5,19%91 13,672 (3)
Maximum Day TS$S
H Board Coarse Tissue BCT 24 218 10,368
3 Won-Integrated Tissue BCT 10.25 88 1,804
G Bleach Market Kraft BCT 3.4 183 11,126
G Bleach Market Kraft {(4) NGPS 8.2 144 5,242
28,540 25,686 (3)
{1} Categories H,S at off machine moisture, Category G at 10% moisture
(2} 58% of calculated allowance as used in 1981 permit
(3) 90% of calculated allowance as used in 1981 permit
{4) First phase (1987) NSPS tonnage will be 54 T/D




Environmental Quality Commission

M 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 87204 PHONE (503) 229-5686
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Fred Hansen, Director
Subject: Agenda ltem No. E , July 17, 1987, EQC Meeting

Request for Commission Approval of the FY88
Construction Grants Management System and Priority
List for Fiscal Year 1988

Background

Section 106 of the Federal Clean Water Act requires each state to establish
criteria for development and management of a sewerage works construction
grants project priority list, By administrative rule, the Environmental
Quality Commission has established the required priority criteria and
management system (OAR Chapter 340, Division 53). An annual priority list
must be approved to establish the ranking of potential projects for
available funding before the start of the Federal Fiscal Year FY88
beginning on October 1, 1987.

On March 13, 1987 the Commissicn granted a request to hold a public hearing
on the Draft Construction Grants Priority List and proposed Rule Amenhdments
to OAR 340-53=025 and 340-53-027, A public notice of the hearing was
mailed to all interested parties on March 17, 1987. The hearing was held
on May 13, 1987, thirty days after distribution of the draft priority list
to interested parties.

At the close of the hearing record on May 15, 1987 nineteen (19) statements
were received, Sixteen (16) of these statements addressed individual
project rankings or concerns on the draft priority list. One statement
each was submitted concerning the Columbia Slough Outfalls, East Multnomah
County projects connected with the "fthreat to drinking water" and the State
Revolving Fund program. No comments were received concerning the Proposed
Administrative Rule change or addition to OAR=340-53=025. The comment on
the Columbia Slough Outfalls requested a change in the wording of the
proposed Administrative Rule modification in O4R 340=53-027.

This agenda item has been presented to obtain Commission approval of the
FY88 Final Construction Grants Priority List and Commission adoption of
changes and additions to OAR 340-53-025 and QAR 340-53-027. Approval by
the Commission at this time will enable the EPA to fully approve the list
by the start of the FY88 grant period (October 1, 1987 to

DEG-45
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September 30, 1988). Such action is required by federal regulation in
order for EPA to disburse money to the state,

Discussion of Priority List/Management System

1. Status of the Program -- Reauthorization of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act (referred to as the Water Quality Act of 1987)
occurred on February 5, 1987 by Congressional override of the
President's veto. The new Water Quality Act provides for the
capitalization of a state revolving fund and authorization of $18
billion in funds from 1986-04. It also establishes a Nonpoint Source
Reserve. The Act phases out federal funding for sewage facilities by
1994, Construction grants will only be allowed through FY1990;
thereafter, federal funds can only be used for capitalization of a
state rewlving fund program.

2. Final Priority List == The priority list, Attachment H, ls revised
from the draft list distributed for public comment on April 10, 1987.
The changes in the list were the result of public testimony and other
additional information made available to the Department. These
changes are listed in Attachment E, and are discussed in the response
to testimony summary in Attachment A, Several new projechts or project
segments were added to the list and several projects were elevated in
priority rank.

Significant Changes and Issues

There were several significant changes in the FY88 priority list as a
result of public testimony. These changes are:

a. Athena Sewage Treatment Plant Improvements:

A mixing zone study by the Department documented that effluent
discharged from the plant was adversely affecting the water
quality in Wildhorse Creek. For this resson the letter class was
changed from a C to a B. The estimated grant funds required for
this project are $48,000.

b Cocs Bay Sewer Rehabilitation

This project was added to the FY88 priority list. Sewer
rehabilitation was originally included on the FY87 pricority list
as a part of an infil tration and inflow projeet which carried a
letter Class B. Due to the increase in cost and scope of the
rehabilitation and inflow work, it is proposed to split the
original project into two segments., The rehabilitation project
will also carry the letter Class B and 90 regulatory points, The
estimated grant funds required for the sewer rehabilitation
project are $750,000 and the inflow and infiltration project
grant fund costs are $110,000.
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C.

d.

€.

£,

h,

Coos Bay Sewage Treatment Plant No. 2 Improvements

The treatment plant has violated water quality standards and will
continue to do so as more homes are connected to the system from
the Charleston Sanitary District. Continued vioclations and water
quality impairment of the bay waters is expected. Therefore, the
letter class has been changed from a C to a B, The estimated
grant funds required for this project are $727,000.

Coos Bay No. 2 Inflow and Infiltration Improvements

An inflow and infil tration project will be added. The project is
required to reduce hydraulic overlocading of the treatment plant.
Inflew and infil tration correction will be tied to the Coos Bay
sewage treatment plant No. 2 improvements as a letter class B
with 90 regulatory points. At this time, there are no estimated
costs for this project.

Corvallis West Interceptor

A health hazard annexaticn has been initiated by the Oregon State
Health Division. The action was taken in response to a sanitary
survey which showed a health hazard existed in the Philomath
Boulevard area in West Corvallis. The letter Class D did not
change (water quality problems were hot documented), However,
regulatory points were increased from 50 to 130. Estimated grant
funds for this project are $165,000.

Independence Interceptor

By the City's request an interceptor project was added to the
priority list. This project would alleviate some bypassing of
sewage at manholes. The project recelved a letter class D and 50
regulatory points. Estimated grant funds required are $25,000.

North Albany Area II-A Interceptor

L change in the ranking on the priority list for this project was
due to Environmental Quality Commission action on May 28, 1987.
The area known as North Albany II-8 was ordered to construct
adequate sewer facilities to prevent water quality problems, The
Order changes the project letter class to a B and the regulatory
enphasis points to 130. Estimated grant funds required are
$313,000,

North Bend Sewage Treatment Plant Improvements
North Bend has submitted documentation demonstrating a potential

problem exists where the sewage treatment plant may be
hydraulically overloaded, The letter class has been changed from
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a D to aC., This change reflects the distinet possibility of the
plant violating its permit limits., Estimated grant funds
required are $784,000.

i. Vernonia Inflow and Infiliration Project

Vernonia's sewer system is hydraulically overloaded and is
discharging raw sewage to the Nehalem River from the lagoons and
bypass points. As a result of the discharges aquatic life is
being affected downstream. The letter class has been changed
from a C to a B, Estimated grant funds required are $1,104,000.

These changes caused subsequent changes in the ranking of projects
located below them on the priority list.

Funding

The Department anticipates an allotment of $27 .4 million for FY88. If
this allectment is forthcoming, the funds can be obligated to grants or
for loans through the State Revolving Fund. As discussed in the March
13, 1987 staff report to the Commission, up to 75 percent of the FY88
allotted funds could be set-aszide for loans.

The Commission should be aware that the proposed FY88 Priority List
will only be used for distribution of grants. Before the State
Revolving Fund program can be initiated, the Department will have to
develop necessary administrative rules including a revised priority
list for Commission review and adoption, The Department will begin
this process once EPA has provided necessary guidance and regulations
for the program.,

It should be noted that a project appearing on the pricrity list is
not assured of receiving a grant. The facility planning process and
predesign process that precedes grant award is expected to provide
documentation for project need, extent of grant eligibility and
eligible costs. Thus, the information shown on the priority list for
a project may change during the year. Existing rules allow such
changes to be made. If the changes do not significantly affect other
projects, the changes are made administratively. If project priorities
are significantly rearranged, additional publiec participation and the
review and approval of the Commission may be warranted pursuant to OAR
340-53-035.

Proposed Rule Amendments The proposed rule amendments and additions
are unchanged from those proposed at the March 13, 1987 Commission
meeting. No comments were received regarding the proposed

amendment and addition to OAR 340-53=025 (Attachment F). The rule
amendment would authorize the Department to reserve from grant funds
allotted to Oregon for fiscal years 1987-94, a percentage of
allocations for capitalizing a State Revolving Fund. The percentage
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allocations would be as follows: FYBT7 -- up to 50 percent; FY88 - up
to 75 percent; FY89-90 - not less than 50 percent and up to 100
percent; and FY31~94 «= not less than 100 percent.

The rule addition would establish a nonpeint source planning reserve
utilizing one percent of annually allotted funds but not less than
$100,000. - This is allowed by Section 205(3}(5) of the Water Quality
Act of 1987. Use of these monies, of course, is subject to approval
by the Legislative Emergency Board and the Governcor.

One comment was received proposing additional changes to the proposed
amendment OAR 340-53-027 (Attachment F). This rule amendment would
authorize the Department to use up to 20 percent of the anmual
allotment for replacement or rehabilitation of major sewers and for
elimination of combined sewer overflows for communities under
Commission order as of December 31, 1986 to achieve compliance with
the requirements of the national municipal policy.

The comment proposed extension of eligibility to¢ include those
projects recommended by Department sponscred task forces. The
Department believes that major eligibility determinations establishing
priority for construction grant funding should be made by the
Commission and not by advisory committees.

Summation

1. The Commission needs to adopt the priority list for
allocating federal construction grant funds for FY88.

2. The final recommended FY88 construction grants priority list
was developed in accordance with OAR 340-53~005, et seq.
Selection of projects are based on priority ranking, work
schedules submitted by potential applicants and available
funds.

3. Nineteen (19) respondents provided statements during the
public hearing process. Reevaluation of priority ratings
were considered where water quality and public health impact
documentation was submitted by 5:00 p.m., May 15, 1987.

b, The Department anticipates an allotment of $ 27.4 million in
FY 88. Up to 75 percent of the FY88 allotted funds could be
set-aside for a State Revolving Fund program,

5. The FY88 Priority List can only be used for awarding grant
funds. Prior to initiating the State Revolving Fund
program, the Department will propose separate rules and
develop a Priority List for allocating loan funds,
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6. An administrative rule modification is proposed to allow
reservation of capitalization grant funds for fiscal years
1 987"9’4 ®

T An administrative rule addition is proposed to alliow
reservation of funds for nonpoint source planning in fiscal
years 1987-04,

8. An administrative rule modification is proposed to extend
eligibility for major sewer replacement and rehabilitaticon
and for elimination of combined sewer overflows to
commnities under Commission order as of December 31, 1986
to achieve compliance with the national municipal policy.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation, the Director recommends that the

Commission adopt the FYB88 Construction Grants Priority List as
presented in Attachment H. The Director further recommends Commission
adoption of a proposed amendment to OAR 340-~53-025 regarding
establishment of reserves to capitalize the State Revolving Fund, a
proposed addition to OAR 3U40-53-025 to allow establishment of a
nonpoint source management planning reserve, and a proposed amendment
to 0AR 340-53=027 to broaden eligibility for major sewer replacement
or rehabilitation and for combined sewer overflows,

Jé;ucL %\}Cﬁ’ /‘iéub/

Fre Hansen

Attachments: (9)

A. Hearings (Officer Report -- Record and Response to Oral and
Written Testimony

B. Attendance List

C. List of Planing and Design Schedule Submittals

D. Priority System and Criteria Rules

E. Technical Corrections to the FY87 Priority List (update from

Draft FY88 List)

F, Proposed Amendments to OAR 349-53-025 and OAR 340-53=027

C. FY88 Points Calculation List, as Revised

H. FY88 Proposed Priority List, as Revised

I. Staff Report for Agenda Item H, March 13, 1987, EQC Meeting
R. Kepler:he
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811 5W. SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 PHONE: (503} 229-5696
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MEMORAND UM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Thomas J. Lucas, Hearings Officer

Subject: Public Hearing on the Draft FY88 Construction Grants Priority

Systen and List == Summary and Response to Testimony

A public hearing on the referenced subject was held at the Department of
Environmental Quality offices in Portland beginning at 10:00 a.m. on

May 13, 1987. The hearing was preceded by public notice distributed to all
interested parties on March 17, 1987. Publication was made in the
Secretary of State's Bulletin on April 1, 1987. The draft Construction
Grants Priority list was distributed to all interested parties on

April 10, 1987.

1. A summary of the issues was presented by the Hearing
Officer.

2. The Hearing Officer reminded those present that the hearing
record will close at 5:00 p.m., May 15, 1987, and that the
priority system and list are scheduled for action by the
Environmental Quality Commission at the July 17, 1987,
meeting in Coos Bay.

Following, in the order received, are summaries of written and oral
testimony, and the Department's response where appropriate. Copies of
written testimony are avallable at the DEQ, Water Quality Division. A list
of potential grantees who submitted planning and design schedules is
provided as Attachment C.

RESPONSES TO ORAL AWD WRITTEN TESTIMONY - FY88 CONSTRUCTION
GRANTS PRIORITY LIST

1. Jim Schuette, JMS Engineeping, City of Independence
(April 22, 1987)

The City of Independence submitted Written Testimony reguesting
placement of their 9th street relief sewer extension on the
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2.

3.

construction grants pricrity list. The project would intercept winter
highwater flows and route them to the treatment plant instead of
bypassing the flows at manholes. The City of Independence would
continue their inflow/infiltration reduction program.

Response; The City's relief sewer (IWT) will be included on
the construction grants priority list as Project Class
letter code D; with 50 Regulatory Emphasis points. Although
bypasses at the manholes in the western area of Independence
have the potential for affecting water quality, documen-
tation submitted has heen insufficient to demonstrate a
water quality problenm.

The City should conduct a flow analysis to determine if
untreated wastes are being discharged to waters of the
State. The study should also address whether it is more
cost effective to remove extraneous inflow and infiltration
versus intercept and treat.

Gregory Diloreto, City Engineer, City of Gresham (April 24, 1987)

Gresham in written testimony urged the Department to consider funding
of the Gresham Mid-County Collection System through the 20 percent
discretiocnary funds. This funding would help to relieve the financial
burden imposed by the Commission on Mid-County residents, and would
allow Gresham to participate in the process to alleviate severe water
quality problems in Mid-Multnomah County.

Response: Oregon Administrative rules only allow for
funding of sewer rehabilitation and combined sewer outfall
separation from the 20 percent discrefionary fund,
collection systems are not eligible at this time. Mid-
County interceptors are eligible and now being considered
for funding.

Lynn H. Heusinkveld, Charleston Sanitary District (May 7, 1987)

Mr., Heusinkveld in written testimony for the Sanitary District,
supports the elevation of the Coos Bay smewage treatment plant

No. 2 project in the 1988 priority list. He requests re-evaluation of
the project and propose a B classification to further elevate the
project on the priority list.

The following reasons are given for this request:

a, The Department conducted a field study in 1979 documenting a 55
percent septic tank failure rate in the Charleston area.

b. 4 shellfish study coordinated by the Departmeni documented the
ef f'ects of septic tank failures on the water of Coos Bay. The
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Coos Bay area's most popular clamming beds as well as oyster
cultivation are in closer proximity to the area of septic tank
failures.

a, Coos County's public health officer has long been concerned about
the impact of septic tank failures on shallow domestic wells in
the area,

d. The Sanitary District has received grant and lcan funds from
Housing and Urban Development community block grants and the
Farmers Home Loan program to sewer the area, The increase in
sewage coming from the Charleston Sanitary District will put an
additional lcad on the Coos Bay plant No. 2 which receives the
waste from the district. Forty percent of the homes have never
been connected and an additionzl 600 homes will be connected this
year,

€. The district has received funds from the Farmers Home
Administration to provide capital improvements at the treatment
plant.

Response: (See No, 6 -- Response to Schwarm.)

4, Bud Fischer, Chief, Community and Business Loans, FmHA
(May 12, 1987)

Mp. Fischer submitted written testimony expressing Farmers Home
Adminigtration's support for elevating the Coos Bay Sewage treatment
plant No. 2 project on the 1988 priority list, He indicated Farmers
Home Administration obligated a total of $3,422,500 in locans and
grants to sewer the area.

Response: (See No, 6 -- Response to Schwarm.)

5. Larry Nye, Counselor, Water and Sewer Department, City of Athena
(May 12, 1987)

Mr. Nye submitted writing testimony stating that in a meeting with the
Departmént in April of 1987, the City officials were told that they
would have three to five years to completdy stop all discharges to
Wildhorse Creek, Athena's treatment system experiences occasional
permif violations, and a mixing zone study of the receiving stream
suggests that Wildhorse Creek iz not well-suited to receive summer

ef fluent discharge. Because of this serious need, the City wishes to
be placed higher on the priority list.

Response: The Department acknowledges that the City of
Athena needs to initiate planning t¢ improve their sewage
treatment system and to stop summer discharges to Wildhorase
Creek, A mixing zone study in 1985 indicated that the
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aquatic biology was affected below the discharge point due
to imadequate dilution of the effluent, Degradation of
water guality below the outfall presents an impairment of
beneficial uses of Wildhorse Creek. The Projeet Class will
be elevated from letter Class C to a B.

Joe Schwarm, Director of Public Works, Coos Bay (May 13, 1987)

Mr. Schwarm stated that in response to a regulatory threat by both EPA
and the Department the City of Coos Bay is requesting a change in
priority status for Coos Bay sewage treatment plant No. 2. The City
believes that an upgrade in plant No., 2 will provide for environmental
enhancement to the Ccos Bay area and an economic enticement for
residential, business and industrial development,

In a 1983 DEQ report on water quality in the Coos Bay Drainage Basin,
sources of contamination interfering with year-rcund shellfish
harvesting, were identified. This industry has a potential of 10
million dollars per year. Plant No. 2 was identified as one of three
main sources of contamination, and because of its current problems
year-round opening of the bay could be delayed. 1In addition, plant
No. 2 is probably affecting recreaticnal and clamming areas south of
the 3IP,

STP No. 2 could also have an effect on residential growth in the
service area of the Charleston Sanitary District, This area has a
history of failing septic tanks, and future sewage connections
represent the elimination of documented health and environmental
problems. The District will have a total of 900 plus homes connected
in the near future, which will subtantially increase loading to Coos
Bay sewage tresment plant No. 2.

The plant occassicnally violates its NPDES permit. Violations are
primarily due to hydraulic overload, a chronic, long-term problem
inherent in its hydraulic design. There have been other problems,
namely equipment failure and overloading by industry. If major
construction is required to correct hydraulic problems, a total of
$1.3 million is needed for construction of improvements fto plant No.
2., Farmers Home Administration has provided $225,000 for Charleston
Sanitary District share of capital improvements to Coos Bay's sewage
treatment plant No. 2. The City of Coos Bay will provide an
additional $225,000. In order to complete the project, Coos Bay needs
$727,000 in funding from federal construction grants.

Response: The City of Coos Bay has two sewage treatment
plants, Plant No. 1 discharges into the upper part of the
Bay. It is on the EPA National Municipal Policy list as a
non-gomplying treatment faecility and is under Commission
order to improve treatment performance and eliminate

infil tration/inflow and resulting bypassing of raw sewage.
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Coos Bay No. 1 projects are rated as letter Class B. Coos
Bay plant No. 2 services the Empire District in the City of
Coos Bay and the Charleston Sanitary District, and
discharges into the lower part of the Bay. A proposed
project for sewage treatment plant improvements is currently
rated as letter Class C,

The Department concurs with the testimony pertaining to
plant No. 2, requesting a change in the letter Class rating
from C to B. There are several reasons for this
concurrence., First, the 1983 DEQ Shellfish Management Plan
identified Coos Bay Plant No. 2, along with plant No. 1 and
North Bend, as being the primary sources of pollution to the
Bay. Coos Bay No. 1 and two North Bend projects
subsequently received letter Class B ratings. Second, the
Department has strongly suppeorted a sewering program for
Charleston to eliminate septic tanks and fecal contamination
to the Bay. The Charleston project was funded by Farmers
Home Administration and Housing and Urban Developmnent funds
(DEQ regulations prohibit construction grant funds for
collector sewers). Charleston is now being sewered and the
sewage 1is transported to Coos Bay plant No. 2. This
additional loading contributes to hydraulic overloading at
plant No. 2. Without the improvements required at Coos Bay
No. 2, the water quality problems assoclated with the
Charleston Sanitary District will be transferred to the
treatment plant which discharges further down the bay.
Third, Coos Bay plant No., 2 has experienced vioclations of
its NPDES permit resulting from the hydraulic overloading,
As loadings increase, the situation will undoubtedly worsen.

For the above reasons, the letter Class for Coos Bay No. 2
sewage treatment plant improvements is changed from C to B.
The regulatory emphasis points were increased to 90 because
of effluent violations,

T. Ron Stillmaker, City of North Bend. (May 13, 1987)

In oral testimony, Mr. Stillmaker requested that the North Bend sewage
treatment plant expansion project be upgraded to a class B rank and
placed as high as possible on the Department's priority list for the
following reasons:

a. Raw sewage overflows have been documented as a potential heal th
hazard.

b, Raw sewage overflows or partially treated waste flows affect all
shellfish harvesting areas in the Coos Bay estuary.




Attachment A

Environmental Quality Commission
July 17, 1987

Page 6

c, The existing plant will violate permif conditions at flows
exceeding 3.4 wmgd or those flows would be needed to be bypassed
to limit the violations (based on 1986-87 waste flows and EPA
comput er model), '

d, Infrequent permit violations due to the plant's limited backup
facilities or no means of maintenance will increase in frequency
with increased flows.

In 1985, the City completed a wastewater facilities plan that outlined
the problems existing in the collection system and treatment plant.
The plan was conditionally accepted by DEQ because it lacked accurate
flow data due to a combined sewer system with several overflows that
could not be measured, Since that time, the city has performed sewer
separation and some rehabilitatichn, and flows have been monitored. In
addition, a grant was received to upgrade pump station No. 5 which
carries about 84 percent of the City's wastewater. With the present
information on flows and an expected increase in flows to the plant
resulting from upcoming improvements to pump station No. 5, it is
anticipated that the plant will not be able to meet permit
requirements.

Response: North Bend sewage treatment plant discharges into
Cous Bay where two other freatment plants alsc have their
discharges, these plants are Coos Bay No. 1 and 2, The Coos
Bay study and management plan identified the Bay as being
seasonally impaired by fecal waste discharges. Ncrth Bend
discharges to the central Bay, midway between Coos Bay Nos.
1 and 2,

North Bend has a history of bypassing raw sewage to the Bay.
The City has been attempting to alleviate this problem by
separating its combined sewer outfalls and increasing the
capacities of their pump stations, to ehable the remaining
flows to be delivered to the treatment plant. The treatment
plant has not had an effluent viclation, mainly because, the
total flow of the sewer system could not be delivered to the
plant. After the installation of the larger capacity

pump stations, total flow will be delivered to the plant.

Several simulation models of the plant have been run to
determine if the plant can accommodate the additional flows.
The simulation models indicate that at high water flow
rates, the plant may not be able to accommodate the flows
and will have to bypass raw sewage to the bay.

Because of the possibility of effluent violations, and
potential bypassing of raw sewage in the winter nmonths the
letter class of the project will be slevated from a D {o a
C. BSeveral of the North Bend projects in the past have been
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rated at a B, The B letter class was assigned to those
preojects for demonstrated water quality impairment problems
resulting from the large amount of raw sewage bypaas
oceurring. The treatment plant project has not demonstrated
a water quality impairment problem, only the potential for a
problem, and, therefore cannot be ranked as a letter class B
project at this time.

8. Wallace Vaughn, Mayor of Vernonia (May 13, 1987)

Mr. Vaughn stated that The City has received letters of complaint
regarding raw sewage in the Nehalem River. The stream has many
beneficial uses which must be protected.

Response: (See No. 11 -~ Response to Shewey)

9. Michael Smith, Superintendent of Public Works, City of Vernonia
(May 13, 1987) -~ Submitted Photos: Attached with Descriptions

Photos are of overflows to Nehalem River and a temporary line
instelled because of infiltraticn problems, The line runs above

ground near the school grounds. There have been many bresks in the

line, posing a major health hazard,
Response: (See No. 11 -- Response to Shewey)

10. Glen Higgins, State Representative for Oregon's Rural Community
Assistance Program speaking for Vernonia (May 13, 1987)

Mpr. Higgins stated that the City is committed to resolve their sewer

syatem problems and needs to be assured of a position high on the
priority list to proceed with planning. Vernonia has received a

Community Development Technical Assistance Grant from Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) in the amount of $7,500 to study its sewer

system problems. That grant amount will only allow study of a small

portion of the collection system.
Response: (See No. 11 -- Response to Shewey.)

11. Allen Shewey, HGE Engineers Speaking for Vernonia (May 13, 1987)

Mr. Shewey stated there is substantial documentation to show that

Vernonia's sewage treatment system is experiencing an ever-increasing
incidence of bypassing of raw and partially treated wastewater flows
to the Nehalem River. A large portion of the collection system was

installed in the 1920's and 1940's, and is experiencing severe

infil tration/inflow problems. Bypass locations and durations include:
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a, The pump station, which serves the downtown and Corey Hill
(westside) areas. This station pumps at capacity from October to
May and still bypasses flow continucusly into the Nehalem ERiver.

b, The sewage treatment lagoon was expanded from two cells to
three in 7985. At this date, the lagoon system continues to
bypass both untreated and partially treated wastewater,

c. The standpipe at the bottom of 0-A Hill (central East Vernonia),
in Januvary 1987, overflowed and drained into Vernonia Lake. The
City has installed a bypass on top of the ground to route all of
the flows from O-A Hill into the sewage treatment lagoon, further
complicating overflow problems from the lagoon,

Response: Vernonia's proposed infil tration and inflow
project is needed to eliminate bypassing to the Nehalem
River, The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has
indicated that bypassing from Vernonia's sewer system
is causing adverse impacts on fish and fish habitats in
the river., Fisheries are a designated beneficial use
of the Nehalem River. Based upon this information; the
Vernonia I/I a Project Class letfer code ls elevated
from a C to a B.

Vernonia's sewage treatment plant improvements project
will be tied to the I/I project. Because of winter
discharge frem the lagoons to the river, the City is
in violation of their Water Pollution Control
Facilities (WPCF) permit, Once the I/I problems are
resolved, the sewage treatment lagoons may require
improvements to preclude seepage of sewage to the
Nehalem River,

Mark Spangler, Director of Lincoln County Department of
Planning and Development, representing the Carmelw-Foulweather

Sanitary District (May 13, 1987)

Mp. Spangler in oral testimony requested that the Department consider
findings of a recently completed sanitary survey in evaluating the
District's status on the priority list. He discussed background
information and recent efforts on the part of the District to address
sewage disposal problems.

In 1972, a sanitary survey conducted by DEQ showed that a potential
public health problem existed in the area. In 1974 the District was
formed, and a facilities plan was completed in 1976, Funding was not
secured, and the situation has remained unabated. In 1983, District
board members expressed concern to the County cover a worsening
situation -- surfacing sewage and pollution of public waters. The
County agreed to undertake an update of the coriginal Sanitary Survey
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and to assist the District in seeking funding for a facilities plan
update, An Oregon Community Developmenf Technical Assistance Grant
was seocured for an update of the facilities plan which will be
completed December of 1987. The sanitary survey results clearly
demenstrate the magnitude of the problem.

Response: (See No., 13 -~ Response to Zekan)

Bill Zekan, Lincoln County Environmental Manager and Project Manager
of the Carmel~-Foul Weather Sanitary Survey (May 13, 1987)

Mr. Zekan discussed findings of the sanitary survey. The study was
conducted January through April of 1987 by the Lincoln County
Department of Planning & Development with the assistance of DEQ. Of
200 systems examined, 54% were failing or marginal. Bacterological
examination of surface waters and outfalls discharging to the beach in
the area showed that the public is currently being exposed to
inadequately treated sewage and, hence, a risk of communicable
disease,

Response: The sanitary survey conducted in 1987
demonstrated some potential health problems in the area.
However, as the Department's letter of May 21, 1987,
indicated, the survey falled to demonstrate any water
quality problems. To obtain a higher project class letter
code ranking, evidence of water quality problems must be
documented. At present, there is no regulatory action or
documentation %o justify a change in priority
classificaticn.

Norma House, City Manager of Port Orford (May 13, 1987)

Ms. House eXpressed "appreciation and a feeling of cooperation in
response to the priority listing granted to the City.

She stated the future growth of Port Orford depends on Garrison Lake
as the primary water source for the community and for recreation
opportunities. Since 1962, there has been increased housing
development along its borders, a portion being serviced by septic
systems. A sewage treatment plant (STP) was built in 1967, which
discharges treated effluent into Garrison Lake. The nutrient level of
the water centinues to rise, causing growth of nuisance algae and
weeds, and taste and odor problems in the drinking water supply.

In order to improve water quality, the City must make improvements to
the STP, both in the maintenance and operation of the plant, and
relocation of the sswer outfall. A 1985 study was undertaken with the
assistance of the Department to further analyze and identify the
degree of water quality degradation of the Lake. As a result, a
realistic planning and design schedule has been submitted; however,
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without financial assistance the City will not be able to make the
necesgary improvement in the near future, The community is willing to
undertake the task of independently monitoring the lake, and any cther
tasks required,

Response: Ms. House indicated approval of Port Orfeord's
proposed ranking on the priority list. The Southwest
Region, Coos Bay Office staff will develop & schedule of
compliance to remove the sewage effluent ocutfall from
Garrison Lake. The Department's 1986 Garrison Lake Study
showed an impact on beneficial uses from sewer discharges to
the Lake, The relationship between the on-site systems and
the lake were not as well defined in the study, therefore,
the interceptor will maintain the letter class C to
recognize the need to reduce discharge to the Lake,

B.J. Smith, League of Oregon Cities (May 13, 1987)

Ms. Smith stated that the League of Oregon Cities supports Senate Bill
117 authorizing the capitalization of a State Revolving Loan Fund.
However; the League of Oregon Cities does have some concerns about
establishing the revolving loan fund, as follows.

Local governments are facing a devolution in federal and state
prograns for infrastructure financing.

Ms. Smith cited changes in the Clean Water Act, Public Works Infra-
structure Fund, the Community Development Block Grant Fund, and the
elimination of the General Revenue Sharing Program. These changes

will require local governments to adjust their financing opticns.

The Commission has the responsibility to balance the capitalization of
the loan fund with the correction of those facilities that do not
comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act (in the most
expedient and equitable way possible).

Ms. Smith presented a policy statement develcped by the League of
Oregon Cities addressing the issue of the trade-offs between
capitalization of the loan program and awarding additional grants,

If allowed by the Clean Water Act, the League will support state
authority to establish a revolving loan fund with proceeds from the
EPA construection grants fund, However, it is believed that the
Department should preserve, to the extent possible, the opportunity to
award grants to those communities where no grants have been received
previously or where a compliance order has been negotiated, The
capitalization of the loan program from general fund or polluticn
contrel bond fund revenue is a necessary step to self sufficiency.

Ms, Smith stated she urged the Commmission to consider the above
policy when they determine the status of financing during these
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interim years, The Commission must ensure grant opportunities are
provided those communities facing sanctions under the National
Municipal Policy Act, or compliance requirements with a deadline of
July 1, 1988. The League understands there would be an order
establishing clearly which communities are facing sanctions and
compliance requirements.

Many smaller communities have walited for grant funds for years,; while
supporting the state policy of allocating a large proportion of grant
funds to larger projects. The Commission should preserve the
opportwmity for small communities to receive grant funds.

The League also requests the Commission to make sure there is an
effective public involvement process in making recommendations on the
administration of the locan program,

Response: The Department is encouraged by the League of
Oregon Cities' support of the capitalization of the state
revolving fund., The Construction Grants Priority List has
been developed in accordance with OAR 340 Chapter 53 and,
therefore, reflects the current goals and objectives for
funding sewer facilities in Oregon. The Department intends
to establish an advisory committee to help formulate the
direction and structure of the state revolving fund rules
and guidelines, The League will be invited, along with
other state and local groups, to send a representative to
participate in this process,

Michael Jones, North Portland Citizen's Council (May 13, 1987)

Mr. Jones expressed interest in separating the fourteen combined storm
and sanitary sewer outfalls to the Columbia Slough. He stated the
Slough is of high scenic and recreational value with a large fishery.
Because of overflows from the combined sewers, the Slough is routinely
out of compliance for almost every water quality measurement. He
believes the Department has falled in its commitment to separate the
combined sewer outfalls by 1985, and the City of Portland has made a
poclicy decision to do neothing about the Slough,

In 1972, the Columbia Slough Epnvironmental Improvement Task Force
reconnmended that the City of Portland plan to complete separation of
sewers discharging to the Slough by 1985 or provide alternate means
for controlling or treating the wastewaters. In addition, the city
was to correct dry weather overflows immediately. At that time, the
twelve combined sewers (now fourteen) overflowed an average of 19 and
20 times during the wet and dry periods respectively. In the fifteen
years since the task force made these recommendations, not cne sewer
has been separated, in fact all sewers have A, B and C components, so
now there are as many as fifty sewer outfalls in the Columbia Slough.
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A 1986 study of the S)lough by Fishman Environmental Services shows the
water to be out of compliance in almost every measurement of water
quality, including temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, total solids,
turbidity, dissolved iron, dissolved manganese, lead, mercury, copper
and fecal coliform. Bacterial readings at outfalls have consistently
been measured as too numerous to count; in 1975, EPA prepared a
written statement that fecal coliform readings in the Columbia Slough
were believed to be pathogenic,

Mr. Jones would like to accomplish four goals in the interest of
correcting problems that exist in the Columbia Slough:

a, To amend agenda item H of the March 13, 1987, Commission meeting
to read, "An administrative rule modification is proposed to
extend eligibility for major sewer replacement and rehabilitation
and for combined sewer outfalls to communities under Commission
order or recommended by DEQ sponsored task forces as of
December 31, 1986, to achieve compliance with the national
municipal policy which states that, by 1988, sewer separation
will be achieved with or without federal assistance. (Mr. Jones
proposed amendment is underlined.)

b. To be provided by the Department with a written policy decision
on whether or not money will be provided for the Columbia Slough.

C. To be provided by the Department with established rules for
stream segment priority classification., It is Mr. Jones' beliefl
that the Siough should be number one on the list of stream
segments based on the fact that within two miles of the fourteen
sewer outfalls there are over 120,000 people, and there is a
large fishery in the Slough,

d,. To ask the Department to establish beneficial uses for the
Slough,

Response: The Department recoghizes the task forces
recommendations to improve the quality of the Columbia
Sloughs water quality and has initiated action to determine
the extent of the problem.

Permit modifications are being made to the city of
Portland's discharge permits to require the City to
characterize the discharge from the combined sewer ocutfalls.
Once this information is obtained further actions will be
considered,

The Department will also be evaluating the Columbia Slough
when the water quality planning staff undertakes the
nonpocint source assessments and develops a preocess for
evaluating and ranking stream segments, As assessments of
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strean segments are completed, changes in the beneficial
uses for those segments may be considered. As was indicated
in a letter to Mr. Jones on April 30, 1987 separation of
combined sewers in the City of Portland is not eligible at
this time,

Dan Meinert, Utility & Transportation Services, City of Coryallis
(Mey 14, 1987)

Mr. Meinert submitted written testimony requesting a project letter
class upgrade to B and a priority point increase to 130 for its
Corvallis West Interceptor project. The mandatory health hazard
annexation process, pursuant to ORS 222.850 to 222.915, is currently
in progress for the area the interceptor will serve. A sanitary
survey of the area was conducted by the Benton County Health
Department in conjunction with the Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) and Oregon State Health Division (OSHD), Mr, Meinertts
testimony stated that findings of the survey show:

a. The project will minimize or eliminate surface and groundwater
pollution where existing water uses are being impaired through
direct and indirect discharges.

b. A hazard to public health presently exists.

Response: A Notice of Issuance of Findings and
Recommendations has been provided by the Administrator of
the Health Division, indicating that the Corvallis West
Interceptor project is necessary for the correction of a
publie health hazard, and that immediate annexation of the
area is required. Therefore, the Regulatory Emphasis points
will be increased to 130, as requested. However,
documentation of surface or groundwater pollution resulting
from failing subsurface sewage disposal systems has not been
demonstrated, and no direct discharges were identified.
Project Class ranking D is appropriate and consistent with
other problem areas of this type.

Kay Wilcox, Intergovernmental Relations Division, Executive Department
State of Oregon (May 14, 1987)

Ms. Wilcox submitted testimony to support the Charleston Sanitary
Distriect's request to move the Coos Bay No. 2 project up on the
priority list,

She stated that about a million dollars in Oregon Community
Development money has been used to assist the District in resolving
the health threat in the area.
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Response: {See No. 6§ -~ Response to Schwarm.)

Written testimony submitted by Jeanne Orcutt, 4201 N.W. Third Street,
Gresham, OR 97030 (May 15, 1987) before 5:00 p.m. regarding the
priority list for FY 88 Sewer Construction Grants,#

"T hereby request that my written testimony be included in its
entirety in the public hearing record on the adoption of the Oregon FY
88 Priority List for sewerage works construction grants and in any
reports sent to EPA requesting grants for the Mid-Mul tnhomah County
sewer project mandated by the Environmental Quality Commission,

In 1981 the State of Oregon adopted a threat to drinking water act
that was applicable statewide. However, in 1083 the state legislature
altered the threat to drinking water act and, as a result, it now
applies to one county only -- {Multnomah)!

Prior to the change, a 'threat to drinking water' had to be based on
four criteria, The change allowed the EQC to declare a threat to
drinking water in Mid-Multnomah County based on any three of the four
criteria established initially. Therefore, on April 25, 1986 the
Environmental Quality Commission determined that a 'threat to drinking
water! existed in Mid-=Mul tnomah County by selecting the three

criteria which did not require a test of the water from wells in the
area or proof that cesspools were the source of the alleged
contamination, What we have is a "legislative threat" -- not an
actual, genuine threat to the drinking water.

I believe that sewering Mid-Multnomah County will not alleviate the
threat to groundwater. Many sources of degradation have been ignored,
such as stormwater runoff, old landfills, industrial development and
agriculture activities,

My, Bledsce, an enginser with the City of Pertland, wrote a chapter
on storm-=water runoff for the threat to drinking water findings, but
Portland refused to include it, Although Mr, Bledsoe had worked for
the City for 12 or 13 years, he was subsequently discharged after he
testified at the public hearing on the Mid-Mul tnomah County Sewer
Implementation Plan.

Recently we learned that Portland is opposed to legislation that
would grant firancial relief to property owners by allowing connection
deferrals, The reason given =- this would signal EPA that the project
may not be urgent or needed,

Never in the history of Oregon has a financial burden of this
magnitude been imposed on the people to protect the state's matural

¥ By request of Ms. Orcutt, her testimony is presented in full for the
Commission review,
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resources (groundwater) for future generations. Even James Peterson,
Chair of the Environmental Quality Commission, realized there was no
present threat. His statement can be found in the transcript of the
EQC meeting on October 18, 1985.

The sewer mandate was fraud perpetrated on the people in Mid-

Mul tnomah County by our state and local governments. The Sewer

Impl ementation Plan did not address all the impacts on affected
property owners, and the impacts on commercial property were totally
ignored, Therefore, I am concerned because our local governments are
requesting and receiving federal grants based on FONSI., A finding of
no significant impact. Why hasn't a financial impact statement been
prepared?

The Environmental Quality Commission should reconsider the sewer
mandate, and the EPA should take into consideration that there is no
actual, genuine threat to drinking water in Mid-Mul tnomah County.

Recent water quality tests on Portland's back up wells in east

Mul thomah County show that there are no fecal coliforms or the nitrate
levels are all 0.44 mg/L or below, well within the Federal Safe
Drinking Water Standard of 10 mg/L,"

Response: The threat to drinking water was declared by the
Environmental Quality Commission on April 25, 1986, in accordance
with rules established by state law. Construction grants for
projects in the Mid-Multnomah County area are and have been
awarded in accordance with state and federal rules and
guidelines., Those Mid=Multnomah County projects eligible for
funding have been included on the FY88 priority list and
pricritized to reflect the declared "threat to drinking water"
and elimination of groundwater pollution.

Testimony Received after Close of Hearing Record

20. G.R. Bassett, M.D., Health Officer, Coos County Health Dept.
(May 28, 1987)
Dpr. Bassett supports the Charleston Sanitary District plans to improve
their system. There is evidence of contamination of creeks in the
area due to I/I problems and periodic bypassing of untreated sewage.
The contamination represent a health hazard.

Response: (See No. 6 -~ Response to Schwarm,.)
RJK:he

WH2098
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FY88 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY LIST HEARING

FOURTH FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM
811 SW 6TH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON

MAY 13, 1987
Joe A, Schwarm City of Coos Bay
Glen Higgins City of Vernonia (Oregon Community Action Team)
Wally Vaughn City of Vernonia
Mike Smith City of Vernonia
Allen Shewey City of Vernonia (HGE Engineers)
Ron Stillmaker City of North Bend
Beb Dillard City of North Bend
Ralph Dunham City of Nerth Bend
Matt Spangler Lincoln County
Bill Zekan Lincoln County
M.D. Rollins The Oregonian
Floyd Tanner City of Coos Bay
Norma House City of Port Orford
Mary Fujii EPA Oregon Opereaions Office
Bill Sobolewski EPA Oregon Operations Office
B.J. Smith League of Oregon Cities
Mark Laswell Century West/Carollo {(City of North Bend)
Wm. Michael Jones North Portland Citizens Council

RJX:h
WH2100
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LIST OF PLANNING AND DESIGN SCHEDULE SUBMITTALS

In accordance with OAR 340-53-015(2)(g) and (h), these schedules were
used, along with priority ranking, to establish the FY 88 list of
fundable projects. HNot all projects supplying a schedule are expected
to qualify for a FY88 grant, due to the limited amount of funds
available,

1. Brookings/STP Improvement
2. Brocks Hopmere Sewer District/System

3, Carlton
II Correction
STP Improvement

b, Corvallis/West Interceptor

5. Dufur/STP Improvement

6, Bagle Point/Interceptor

7. Elgin/STP Improvement

8. Florence/STP Improvement

9, Grants Pass
MA" Street Interceptor
Bridge Street Interceptor
"% and Booth Interceptor
North Seventh Interceptor
Pine and Rogue Interceptor
Rogue and Lee Interceptor
Second Street Interceptor

South Seventh Interceptor
STP Improvement

10. Halsey
II Correction
STF Improvement
11, Keizer/Clear Lake Interceptor
12, Mill City/System
13, Milton Freewater/STP Improvement

14. Monmouth/Relief Sewer

15. Neskowin Sanitary Authority/System
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16. North Bend/STP Improvement
17T« Port Orford/STP Improvement

18. Portland
Adventist Collection Systenm
Berrydale Collection System
Bloomington Collection System
Boyles Collection System
Brentwood Collection System
Burnside Central Collection System
Burnside East Collection System
Burnside West Collection System
Cliffgate Collection System
Darlington Collection Systenm
Eastmont Collection System
Englewocd Collection System
Essex Collection System
Fairfield Collection System
Flavel Park Collection System
Floyd Light Collection System
Gilbert Collection System
Hayden Island Pump Station and Pressure Line
Irvington Collection System
Knott Park Collection System
Lincoln Park Collection System
Linn Park Collection Systenm
Luby Collection System
Lymann Park Collection System
Madison Collection System
Marshal Collection System
Maywood Park Collection System
Mill Park Collection System
Montavilla Collection Syatem
Parklane Collection System
Parkrose Collection System
Powell Village Collection System
Richardson Collection System
Robinbrook Collection System
Robin Wood Collection Systen
Rose Collection System
Royal Highlands Interceptor
Sacajawea Collection System
Strathmore Collection System
Sumner Collection System
Sumner Place Collection System
Wellington Collection Systen
Windmere Collection System
Woodland Collection System
Woodmere Collection System
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19. Roseburg Urban Sanitary Authority/Sewer Rehab
20, Salem/Pringle Creek Interceptor
21. Siletz/STP Improvement

22. 3t. Helens
1¥ Correction
STP Improvement

23, Unified Sewerage Agency of Washington County
Aloha #3 Pump Station
Beaverton Pump Station
Cooper Mountaln Interceptor
Cornelius Interceptor
Council Creek Pump Station
Dawson Creek Interceptor
Forest Grove Interceptor
Gaston Interceptor
Hilisborc East Interceptor
Hillsboro West Interceptor
Hiteon/217 Interceptor
Interceptor South
Lower Tualatin Interceptor
Metzger/Progress Interceptor
Reedeville/Butternut Interceptor
Sherwood Pump Station
SW Forest Grove Interceptor
Tektronix Interceptor
Tigard Interceptor
Weir
West Beaverton Interceptor
Willow Creek/Sunset Interceptor

2%, Vernonia
II Correction
STP Improvement

RJK:h
WH2101
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MUNICIPAL WASTE WATER
TREATMENT WORKS
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS
PROGRAM

BIVISION 33

DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT
OF THE STATEWIDE SEWERAGE
WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS
PRIORITY LIST

Purpose

340-33-085 The purpose of these rules is to prescribe
procedurss and priority criteria to be used by the Depant-
ment for development and managemnent of a statewide
priority list of sewerage works construction projects poten-
tally eligible for financial assistance from U.S. Eaviroamen-
tal Protection Agency's Municipal Waste Water Treatmnent
Works Construction Grants Program. Section 201, Public
Law 935217, ’

Seat. Auths ORS Ch. 463
Wizt DEQ 24-1980. €, 9-29.8C. ef. 10-i-80

Definitions .

340-33-010 As used in these regulations unless other-
wisg required by context:

(1) “Department” means Departrient of Environmenial
Quality. Department actiens shall be taken by the Director as
defined herein,

{2) *Comymission” means Environmental Quality Come-
mission,

{3) “Direcior” means Director of the Department of
Environmental Quality or his authorized representatives.

(4) *Municipality” means any county, ¢itv, special serv-
ice district, or other governmenial entity having authority to
dispose of sewage, indusirial waste, or other wastes, any
Indiaz tribe or authorized [ndian Tribal Organization or any
combination of two or more of the foregoing,

{5) “EPA” means U.5. Environmenta! Protection
Agency,

{6) “Treatment Works”™ means any Heility for the pur-
puse of treating, newtralizing or stabilizing sewage or indus-
trial wastes of a liquid nature, including treatment or
disposal plants, the necessary intercepung, outfall and outlet
sewers, pumping siations integral to such planis or sewers,
equipment and furnishings thereof and their appurtenances.

(7Y *Grant™ means financial assisiance from the UA
Environmental Protection Agency Municipal Wasie Watey
Treatment Works Construction Grants Programs as authot-
ized by Secton 200, Public Law 95-217 and subszguernt
amendments.

(8)*Advance”™ means an advance of funds fora Step ! or
Step 2 project. The zdvance is equal to the estmated allow-
ance which is expected 10 be includsd in a future Step 3 grant
award. Ao advance is made from funds granted o Oregon by
EPa:(tis not a direct grant by EPA (0 & municipality,

1« Div,

(9) “Protect”™ means a potentially fundable eniry on the
priority list consisting of Step 3 or Step 2 plus 3 treatment
works or components or segments of treatment works as
further detcribed in OAR 340-53-015(4),

(10) *Treavment Works Component” means a portos of
an operable tweatment works described in an approved
facility plan including but not limited to:

(a) Sewage treaument plang,

(b} Interceptors;

(¢} Sludge disposal or management,

(d) Rehabilitation:

(e} Other identified facilities,

(f) A weatment works component may but need not
result in an operable treatment works.

(11) ~Treatment Works Sezment™ means a portion of a
treaunent works component which can be identified in a
contract or discrete sub-item of a conwact and may but need
not result in operable treatment works..

(13) “Pricrity List” means all projecis in the stats
potentiaily eligible for grants listed igt rack order,

(13y“Fundable Portion of the List” means those projects
on the priorty list which are planned for a grant during the
current funding vear. The fundable pordon of the list shall
not exceed the towl funds expected to be available during the
current funding vear lass applicable reserves,

(14} “Facilities Plenning™ means necessary plans and
studies which directly refate to the consiruction of treatment
works. Facilities planning will demonstrate the need for e
proposed facilities and that they are cost-effective and
envircomentally acceptable,

(15} “Step | Project” means any project for development
of a facilities plan for treatment works.

{16) “Step 2 Project™ micans any project for enginearing
design of all or a portion of treatment works,

{17y ~Step 3 Project” means any project for coastruction
or rehabilitation of al! or 2 portion of treatment works.

(18} “Eligible Project Cosis™ mezng those costs which
could be eligible for a grant according to EPA regulations and
certified by the Depariment and awarded by EPA. These
costs may include an estimated allowance for a Step | and/or
Step 2 project.

{19) “Innovauive Technology™ means treaument warks
utilizing conventional or alternative technology not fully
proven under conditions contemplated but offering cost or
energy savings or other advantages as recognized by federal
regulations.

(20) " Alternative Technology™ means reaument work or
components of segments thereof which reclaim or reuse
walar, recycle waste water ¢opstituents, eliminaie discharge
of pollutants, or recover cnergy.

(21) “Alternative Systern for Small Communities”
means treatment works for municipalities or portions of
municipaliiies having a population of less than 3,500 and
wiilizing alternative technology as described above.

{2) “Funding Year”™ means a federal Nscal year com.
mencing October 1st and ending September 30th.

{23) “Current Funding Year™ means the funding vear for
which the priority list is adopted.

(24) “Swate Certificarion” means assurance by the
Depariment that the project {5 acceptable fo the swate and
that funds are available from the stawe’s ailocation to make a
grant award.

(March, 1985)

[
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{25) “Smalt Community™ means, for the purposes of an
advance of allowance for Step 1 or Step 2, a municipality
having less than 25,000 population.

Stae. Anth: ORS Ch 448

Hisw: DEQ 11980, f. 9-29-80, of 0-1-2¢k DEQ 131982 £ & ef
7.27-82 _

Priority List Development

340-53-015 The Department vAll develop a statewide
priorty list of projects potentially cligible for a grant;

{1) The statewide priocity list will be developed prior 10
the beginning of each funding vear wilizing the following
procedures:

(2) The Deparunent will determine and maintain suffici-
ent information concerning potential prajects o develap the
statewide priority list.

(b} The Depariment will develop a proposed priorivy list
utilizing criteria and procedures set forth in this secton.

(ci(A) A public hearing will be held concerning the
propoesed priority list prior to Commission adoption. Public
notice and a dmaft priority list will be provided 1w all
imterested parties at least thirty (30) days prior to the hearing.
Interested parties include, bug are not limited to, the follow-
ing: ‘

(i) Municipalities having projecis ¢n the priority list:

(u} Engiresring consultants involved pmjws on the
priovity lisy

(1if) Interested siate and federal agencies;

{iv) Any other persons who bave requested to be on the
mailing lisz.

(B} Interested pardes will have an opportunity to pre-
sent oral ar writlen lestimony at or prior 10 the hearing,

{d) The Department will summarize and evaiuace the
testimony and provide recommendations 1o the Commis-
sion,

(e} The Commission will adogt the priovity list at a
regularty scheduled mesting.

(2¥a} The priority list will comsist of a listing of all
projects (o the state powentally eligible for grants listed in
rankang order based on criteriz set forth in Table 1. Table |
describes five (3) categories used for scoring purposes as
follows:

(A) Project Class,

{B) Requlaory Emphagis,

(C) Stream Segroent Rank,

() Population Emphasis,

(E) Type of Treaunent Compongnt or Componeais.

(1) The score used (n rapking a project consists of the
project class identified by letter code plus the sum of the
points from the remaining four categories. Projects are
ranked by the letter code of the project class with “A” being
highest and within the project class by towi points fom
highest 1o lowest,

{3) The priority list enury for each project will include the
following:

(a} Priority rank conzisting of the project’s sequential
rank on the priority dst. The projest having the highest
priority is ranked number one (1),

() EPA project identification aumber,

{e} Name and type of municipality.

() Description of project component.

(@) Project step.

(March, 1583)

{{) Grant application number.

(2} Ready o proceed date consisting of the expected date
when the project application will be cormplete and ready for
certification by the Deparument. For the current funding year
the ready o proceed date will be based upon planning and
design schedules submitted by potential applicants, For later
funding years, the ready to proceed date may be based upen
infortnation available to the Department.

{h) Target cestification date consisting of the earliest
estimated date on which the project could be certified based
on readinegss to procead ang on the Department’s estimate of
federal grunt funds expected to be available. The target
certification date for the current funding year will be assigned
based on a ready 10 proceed date. In the event acwal funds
made available differ from the Department’s estimate when
the list was adopted the Department may modily this date
without public bearing to reflect actual funds available 2ad
tevised future funding estmates.

{i) Estimated grant amoun: based on that porton of
project cost which is potentally eligible for & grant as set
forth in QAR 340-53-020,

(}) The priority point score used in rapking the projects.

{4) The Deparimment will determine the scope of work o
be included in each project prior to its placement on the
prioricy list. Such scope of work may include the foilowing:

{a) Design (Step 2) and construcdon of complete weat-
ment works, (Step 2 plus 3); or

(b) Construction of one of more complete waste treat-
MENL SYSISNLS; oF

{c) Consiructon of one or more reatment works com-
ponents; or

() Coaswruction of one or more treaunent works sege
ments of a trearment works component

(5¥a) When determining the treatment works compo-
nents or segments to be included in a single project Lhc
Department will cousider

(A) The sperific weatment works gomponents or seg-
ments thag will be ready 0 proceed during 2 funding vears
and

{B} The operaticnal dependency of other cornponents ar
segments on the components or segment being considered;
and .
{C) The cost of the components or segmients relative (o
allowable project grant. In no case will the project included
ot the priority Hst, 23 defined by QAR 340-53-010(9) excesd
tea (10Y million dollars in any gven funding year, Where a
proposed project wonld exceed this amount the wcope of
work will be reduced by limitng the numbey of components
of dividing the components into segments, The total grapt
far treatment works o a single appilcant is not however
limited by this subscction.

() The Departnent shail have final discretion reiative
w scope of work of reatment works componenis or sege
ments which constituie a project.

{6) Components or segment not included in a project for
a particular funding year wiil be assigaed a wrget centifica-
tion date in a subsequent funding vear. Within constraints of
availabie and anticipated funds. projects will be scheduled so
as to establish a rate of progress- for construction while
assuming a timely and equitable obligatica of funds state-
wide,

(7Y A project may consist of 3n amendment w0 a pre-
viously funded project which wouid change the scope of
waork significandy and thus constitute a new project.

2. Div. 53
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(3} The Director may delete any project from thc pii=
ority listift

fa) It has received full funding;

by It is no jonger entitled (o fnding under the approved
svstem;

(c} EPA has determined that the project is not nseded w0
comply with the enforceable requirements of the Clean
Water Act or the preject is otherwise ineligible,

19y If the priority assessment of a project within a
regional 208 areawide waste trepirmient managemeni plane
ning area conflicts with the priodty list, the priority list has
precedence, The Director will, upon requess from a 208
planning agency, meet 1o discuss the project providing the
request for such 2 meeting s submitted to the Director pnor
1o Commission approval of the priority list.

Star. Auth.a ORS Ch. 468

Hise: DEQ 241980, [ 9-19-80, ef. 10-1-80; DEQ 22-198 1 Temp). . & ef,

10-19-831: DEQ 151981 [ & ef, 7.27-82; DEQ (4983, f, & efl
8-26-83

{ED, NOTE: The text of Tempdrary Rules :pmot prined in the Oregon
Adrmuntsteative Rules Comptlanon” Copies-migy be obtained from the adept-
ing agency or the Secvetary of State]

Eligible Costs and Limitations

340.53-020 For each project included on the priority
list the Deparunent will estimate the costs potentially eligible
for 2 grant and the estimated federal share:

(1) Where swuale certification requirements differ from
EPA cligibility requireinent the moee resirictive shail apply.

{3) Except as provided for in section (3) of this rule,
eligible costs shall generally include Siep 1, Step 2, and Step 3
cos1s related to an eligible treatment works, treatment works
COMmponenis of weaument works segments as defined in
federal regulations.

{3} The following will not be eligible for state certifica-
on:

(2) The cost of collection systems except for those which
serve an area whers a mandatory health hazard annexation is
required pursuant to ORS 222.850 to 222.913 or where
elimination of waste disposal wells is required by OAR
340-04-019 to 34044044, In either case, 2 Swep | graor for
mée project must have been certifled prior to September 30,
1979,

{B) Step 2 or Step 3 cosis associated with advanced
treatment COMpoREentsS.

t¢) The cost of weatment components not considered by
the iepmmem 2 be cost effective and environmentally
sougn

{4) The estimated grant amnount shall be based on a
pereentage of the estimated eligibie cost. The percentage is
sevengy-five (75) percent of the estimated eligible cost until
FY 1983, when it is reduced 10 fiftv-five (55) percent of the
estimarted eligible cost for new projects. The Comsnission
may reduce the percentage 1o fifty (50) percent as allowed by
federal law or regulation. The Department shall also examine
other alternatives for reducing the extent of grant participa-
tion tn individual projects for possible implementation
beginning in FY 1982, The intent is to spread available funds
o address more of the high priority needs in the state.

San Auths ORS Ch, 463
Hist: DEQ 141980, £ 92930, ef. 10-(-30: DEQ 15-1982 f & ef.

ToaTd2
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Eztablishment of Special Reserves

340-53-025 From the total funds allocated 1o the siate
the following reserves will be established for sach funding
vean

(1) Reserve for grant increzses of five (5) percent.

(2) Reserve for Step | and Step 2 grant advances of up to
ten {10) percent. This reserve shall not exceed the amount
estimnated to provide advances for eligibie small commu~-
nities projected to apply fora Step 3 or Step 2 plus 3 grantin
the currens funding vear and one funding vear thereafter

{3) Reserve for altemative components of projects for
small communities utilizing allernative svstems of four (4)
percent,

{4) Reserve for additional funding of projects involving

-innovative or alternative technology of four (4) percent.

{3) Reserve for waler quality management planning of
not more than one percent of the swate’s allotment nor less
than $100,000,

"{6) Reserve for stale management assistance of up 1o
four percent of the total funds authorized for the state’s
allotment.

(7} The balance of the swte’s allocation will be the
general allotment.

{8) The Director may at his discretion utilize funds
recovered {ram prior year alloiments for the purpese oft

{a) Grant increasas; or

() Conventional components of aimall community proj-
ects utilizing alternative systems; or

{c) The general allotment,

Seze. Anehs QRS Ch. 468

Hisw: DEQ 24-1980. { 92980, ef. 10+1-80: DEQ (5-1982, f, & of
T-27-32: DEQ 1d=1983, { & of, 3.26-83

Use of Discretonary Authority

340-53-027 The Director may at the Director’s discre-
tion utilize up to twenty (20) percent of the annual allotment
for replacement or major rehabilitation of exisung sewer
systems or elimination of combined sewer overflows pro-
vided:

(1) The project is on the fundable porton of the stale's
current vear priority list; and

(2) The project meets the enforceable requirements of
the Clean Water Act; and

(3) Planning for the proposed project was complete or
substantially coaplee on December 29, 1581,

Spat, Anth.: GRS Ch. 468
Hist: DEQ 20-i%84. [ & ef 11334

Priority List Mapagement

340-53-930 The Department will seleet projects to be
funded from the pricricy list ag follows:

(1) After Commission adoption and EPA acceptance of
the priority list, allecation of funds to the state and determin-
ation of the funds available in each of the reserves. final
determination of the fundable porticn of the priority list wiil
be made. The fundable postiva of the list will include the
following:

(a) Sufficient projects selecied according to priority rank
13 utilize funds identitied as the siate’s general allotment; and

(b) Additional projects involving alternarive sysiems for
smail communities as necessary 10 utilize finds available in
that reserve.

(Mareh 19835)

b-23




CREGON ADMINISTEATIVE RULES ‘ .
CHAPTER 340, HVISION 53 - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

{2) Projecis to be funded from the Step | and 2 grant

advance reserve will be selected based on their priority point -

scores and whether they are projected to apply for Step 3 or
Step 2 plus 3 grant in the current funding year or one funding
year thereafier.

{3} Projects included on the priority list but not included
within the fundable portion of the list will consdtute the
planning porton of the list.

Stat Ansisz ORS Ch. 463

Eilats 5)[15?? 2%1980. {, 9-25-80, ef 10-i-80: DEQ 15198 £ & ef
278

Priority List Medificadon and Bypass Procedare

340-53-03% The Department may modify the prionty
list or bypass projects az follows:

(1} The Department mdy add to or rerank projecis on
the priority list afier the adoption of the priority list but prior
to the approval of the priorisy list for the next vear providing

{2) MNotice of the proposed action i provided to all
affected lower pricrity projects.

(b) Any affecied project may within 20 days of receiving
adequate notice request 2 bearing before the Commission

{March, [983)

provided that such hearing can be arranged before the end of
the current funding year,

{2) The Deparimen: will initate bypass procedures
when any project da the fundable portion of the list is not
ready to proceed during the funding year:

(a) The determination will b@ based on quarterly pro-
Eress reparts.,

(b) Written notice will be prov:dcd to the applicang of
inigat to bypass the project. -

(c} An applicant may request 2 hearing on the proposed
bypass within 20 days of adequate notice. If reguested the
Director will schedule a hearing before the Commission .
within &0 days of the request, provided that such hearing can
be arrarged before the end of the current funding year.

(d) If a project is bypassed it will maintain its priority
point raung for consideration in future years. If 2 project is -
bypassed for two consecutive years the Commission may
remove it from the priority list.

(¢} Deparunent failure to certdfy 2 project not on the
fundable portion of the list or for which funds are otherwise
unavzilable will not constituts 2 “bypass”.

Stet, Anths ORS Ch. 468
sty DEQ 24-1980, £ 9-19-80, ef. {0-1-30; DEQ 151982 £ & ef.
To27-82: DEQ 14-1983, § & ef, 3-26-83
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ATTACHMENT E

Technical Corrections to the FY8T Priority List

(Update From Draft FY88 List)




A,

TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO THE FY87 PRIORITY LIST
(Update from Draft FY88 List)

Project Cost Changes

ATTACHMENT E

Costs amendments have been subnitted for those projects listed below.
The FY88 construction grants priority list has been adjusted to reflect
Final determination on eligible cost
will be made at the time a grant application is submitted.

the changes in estimated cost,

Community
Brookings

Coos Bay No. 1

Estacada

Gresham

Happy Valley
Klamath Falls
Lowell

Neskowin S.A.

Portland

Project Area

City

City

City

City

Johnson Creek

City

Pelican City

City

Pistrict

Columbia Basin

Inverness

Johnson Cpeek

Southeast

Lomponent

STP Imp.

STP Imp.
II Correct.
Sewer Rehab,

STP Imp.
Glisan Int.

Johnson Creek Int.
Linneman Int.

- Solids Handling

STP Imp.
Interceptor

Int,

Int.

SIP Imp.

General

Small
Altermative

System:

Broadway PS/FM
Lombard Ints.,

Burnside Int.
Cully Ints.
N.E. EKnott Int.

Flavel Int.
103rd Int.
3, Mid-County Int.

RELVG Int, PU

Change in Amount in ($000)

From To
358 880
4,500 5,170
750 110

0 250

880 564
147 136
145 147
486 615
936 1,907
417 1,974
145 55
635 330
464 100
1,500 715
394 417
1,218 600
a3 109
585 450
1,139 T05
230 140
113 100
351 135
281 200
6,473 6,859
3,200 4,164




Attachment E
Technical Corections to the FY87 Priority List

Page 2
Roseturg USA Roseburg City Sewer Rehab, 1,234 1,934
Salen Pringle Creek Int. 1,375 810
B. Project Letter Class Changes
Change Comment
Athena/STP Imp. C to B Discharge is affecting
Wildhorse Creek
Coos Bay No. 2/STP Imp. CtoB Continued degradation
of water quality in
Coos Bay
North Albany Area II-A&/ C toB EQC Order
Interseptor
North Bend/STP Imp. Dto C Water Quality Impacts
on Bay
Vernonia I/I1 Cto B Bypassing affecting
Nehalem River
C. Project Regulatory Emphasis
Changes
Change Comment
Corvallis West/Int. 50 to 130 Health Hazard
Ammexation
North Albany Area II=A/Int. 90 to 130 EQC Order
D, Project Additions to the List
Coos Bay/No. 1 Sewer Rehabilitation at B 187.32
Coos Bay/No. 2 I/I Correction at B 184.82
Independence/Interceptor at  Di154.42
RJK :h

WH2103




ATTACHMENT F

Proposed Amendments to OAR 349-53-025 and OAR 340-53-027




ATTACHMENT F
PROPOSED ADMIEISTRATIVE RULE

Hote: Bracketed lined through [---] material is deleted.
Underlined material is new.

380-53=025 From the total funds allocated to the state the following

reserves

(1)

(2)

(3}

(%)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

will be established for each funding year:.
Reserve for grant increases of five (5) percent.

Reserve for Step 1 and Step 2 grant advances of up to ten
{10) porcent. This reserve shall not exceed the amount
estimated to provide advances for eligible small comnmupities
projected to apply for a Step 3 or Step 2 pius 3 grant in
the current funding year and one funding year thereafter.

Heserve for alternative components of projects for small
communities utilizing alternative systems of foupr (¥)
percent,

Reserve for additiconal funding of projects involving
innovative or alternative techmology of four (4) perceni.

Reserve for water quality management planning of not more
than ope percent of the state's allotment nor less than
$100,000.,

Reserve for state management assistance of up to four
parcent of the total funds authorized for the state's
allotment.

Reserve for capitalization of state revolving fund [ef «p
56 twenty (203 pereens] in accordance with the following:

(a) FY8T up to fifty (50) percent.

(b} FYB8 up_to seventy-five (7%) percent.

{c) FY89-90 not less than fifty (50) percent and up to
cne hundred (100) percent.

(d) FY91-94 one hundred (100) percent.

Heserye for nonpoini{ source management planning of not more

(9) [8]

(i8) [g]

than 1 percent of the state's allotment nor less than

$100.,000.

The balance of the state's allocation will be the genepral
allotment,

The Director may at his discretion utilize funds precovered
fron prior year allotments for the purpose of:

{a) Crant increases; or

(b) Conventicnal components of emall community projects
utilizing alternative systems: or

{c) The general allotment.




kttachment ¥
Page 2

IB0=53=02] The Director may at the Director's discretion utilize up to

twenty (20) percent of the annual allotment for replacement or major

rehabilitation of existing sewer sSystema or elimination of comblned sewer

overflowa provided:

TJL:h
WH2099

(1)

(2)

(3)

The project is on the fundable portion of the state's
current year priority list; and

The project meets the enforceable reguirements of the Clean
Water Act; and

Planning for the propoesed project was complete o
substantially complete on December 29, 1981L<]l: or the
project is necessary for a community that is under a
Commigsion order as December 31, 1986 to achieve compliance
with the requirements of the national municipal policy,




ATTACHMENT G

FY88 Points Calculation List, As Revised




PRGALC-C STATE OF OREGON DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:07:20 PM PAGE: 1
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
POINTS LIST
PROJECT REG.  POP.  STREAM  PROJECT TOTAL
NUMBER COMMUNTTY AREA COMPONENT STEP  CIASS EMPH. EMPH. RANK  TYPE POINTS
REPORT OPTIONS: FINAL REPORT OF ALL PROJECTS ORDERED BY PROJECT NAME
E 067602 ADATR VILIAGE  CITY I1 CORRECTION 3 D 50 5.54  91.18 7 D 153.72
E 067601  ADAIR VILIAGE  CITY STP TMP 3 D 90 5.54  91.18 10 D 196.72
T 066404  ALBANY CITY S0 3 c 90 8.90  91.18 3 C 193.08
I 046001  ALBANY N.E. KNOXBUITE  INTERCEPTCR 3 E 0 5.08  91.18 6 E 102.26
E 050804  AMITY CITY OUTFAIL 3 c 90 6.04  48.00 10 ¢ 154.04
I 061903 ASTORTA ALDERBROOK. COLLECTION 3 D 90 4.00  38.00 1 D 133.00
E 061903 ASTORTA ALDFRBROOK PS/FM 3 D 90 4.00  38.00 6 D 138.00
E 063502 ATHENA CITY IT CORRECTION 3 G 50 5.98  34.00 7 ¢ 96.98
E 063501 ATHENA CITY STP IMP 3 B 90 5.98  34.00 10 B 139.98
T 043102 RAKER CITY STP TMP 3 E 0 7.96  49.00 10 E 66.96
I 071801 BENTON CO FIRVIEW COLLECTION 3 D 50 460  48.00 1 D 103.60
E 070601 BENTON CO. ALPINE SYSTEM 3 D 50 4.00  48.00 10 D 112.00
E 063701 BRKS HOPMERE SD DISTRICT SYSTEM 3 D 50 5.76  91.18 10 D 156.94
E 067202 BROOKINGS CITY II CORRECTION 3 c 90 7.08  40.00 7 C 144.08
E 067201 BROOKINGS CITY STP IMP 3 B 90 7.08  40.00 10 B 147.08
E 065001 BURNS CITY II CORRECTION 3 D 50 6.90  49.33 7 D 113.23
I 071701 CANYONVILLE NORTH AREA COLLECTION 3 D 50 4.60  77.33 1 D 132.93
E 071701 CANYONVILLE NORTH AREA INTERCEPTOR 3 D 90 4.60  77.33 6 D 177.93
E 061503 CARLTON CITY II CORRECTION 3 C 90 6.22  86.64 7 C 189.86
E 061502 CARLTON GITY STP IMP 3 c 120 6.22  86.64 10 ¢ 222.86
E 054202 CARMEL-FOUL. SD DISTRICT SYSTEM 3 D 50 4.60  38.00 10 D 102.60
I 069101 CHARLESTON SAN DISTRICT COLLECTION 3 D 90 5.56  80.00 1 D 176.56
I 070801 COLUMBIA CITY  FAST SIDE COLLECTION 3 ) 50 4.60  38.00 E 93.60
1 070801 COLUMBIA GITY  EAST SIDE INT/PS/FM 3 E 50 4.60  38.00 1 E 93.60




PRCAIC-C DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:09:28 PM  PAGE:
STATE OF OREGON -
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY -

POINTS LIST
PROJECT REG. POP. STREAM  FPROJECT TOTAL
NUMBER COMMUNITY AREA COMPONENT STEP  CLASS EMPH.  EMPH. RANK TYPE POINTS
E 070401 CONDON CITY STP IMP 3 G 20 5.76 20.00 10 C 125.76
E 072922 COOS BAY NO. 1  CITY SEWER REHAB 3 B 90 8.32 80.00 9 B 187.32
E 062802 COOS BAY NO.1 CITY IT CORRECTION 3 B 90 7.90 80.00 7 B 184.90
E 062801 COOS BAY NO.1 CITY STP IMP 3 B 90 7.90 80.00 10 B 187.90
E 062804 COOS BAY NO.2 CITY I/I CORRECTION 3 B 90 7.82 80.00 7 B 184.82
E 062803 COOS BAY NOG.2 CITY STP IMP 3 B 90 7.82 80.00 10 B 187.82
E 069901 CORNELTUS CITY INTERCEPTOR 3 D 0 7.38 48.00 8 D 63.38
E 045801 CORVALLIS ATRPORT INTERCEPTOR 3 D 50 4.60 48 .00 8 D 110.60
I 066802 CORVALLIS CITY CSo 3 C 90 9.24 91.18 3 C 193.42
E 066801 CORVAIITS WEST INTERCEPTCR 3 D 130 4.96 91.18 6 D 232.14
I 054601 CRESCENT S.D. DISTRICT COLL 3 D 50 5.44 42.00 1 D 98.44
E 054601 CRESCENT S.D. DISTRICT SYSTEM 3 D 50 5.44 42.00 10 D 107.44
T 051303 CRESWELL CITY STP IMP 3 E 90 6.56 91.18 10 E 197.74
E 051302 CRESWELL NIBLOCK RD INTERCEPTOR 3 D 50 4. 46 91.18 6 D 151.64
I 070501 CURRY CO. HARBOR-WINCHUCK INTERCEPTOR 3 E 0 6.48 40.00 & E 52.48
E 059202 DAIIAS CITY IT CORRECTION 3 C 90 7.88 63.91 7 C 168.79
I 059204 DAIYAS CITY STP EXPANSION 3 E 90 7.90 63.91 10 E 171.81
I 059203 DATIAS NORTHEAST INTERCEPTOR 3 C 130 3.90 63.91 6 C 203.81
I 059205 DALIAS NORTHEAST AREA  COLLECTION 3 C 130 3.90 63.91 6 C 203.81
I 047701 DETROIT CITY SYSTEM 3 E 0 5.20 75.27 10 E 90.47
E 066601 DOUGLAS CO CAMAS VAILEY SYSTEM 3 D 90 4.36 44,00 10 D 148.36
I 062902 DRATN PASS CREEK INTERCEPTCR 3 E 0 3.70 44 00 6 E 53.70
E 047302 DUFUR CITY STP IMP 3 C 90 5.50 30.00 10 C 135.50
E 042902 EAGLE POINT CITY ~ INTERCEPTOR 3 C 90 6.90 46,00 8 C 150.90
E 047202 ELGTN CITY b IT CORRECTION 3 C 90 6.48 61.33 7 C lé4.81




PRCALG-C STATE OF GRECON DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:09:31 PM  PAGE:
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
POINTS LIST
PROJECT REG.  POP.  STREAM PROJECT TOTAL
NUMBER COMMUNITY AREA COMPONENT STEP CIASS EMPH. [EMPH.  RANK TYPE POINTS
E 047203 ELGIN CITY PS 3 C 90 6.48  61.33 8 ¢ 165.81
1 047202 ELGIN CITY SEWER REHAB 3 C 90 6.48  61.33 9 ¢ 166.81
E 047202 ELGIN CITY STP IMP 3 B 90 6.48  61.33 10 B 167.81
E 071901 EIKTON CITY SYSTEM 3 D 90 440 44,00 10 D 148.40
E 055402 ENTERPRISE CITY STP TMP 3 D 90 6.62  4h4.67 10 D 151.29
E 059402 ESTAGADA CITY STP IMP 3 c 90 6.16  68.45 10 C 174.61
I 068903 FUGENE ATIRPORT STP EXP 3 E 90 4.00  91.18 10 E 195.18
I 068902 FUGENE. RVR R-SANTA CLA RR COLL. 3 B 120 8.04  91.18 B 220.22
1 068901 EUGENE RVR R-SANTA CLA SC COLL. 3 B 120 8.30  91.18 1 B 220.48
E 053303 FLORENCE CITY IT GORRECTION 3 c 90 7.32  52.00 7 C 156.32
I 053304 FLORENCE CITY SEWER REHAB 3 G 90 7.48  52.00 9 C 158.48
E 053302 FLORENCE CITY STP IMP 3 D 90 7.32  52.00 10 D 159.32
E 053306 FLORENCE HECETA BEACH ALT. COLLECTION 3 D 90 5.30  52.00 1 D 148.30
E 053305 FLORENCE HECETA BEACH INTERGEPTOR 3 D 50 5.30 52.00 6 D 113.30
E 065101 FOSSIL CITY STP TMP 3 C 90 5.40  20.00 10 ¢ 125.40
I 068001 GATES CITY SYSTEM 3 E 0 5.36  75.27 10 E 90.63
E 069801 GOLD BEACH MYRTLE, ACRES INTERGEPTOR 3 D 130 3.56 40,00 6 D 179.56
1 071001 GRANTTE. CITY COLLECTTON 3 D 0 2.60  20.00 1 D 23.60
E 071001 GRANITE CITY SYSTEM 3 D 0 2.60  20.00 10 D 32.60
E 066108 CRANTS PASS A STREET INTERGEPTOR 3 D 50 7.08  58.50 8 D 123.58
E 066110 GRANTS PASS BRIDGE ST. INTERCEPTOR 3 D 50 6.10  58.50 8 D 122.60
E 066101 GRANTS PASS CITY SOLIDS HANDLING 3 D 90 8.64  58.50 10 D 167.14
E 066102 GRANTS PASS CITY STP EXP 3 D 50 8.64  58.50 10 D 127.14
E 066105 GRANTS PASS F AND BOOTH ST. INTERCEPTOR 3 D 50 7.22  58.50 8 D 123.72
I 066111 GRANTS PASS MIIL ST. SEWER REHAB 3 D 50 6.10  58.50 9 D 123.60
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PROJECT
NUMBER

066109
066106
066107
066103
066104
069504
069506
069505
069502
069501
069501
069508
069503
069503
069503
059502
059501
056702
072702
072701
064801
057702
069603
069602
067901

GRANTS PASS
GRESHAM
GRESHAM
GRESHAM
GRESHAM
GRESHAM
GRESHAM
GRESHAM
GRESHAM
GRESHAM
GRESHAM
HALSEY
HATSEY
HAPPY VAIIEY
HARRISBURG
HARRISBURG
HEPPNER
HOOD RIVER
HUNTINGTON
HUNTINGTON
IDANHA

N. SEVENTH ST.
PINE AND ROGUE
ROGUE AND 1LEE

S. SEVENTH
SECOND ST.
CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY
JOHNSON CR.
LINNEMAN
LINNEMAN
MID. CO.
CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY
WESTSIDE
CITY

OLD TOWN
CITY

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAT, QUALITY
POINTS LIST

COMPONENT

INTERCEPTOR
INTERCEPTCOR
INTERCEFTOR
INTERCEPTOR
INTERCEPTCOR
GLISAN INT

GLISAN INT(R)
SANDY PS/FM(R)
SOLIDS HANDLING

STP IMP
STP IMP(R)

INTERCEPTOR
INTERCEPTOR

TNTERCEPTOR.(R)

COLLECTION

IT CORRECTICN

STP IMP
INTERCEPTOR
I/I CORR
STP IMP

STP IMP
INT/PS

€S0

SEWER REHAB
SYSTEM

STEF

LW W W W W W W wWw W W W Ww Ww w w W w w W w Ww w w w

CLASS

HoOoO o 0 O o O w o o R BB owmomEoo0 B W R 0O o oo

DATE: 7/01/87 TIME:
REG.  POP.  STREAM
EMPH. EMPH. RANK

50 7.08  58.50
50 7.22  58.50
50 7.22  58.50
50 7.36  58.50
50 7.22  58.50
90 7.56  48.00
90 7.56  48.00
90 5.82  48.00
90 9.24  48.00
90 9.24  48.00
90 9.24  48.00
90 4.00  48.00
90 6.40  48.00
90 6.40  48.00
90 8.90  48.00
50 5.66  48.00
90 5.66  48.00
90 6.32  48.00
90 6.52  91.18
90 6.52  91.18
90 6.28  34.00
90 5.40  55.00
50 5.48  36.50
50 5.48  36.50
0 5.08  75.27

4:09:34 PM  PAGE:
PROJECT TOTAL
TYPE POINTS
8 D 123.58
8 D 123.72
8 D 123.72
8 D 123.86
8 D 123.72
6 B 151.54
6 B 151.54
6 B 149.82
10 C 157.24
10 C 157.24
10 C 157.24
6 B 148.00
6 B 150.40
6 B 150.40
1 B 147.90
7 C 110.66
10 G 153.66
) B 150.32
7 C 194.70
10 C 197.70
10 C 140.28
6 C 156.40
3 G 94.98
9 C 100.98
10 E 90.35

4



PRCALG-C DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:09:37 PM  PAGE:
STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTTY
ﬁr%%%%{"r COMMUNTITY AREA COMPONENT STEP  CLASS %bEﬂgﬁ. Ezcva)%ﬁ. SW P%OY%ECT gg%%s
E 071101 IMBLER. CITY SYSTEM 3 D 50 4.92  61.33 10 D 126.25
E 072921 INDEPENDENCE WEST 9TH ST. INTER 3 D 50 7.2 91.18 6 D 154.42
E 058302 TONE CORE AREA SYSTEM 3 c 90 4.00  20.00 10 C 124.00
E 051902 JOSEPH CITY STP IMP 3 D 90 6.12  28.00 10 D 134.12
I 045601 JOSEPHINE CO MERLIN/GOL. V.  SYSTEM 3 E 0 4.00  58.50 10 E 72.50
E 049602 JUNCTION CITY  CITY II CORRECTION 3 c 90 6.96  91.18 7 ¢ 195.14
E 070101 REIZER CLEAR 1AKE INTERCEPTOR 3 G 90 5.58  48.00 6 ¢ 149.58
E 070101 KEIZER MIDDLE LABISH  INTERCEPTORS 3 E 4.00  48.00 6 E 58.00
I 070102 KEIZER NORTH INTERCEPTORS 3 E 0 4.00  93.45 6 E 103.45
T 070105 KEIZER WHEATLAND RD INTERCEPTORS 3 E 0 5.40  93.45 6 E 104.85
T 051604 KIAMATH FAILS  PELICAN CITY COLLECTION SYS 3 c 130 5.5 66.00 1 C 202.54
E 051604 KIAMATH FAILS  PELICAN CITY INTERCEPTOR 3 c 130 5.54  66.00 6 C 207.54
E 051605 KIAMATH FALLS  REGIONAL IT CORRECTION 3 D 20 8.52  66.00 7 D 171.52
E 051606 KLAMATH FALLS  REGIONAL STP EXPANSION 3 D 50 8.52  66.00 10 D 134.52
E 044201 LANE CO MAPLETON AREA  SYSTEM 3 D 90 4.00  52.00 10 D 156.00
1 070901 LANE COUNTY COLLARD LAKE SYSTEM 3 E 120 4.22  48.00 10 E 182.22
E 055904 LINCOLN CITY CITY INTERCEPTOR P2 3 C 90 7.14  37.00 8 C 142.14
1 053701 LINCOLN €O. S.W. ARFA COLLECTTON 3 D 90 6.86  32.00 1 D 129.86
E 053701 LINCOLN GO. S.W. AREA SYSTEM 3 D 90 6.86  32.00 10 D 138.86
E 057303 LOWELL CITY II CORRECTION 3 c 90 5.62  70.73 7 ¢ 173.35
E 057304 LOWELL CITY RELIFF SEWER 3 G 90 5.62  70.73 8 C 174.35
I 057305 LOWELL CITY SEWER REHAB 3 G 90 5.62  70.73 9 C 175.35
E 057302 LOWELL CITY STP IMP 3 ¢ 90 5.62  70.73 10 ¢ 176.35
1 067801 L.YONS -MEHAMA REGIONAL SYSTEM 3 E 0 6.20  75.27 10 E 91.47
1 057903 MADRAS FRINGE AREA COLLECTION 3 C 90 6.06  67.00 1 G 164.06
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PROJECT
NUMBER

057902
044701
058902
058903
046901
044403
062503
056904
056903
058803
058802
069403
062402
069401
069404
060201
049406
049407
049405
061802
061803
061804
061805
061805
052004

MADRAS

MITL. CITY
MTLTON-FREEWATE
MILTON- FREEWATE
MODGC POINT
MOLALTA
MONMOUTH
MONEOE

MONROE

MT ANGEL

MT ANGEL

N. AIBANY C.S.D
N. AIBANY C.S5.D
N. ALBANY C.5.D
N. ALBANY C.5.D
NESKOWIN S.A.
NEWBERG
NEWBERG
NEWBERG
NEWPORT

NEWPORT

NEWPORT

NEWPORT
NEWPORT

NORTH BEND

STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CITY

SAN DIST
CITY

CITY

CITY
FRINGE
CITY

CLITY

ARFA 1.2 &,
ARFA 1,2,3 &4
AREA 2A
AREA 3
DISTRICT
CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

SOUTH BEACH
SOUTH BEACH
CITY

POINTS LIST
COMPONENT STEP
INTERCEPTORS 3

SYSTEM

SOLIDS HANDLING
STP IMP

SYSTEM

I CORRECTION
RELIEF SEWER
STP TMP
COLLECTION

II GORRECTION
STP IMP

SP. HILL DR INT
HICKORY PS/RM
INTERCEPTOR

N. ALB. RD INT
SYSTEM

6TH ST REL SEW
HANCOCK REL SEW
RIVER RD INT
OUTFALL

SLUDGE

STP EXP
COLLECTION
PS/FM
11/CORRECTION

W e W W W e Ww W W Ww W W w W W W W W W W W W W

CLASS
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TIME:

DATE: 7/01/87
REG.  POP.  STREAM
EMPH. EMPH.  RANK

90 6.06  67.00
90 6.38  75.27
90 7.32  18.00
90 7.32  18.00
90 3.20  36.00
90 6.98  82.09
90 7.46  91.18
90 6.56  54.82
0 2.60  54.82
90 6.92  82.09
90 6.92  82.09
120 7.06  91.18
120 7.24  91.18
130 5.96  91.18
90 5.82  91.18
90 4.80  38.00
90 6.96  93.45
90 5.48  93.45
90 7.74  93.45
90 7.82  32.00
90 7.82  32.00
0 7.82  32.00
50 4.66  32.00
50 4.64  32.00
90 7.98  80.00

4:09:41 FM  PAGE:
PROJECT TOTAL
TYPE POINTS
6 C 169.06
10 C 181.65
10 C 125.32
10 C 125.32
10 C 139.20
7 C 186.07
8 C 196.64
10 C 161.38
1 D 58.42
7 C 186.01
10 C 189.01
6 D 224.22
6 D 224.42
6 B 233.14
6 D 193.00
10 B 142.80
8 D 198.41 -
8 D 196.93
8 D 199.19
10 C 139.82
10 C 139.82
10 E 49.82
1 D 87.64
6 D 92.64
7 B 184.98
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E
E
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PROJECT
NUMBER

052005
056402
072402
072401
061702
061704
051403
051404
051402
051801
067101
071201
071201
071202
072810
072815
072825
072805
072841
072834
072819
072816
072838
072003
072003

NORTH BEND
NORTH POWDER
NYSSA
NYSSA
OARTAND
OAKIAND
OAKRIDGE
OAKRIDGE
OAKRIDGE
ONTARTIO
PTLOT ROCK
PORT ORFORD
PORT ORFORD
PORT ORFORD
PORTLAND
PORTTAND
PORTTAND
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
PORTLAND
PORTLAND

CITY

DRIVERS VALLEY
CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY
GARISON IAKE
GARISON TAKE
GARTSON TAKE
ADVENTIST
BERRYDALE
BLOOMINGTON
BOYLES
BRENTWCOODACE

BURNSIDE CENTRL

BURNSIDE EAST
BURNSIDE WEST
CLIFFGATE
COLUMBIA BASIN
COLIMBIA BASTN

STATE OF OREGON DATE:  7/01/87
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
POINTS LIST

COMPONENT STEP  CLASS %ﬁ. ES[EI:I. SRT%{ANEI%M
STP IMP 3 c 90 7.98  80.00
STP IMP 3 D 50 5.28  49.00
PS 3 C 90 6.88  20.00
STP IMP 3 ¢ 90 6.88  20.00
STP IMP 3 ¢ 90 5.86  44.00
INTERGEPTOR 3 E 0 3.80  44.00
II CORRECTION 3 c 90 7.08  70.73
REHAB 3 c 90 7.08  70.73
STP IMP 3 D 50 7.08  70.73
II CORR 3 D 50 7.94  26.00
STP IMP 3 D 50 6.42  34.00
COLLECTION 3 D 90 4.56  40.00
INT/PS/MM 3 C 90 4.56  40.00
STP IMP 3 B 90 6.04  40.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 00 48.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 00 48.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00
ALTAMEAD 3 B 90 5.38  48.00
AREA C PS/FM(R) 3 B 90 5.38  48.00

TIME:

4:09:44 PM PAGE:
PRQJECT TOTAL
TYPE POINTS
10 C 187.98
10 D 114.28
8 C 124.88
10 C 126.88
10 C 149.86
6 E 53.80
7 G 174.81
9 C 176.81
10 D 137.81
7 D 90.9
10 D 106.42
1 D 135.56
8 C 142.56
10 B 146.04
1 B 169.00
1 B 169.00
1 B 169.00
1 B 169.00
1 B 16%9.00
1 B 169.00
1 B 169.00
1 B 169.00
1 B 169.00
6 B 149.38
6 B 149.38
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PROJECT
NUMBER

072002
072002
072001
072004
072001
072001
072842
072843
072806
072828
072829
072839
072807
072832
072844
042603
042603
042602
042602
042601
042604
042604
042601
042601
042605

STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAT. QUALITY

COLUMBIA BASIN
COLUMBIA BASIN
COLUMBIA BASIN
COLIMBIA BASIN
COLUMBIA BASTIN
COLUMBIA BASIN
DART.INGTCN
EASTMONT
ENGLEWOOD
ESSEX
FATRFIELD
FIAVEL PARK
FLOYD T.IGHT
GILBERT

HYDEN ISLAND
INVERNESS
INVERNESS
INVERNESS
INVERNESS
INVERNESS
INVERNESS
INVERNESS
INVERNESS
INVERNESS
INVERNESS

POINTS LIST

COMPONENT

BROWAY PS/FM(R)
BROADWAY PS/FM
COLLECTION
COLLECTION SYST
LOMBARD INTS
LOMBARD INTS(R)
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
PS/INT

BURNSIDE INT
BURNSIDE INT(R)
CHERRY PK COLL
CHERRY PK INT(R
COLLECTION
CULLY INTS
CULLY INTS(R)
N.E. 122 COLL
N.E. 122 INT(R)
N.E. KNOTT INT

STEP

W W W W W W W W W W W W w W w Ww

CLASS

B W W P E W R E P O @ E @@ @3 @8 8 9 @ B @ @B @

DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:09:48 PM  PAGE:
REG.  POP.  STREAM PROJECT TOTAL
EMPH. EMPH.  RANK  TYPE POINTS
90 7.56  48.00 6 B 151.56
90 7.56  48.00 6 B 151.56
90 8.80  48.00 1 B 147.80
120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
90 7.60  48.00 6 B 151.60
90 7.60  48.00 6 B 151.60
120 00 48.00 1 B 169.00
120 00 48.00 1 B 169.00
120 00 48.00 1 B 169.00
120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
120 00 48.00 1 B 169.00
120 00 48.00 1 B 169.00
120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
50 .00 48.00 6 ¢ 104.00
120 7.08  48.00 6 B 181.08
120 7.08  48.00 6 B 181.08
120 7.26  48.00 6 B 181.26
120 7.26  48.00 6 B 181.26
120 9.02  48.00 1 B 178.02
120 7.48  43.00 6 B 181.48
120 7.48  48.00 6 B 181.48
120 8.00  48.00 6 B 182.00
120 8.00  48.00 6 B 182.00
120 .00 48.00 6 B 174.00
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PROJECT
NUMBER,

072813
034207
034205
034205
034204
034206
034204
034204
072802
072835
072811
072804
072837
072801
072817
072833
072814
072809
072818
072836
072822
072808
072826
072821
072823

TRVINGTON
JOHNSON CREEK
JOHNSON CREEK
JOHNSON CREEK
JOHNSON CREEK
JOHNSON CREEK
JOHNSON CREEK
JOHNSON CREEK
KNOTT PARK
LINCOLN PARK
LINN PARK
1UBY

TYMANN PARK
MADISON
MARSHAT,
MAYWOOD PARK
MITi. PARK
MONTAVILIA
PARKILANE
PARKROSE
POWELL VIIIAGE
RICHARDSON
ROBIN WOOD
ROBINBROOK
ROSE

STATE OF OREGON DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:09:51 PM  PAGE:
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMNMENTAL QUALITY
POINTS LIST
REG. POP. STREAM  PROJECT TOTAL
COMPONENT STEP  CLASS  EMPH. EMPH. RANK TYPE POINTS

COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
103RD INT 3 B 920 8.00 48.00 6 B 152.00
ARFA D PS/FM(R) 3 B 90 6.22 48,00 6 B 150.22
BROOKLAND 3 B 90 6.22 48.00 6 B 150.22
COLLECTION 3 B 90 9.64 48.00 1 B 148.64
FLAVEL INT 3 B 90 00 48.00 6 B 144.00
S.MID CNTY INT 3 B 0 8.66 48 .00 6 B 152.66
SE 111TH INT(R) 3 B 90 8.66 48.00 6 B 152.66
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48,00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48,00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48 .00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48,00 1 B 162.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48 .00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48 .00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
COLL SYSTEM 3 B 120 .00 48.00 1 B 169.00
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PROJECT
NUMBER

072101
072830
034203
072803
072827
072840
072820
072824
072812
072831
070201
070203
070201
070202
064501
058602
072202
072201
071301
069302
064601
055101
066301
051503
051504

ROSEBURG U.5.A.
SATEM

SANDY
SCAPPOOSE

5CIO

SCI0

STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAT, QUALITY

POINTS LIST

COMPONENT

ROYAL, HIGHTANDS INTERCEPTCR

SACAJAWEA
SOUTHEAST RIVG
STRATHMORE
SUMNER
SUMNER. PLACE
WELLINGTON
WINDMERE
WOODLAND
WOODMERE

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY
HIGHSCHOOL

S W AREA
ROSEBURG CITY
PRINGLE CREEK
CITY

CITY

CITY

N. W. AREA

COLL SYSTEM
INTERCEPTCR P4
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
COLL SYSTEM
11 COBRECTION
PUMP STATION
SEWER REHAB
STP IMP

STP IMP

SEWER REHAB
STP EXP
INTERCEPTOR
INTERCEPTOR
SEWER REHAB
INTERCEPIOR
STP EXPANSION
STP EXPANSION
I1 CORRECTION
INTERCEPTOR

STEP

W W W W W W W W W W W W W W oW W oW oW W W W W W W

CLASS

U o = @ @ @B O -8 @B 0 000 H B @ R E R W @E @ a w o

TIME:

DATE: 7/01/87
REG, POP. STREAM
EMPH.  EMPH. RANK

90 4.60 48.00
120 .00 48 .00
90 9.84 93.45
120 .00 48.00
120 .00 48 .00
120 .00 48 .00
120 .00 48.00
120 .00 48.00
120 .00 48,00
120 .00 48 .00
30 5.78 50.00
90 5.40 50.00
g0 5.78 50.00
90 5.78 50.00
90 7. bh 79.50
90 6.44 38.00
0 5.40 54.50
90 3.40 54.50
50 4,00 58.50
20 8.40 77.33
90 8.26 93 .45
0 6.90 68.45
0 7.04 48.00
50 5.52 50.27
50 4.00 48.00

4:09:55 PM  PAGE:
PROJECT TOTAL
TYPE POINTS
6 C 148.60
1 B 169.00
8 G 201.29
1 B 169.00
1 B 162.00
1 B 162.00
1 B 169.00
1 B 16%9.00
1 B 16%.00
1 B 16%2.00
7 B 152.78
8 B 153.40
9 C 154.78
10 € 155.78
10 C 186.94
9 C 14344
10 E 69.90
6 D 153.90
8 D 120.50
9 B 184.73
8 B 199.71
10 E 85.35
10 E 65.04
7 c 112.79
6 D 108.00

10




PRGALG-GC DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:09:58 PM PAGE: 11
STATE OF OREGON -
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY .

POINTS LIST

PROJECT REG. POP, STREAM  PROJECT TOTAL

NUMBER COMMUNITY AREA COMPONENT STEP CLASS EMPH. EMPH. RANK TYPE POINTS
E 068105 SEASIDE CITY p.s. IMP 3 D 90 7.40 4630 2 D 145.70
I 068104 SEASIDE N WAHENA RD FORCE MATN 3 E 90 5.08 46 .30 2 E 143.38
I 068103 SEASIDE S WAHENA RD FORCE MAIN 3 E 20 4.90 46.30 2 E 143.20
E 050604 SHERTDAN SOUTH SIDE IT CORRECTION 3 c 90 6.00 88.91 7 ¢ 191.91
E 050603 SHERIDAN SOUTH SIDE SEWER. REHAB 3 C 20 6.00 88.91 9 ¢ 193.91
E 070701 STLETZ CITY STP IMP 3 D 50 6.00 67.00 10 D 133.00
I 054102 SISTERS CITY COLLECTION 3 D 50 5.72 42 .00 1 D 98.72
E 054102 STSTERS CITY SYSTEM 3 b 50 5.72 42,00 10 D 107.72
E 066201 SODAVILIE CITY SYSTEM 3 D 50 4,52 57.09 10 D 121.61
E 066701 SOUTH SUB. S.D. DISTRICT STP IMP 3 C 90 8.52 66.00 10 C 174.52
T 053908 ST HELENS CITY Cso 3 C 90 1.72 38.00 3 G 138.72
E 053902 ST HELENS CITY IT CORRECTION 3 C 90 7.72 38.00 7 C 142.72
I 053905 ST HELENS CITY INT P1 3 E 90 3.40 38.00 2 E 133.40
I 053906 ST HELENS CITY INT P2 3 E 20 3.40 38.00 2 E 133.40
E 053903 ST HELENS CITY PS5 NO. 1 3 c 90 6.00 38.00 8 C 142.00
I 053904 ST HELENS CITY STP IMP 3 E 90 71.72 38.00 10 E 14572
I 053907 ST HELEKS N. VERNONIA RD  COLL SYSTEM 3 c 130 3.80 38.00 1 C 172.80
E 056502 STANFIELD CITY LIFT STATION 3 D 50 6.42 67.33 D 131.75
I 071401 SUMPTER CITY COLLECTION 3 D 50 430 49 .00 1 D 104.30
E 071401 SUMPTER CITY SYSTEM 3 D 50 4.30 49.00 10 D 113.30
E 043203 SWEET HCME CITY 11 CORRECTION 3 C 90 7.68 77.35 7 C 182.23
E 072601 TOLEDO CITY I/1 CORR 3 B 20 7.02 72.00 7 B 176.02
E 040802 TOLEDO CITY PUMP STATION 3 B 90 7.02 72.00 10 B 179.02
E 067002 TRI GITY S.D. MYRTLE CREEK I1 CORRECTION 3 D 90 7.56 77.33 7 T 181.89
E 067001 TRI GITY S.D. MYRTLE CREEK SLUDGE DISP 3 D 90 7.56 77.33 10 D 184.89




PRCALC-C
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044302
064701
061703
072909
072909
057602
072902
072902
072911
072911
072918
072916
072917
037103
037102
072920
057502
057505
057503
072906
068202
068201
068203
072914
072914

TWIN ROCKS

UNION GAP S.D.

UsA
Usa
Usa
USA
TSA
USA
USA
USA
USA
USA
USA
USA
USA
usa
USA
UusAa
UsA
Usa
UsA
USA
Usa
USA

CITY

SAN DISTRICT
DISTRICT
ATOHA #3
ATCHA #3
BANKS
BEAVERTON
BEAVERTON
COOPER. MTN
COOPER MIN
CORNELIUS
CORNELIUS

COUNCIL. CREEK

DURHAM
DURHAM
FOREST GROVE
GASTON
GASTON SOUTH
GASTON WEST
HILEON/217
HITLSBORO
HITLSBORO
HILLSBORO

HITISBORO EAST
HILISBORO EAST

STATE OF QREGON
DEFPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAI, QUALITY
POINTS LIST

COMPONENT

INTERCEPTOR
PS
INTERCEPTOR
1/1 CORR

PS
INTERCEPTCR
T/1 CORR
PS

1/1 CORR
INTERCEPTOR
INTERCEPTOR
PS

PS

ATVANCED TREAT.

SLUDGE

INTERCEPTCR
INTERCEPTOR
INTERCEPTCR
INTERCEFTOR
INTERCEPTOR

CORNELIUS INT.

EFF DISPOSAL

IT CORRECTION

I/I CORR
INTERCEPTOR

STEP

(%]

W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W

CLASS

O w R MR M O &H O BB U D0 B S OO QC C Q0 O QS O

DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:10:01 PM  PAGE:
REG, POP. STREAM  PROJECT TOTAL
EMPH. EMPH. RANK TYPE POINTS

0 12 91.18 6 E 103.30
50 4.00 38.00 8 D 100.00
50 .22 4400 6 D 104.22
50 .00 95.73 6 b 151.73
50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73
20 5.38 48.00 8 D 151.38
50 .00 95.73 ) D 151.73
50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73
50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73
50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73

.00 95.73 6 E 101.73

0 .00 95.73 ) E 101.73
.00 95.73 6 E 101.73

50 5.68 95.73 5 D 156.41
50 10.16 95.73 10 D 165.89

0 .00 95.73 6 E 101.73
90 5.48 95.73 8 ¢ 199.21

0 3.40 95.73 6 E 105.13

0 3.40 95.73 6 D 105.13

0 .00 95.73 6 E 101.73

0 4.00 95.73 2 E 101.73

0 .00 95.73 10 E 113.73
90 8.00 95.73 7 B 200.73
50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73
50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73

12




PRCALC-C STATE OF OREGON DATE: 7/0L/87 TIME: 4:10:04 PM PAGE: 13
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY :
POINTS LIST
ﬁ%}%ﬁg COMMUNITY AREA COMPONENT STEP  CLASS %ﬂ. E[S)Lgﬂ. Sﬁw P%%ECT POTNTS
I 072915 USA HILLSBORO WEST  INTERCEPTOR 3 E 0 .00 95.73 6 E 101.73
E 072904 USA INTERCEP SOUTH I/I CORR 3 D 50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73
E 072904 USA INTERCEP SOUTH  INTERCEPTOR 3 D 50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73
E 072903 USA TOWER TUALATIN I/I CORR 3 D 50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73
E 072903 USA LOWER TUALATIN  INTERCEPTOR 3 D 50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73
I 072907 USA METZGER/PROGRES  INTERCEPTOR 3 E 0 .00 95.73 6 E 101.73
E 072910 USA REEDVILLE/BUTTE I/I CORR 3 D 50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73
E 072910 USA REEDVILLE/BUTIE INTERCEPTOR 3 D 50 00 95.73 6 D 151.73
I 072301 USA ROCK CR. ADVANCED TREAT. 3 D 50 6.60  95.73 5 D 157.33
1 072901 USA SHERWOOD PS 3 F, 0 .00 95.73 6 E 101.73
E 072919 USA SW FOREST GROVE I/I CORR 3 D 50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73
E 072919 USA SW FOREST GROVE INTERCEPTOR 3 D 50 00 95.73 6 D 151.73
E 072905 USA TEKTRONIX 1/1 CORR 3 D 50 .00 95.73 6 D 151.73
E 072905 USA TEKTRONIX INTERCEPTOR 3 D 50 00 95.73 6 D 151.73
I 072908 USA TIGARD INTERCEPTOR 3 E 0 .00 95.73 6 E 101.73
I 072912 USA WEST BEAVERTON  INTERCEPTOR 3 E 0 .00 95.73 6 E 101.73
I 072913 USA WILLOW CR/SUNSE INTERCEPTOR 3 E .00 95.73 6 E 101.73
I 071501 VALE A STREET SEWER REHAB 3 D 90 6.40  26.00 8 D 130.40
E 066001 VENETA CITY IT CORRECTICN 3 D 50 6.76  54.82 7 D 118.58
I 066002 VENETA CITY STP EXPANSION 3 E 90 6.60  54.82 10 E 161.42
E 063102 VERNONTA CITY I/1 CORR 3 B 90 6.48  68.54 7 B 172.02
E 063101 VERNONIA CITY STP IMP 3 c 90 6.48  68.54 10 ¢ 175.02
E 067502 WALLOWA CITY II CORRECTION 3 D 50 5.82 44.67 7 D 107.49
E 067501 WALLOWA CITY STP IMP 3 D 920 5.82 4467 10 D 150.49
1 060101 WALLOWA COUNTY WALLOWA LAKE COLL SYSTEM 3 D 0 6.00  44.67 1 D 51.67




PRCALC-C
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PROJECT
NUMBER

060101
069201
069202
069203
069204
069701
069702
069703
071601
059703
059702
059701

WALILOWA COUNTY
WARRENTON
WARRENTON
WARRENTCN
WARRENTCN
WESTFIR
WESTFIR
WESTFIR
WESTON
YONCALLA
YONCATILA
YONCATIA

STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CITY
HARBOR & ENSIGN
MERLIN & SECOND
CITY
CITY
NORTH
CITY
CITY
CITY
CITY

POINTS LIST
COMPONENT STEP
INTS 3

II CORRECTION
STP EXPANSION
PS/FM

FORCE MATN

II CORRECTION
STP IMP
INTERCEPTOR
IT GORRECTION
II CORRECTION
SEWER REHAB
STP IMP

W oW W W oW oW oW oW W oW W

CLASS

O o QO &= o g &H @5 @3 2@ 9

DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:10:08 PM  PAGE:
REG. POP. STREAM  PROJECT TOTAL
EMPH. EMPH. RANK TYPE POINTS

Y 6.00 44y 67 1 D 51.67
20 6.96 38.00 7 D 141.96
90 6.94 38.00 10 E 144,94
90 5.06 38.00 2 E 135.06
90 4. 86 38.00 2 E 134.86
90 4.96 70.73 7 C 172.69
20 & 96 70.73 10 C 175.69

0 3.40 70.73 6 E 80.13
50 5.72 34.00 7 D 96.72
90 5.86 44,00 7 C 146.86
90 5.86 44,00 9 C 148.86
90 5.86 44,00 10 C 149.86

T4




ATTACHMENT H

FIB8 Proposed Priority List, As Revised




PRLIST-C

10

11

12

13

14

15

NOTE:

COMMUNITY

SALEM

COOS BAY NO.1

CO0S BAY NO.2

C00S BAY NO. 1

NCRTH BEND

CO0S BAY NO.1

ROSEBURG U.5.A.

PORTLAND

PORTLAND

TOLEDO

PORTLAND

VERNONIA

ELGIN

JOHNSON CREEK
SOUTHEAST RIVG

PRINGLE CREEK

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

ROSEBURG CITY

INVERNESS

INVERNESS

CITY

INVERNESS

CITY

CITY

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRICRITY LIST FOR FY8§

COMPONENT

INTERCEPTCR

5.MID CNTY INT
INTERCEPTCR P4

INTERCEPTCOR
STP IMFP

STP TMP
I/I CORRECTION

SEWER RFHAR
II/CORRECTION
II CORRECTION
SEWFR REHAB
CULLY INTS
BURNSIDE INT

PUMP STATION
1/1 CORR

N.E. KNOTT INT

1/1 CORR
STP IMP

STP IMP
11 CORRECTION

STATE OF COREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

PROJECT
NUMBER

069401

034204
034203

064601

062801

062803
062804

072922

052004

062802

069302

042604

042603

040802
072601

042605

063102
063101

047202
047202

1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

READY
TO

DATE:

TARGET GENERAL

STEP PROCEED CERT.

3

FY 87
FY 87

FY 87

87

87

87

87

87

88
88

87

88
88

87
87

24034 2 Hd 4 0d 2 3 3

08,87
08/87

07/87
08/87

/
/

/
06/87
08/87
06/87
08,87
08/87

04,/88
04/88

08/87

08588

12/87
12787

7/0L/87 TIME: 4:13:35 PM
SMATL ALT. TNNOV
COMM. TECH. TECH.

FUND FUND FUND FUND

6,859
4, 164%

810
5,170

727

750
28
110
1,934
1,200
140

83

100

1,104
121

259
43

2) ATL DOLIAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE:

2

PRIOCRITY
POINTS

B 233.14

B
G

B

(o=Ruz]

(@]

[ Yes

152
201

199,

187.

187.
184.

187.

184.

184.

184,

181

181

179

176.

174,

172
175

167.
164.

.66
.29

71

90

82
82

32

98

90

73

48

.08

.02
02

00

.02
.02

81
81




PRIIST-C

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

NOTE:

PORTILAND

PORTLAND

PORTLAND

GRESHAM

GRESHAM

HAPPY VALIEY

PORTLAND

GRESHAM

PORTLAND

GRESHAM

BROCKINGS

PORT CRFORD

PORTLAND

1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

CITY

JOHNSON CREEK

COLUMBIA BASIN

COLUMBIA BASTN

CITY

LINNEMAN

CITY

JOHNSON CREEK

CITY

COLUMBIA BASIN

JOHNSON CR.

CITY

GARTSON TAKE

JOHNSON CREEK

DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:13:35 BM
STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST FOR FY88
READY SMALL  ALT.  INNOV
PROJECT TO TARGET GENERAL COMM.  TECH. TECH.
COMPONENT NUMBER ~ STEP PROCEED CERT.  FUND FUND FUND  FUND

PUMP STATION 070203 3 FY 88 / 28

II CORRECTION 070201 3 FY 88 / 110

103RD INT 034207 3 FY 87  08/87 200

LOMBARD INTS 072001 3 FY 87  08/87 705

BROADWAY PS/FM 072002 3 FY 87  08/87 450

GLISAN INT 069504 3 FY 87  08/87 136

STP IMP 069501 3 FY 87 08/87 1,974

SOLIDS HANDLING 069502 3  FY 87 08/87 1,907 300
INTERCEPTOR 069503 3 FY 87  08/87 615

INTERGEPTOR 056702 3  FY 87  06/87 330

BROOKLAND 034205 3 FY 87  08/87 147

SANDY PS/FM(R) 069505 3 FY 87 09/87 289

ALTAMEAD 072003 3 FY 87  08/87 147

INTERCEPTOR 069508 3 FY 87  08/87 55

STP IMP 067201 3 FY 87  06/87 880

STP TMP 071202 3 FY 88  10/87

FLAVEL INT 034206 3 FY 87  08/87 135

2) ALL DOLIAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE:

152.

151.

151.

151,
157.
157.

150

150.

150,

149

149

148

147

146

144,

00

60

56

54
24

.40

32

22

.82

.38

.00

.08

.04

00



PRLIST-C

31 NESKOWIN S.A.

32 ATHENA

33 CARLTON

34 KIAMATH FALIS

35 UsAa

36 HARRTSBURG

37 MONMOUTH

38 JUNCTION CITY

39 SHERIDAN

40 SHERIDAN

41 CARLTON

42 MT ANGEL

43 NORTH BEND

44 PRINEVILLE

45 MT ANGEL

46 SWEET HOME
NOTE:

DISTRICT

CITY

CITY

PELICAN CITY

GASTON

CITY

CITY

CITY

SOUTH SIDE

SOUTH SIDE

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:13:35 PM PAGE: 4

STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST FOR FY88

STP IMP
INTERCEPTOR
INTERCEPTOR

STP IMP
I/I CORR

RELIEF SEWER
11 CORRECTION
SEWER REHAB
IT CORRECTION
IT CORRECTION
STP IMP

STP IMP

STP IMP

IT CORRECTION

IT CORRECTION

1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

READY

PROJECT TO TARGET GENERAL
NUMBER STEP PROCEED CERT. FUND
060201 3  FY 88  02/88 417
063501 3 / 48
061502 3 FY 88  07/88 466
051604 3 FY 87  06/87 299
057502 3  FY 87  05/87 667
073508 3 /

062503 3 FY 87 / 70
049602 3 FY 88 / 52
050603 3 FY 88 / 35
050604 3 FY 88 / 84
061503 3 FY 88  07/88 46
058802 3 FY 87 / 133
052005 3 FY 87 / 784
064501 3 / 413
058803 3 FY 87 / 107
043203 3 / 55

SMALL ALT. TNNOV

COMM. TECH.  TECH.

FUND FUND FUND
600 109

2) AIL DOLIAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLIARS

C 222.

C 207

C 199.

G 197

C 194.

C 196

C 195

¢ 193.

¢ 191.

C 189.

C 189

C 187.

C 186.

C 186

G 182.

86

.54

21

.70

70

.64

.14

91

91

86

.01

98

94

.01

23



PRLIST-C
RANK  COMMUNITY ARTA
47 MILL CTTY cIy
48 LOWELL CITY

49 WESTFIR CITY

50 OAKRIDGE CITY

51 ESTACADA CITY

52 SOUTH SUB. S.D. DISTRICT

53 LOWELL CITY

54 WESTFIR CITY

55 MADRAS FRINGE AREA

56 DALIAS CITY

57 ELGIN cITY

58  MONROE CITY

59 HOOD RIVER WESTSIDE

60 FLORENGE CITY

61 POWERS CITY

62 AMITY CITY

NOTE:

1) AN ASTFRISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

DATE:
STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRICRITY LIST FOR FY88

STF IMP
IT CORRECTION
STP IMP
STP IMP

RELIEY SEWER
IT CORRECTION

I1 CORREGTION
INTERCEPTORS
IT CORRECTION
PS

STP IMP
INT/PS

II CORRECTION
STP IMP

OUTFALL

READY
PROJECT TO TARGET ~GENERAL
NUMBER ~ STEP PROCEED CERT.  FUND

oss701 3 ;T 880
057302 3 FY 87 / 715
069702 3 FY 87 / 165
051403 3 / 272
059402 3 FY 88  10/87 564
066701 3 / 470
037303 3 Tr & v 108
069701 3 FY 87 / 35
057902 3 / 297
059202 3 FY 89 / 89
047203 3 FY 87  12/87 5
056904 3 FY 87 / 66
057702 3 / 100
053303 3 FY 87 / 142
070202 3 / 275
050804 3 / 9

7/01/87

TIME:

SMALL ALT.
COMM.
FUND FURND

TECH.

21

2) ALL DOLILAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

4:13:35 PM  PAGE:

5

PRIORITY
POINTS

C 181.65

C

176.

175.

174.

174.

174

174.
.35

173

172.

169

168.

165,

161.

156

156.

155.

154.

35

69

81

61

.52

35

69

.06

79

81

38

.40

32

78

04




PRLIST-C

RANK

63

64

65

66

&7

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

NOTE:

COMMUNLTY

EAGLE POINT

CAKTAND

YONCALLA

KETZER

PORTLAND

YONCATTA

BROCKINGS

RATNTER

ST HELENS

PORT ORFORD

LINCOLN CITY

ST HELENS

HEPPNER

NEWPORT

NEWFORT

1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

CITY
CITY

CLEAR. 1AKE
MIDDLE IABISH

ROYAL HIGHLANDS
CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

GARTSON TAKE
CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:13:35 PM
STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST FOR FY88

READY SMALL ATT. INNOV

: PROJECT TO TARGET GENERAL  COMM. TECH. TECH.

COMPONENT NUMBER. STEP PROCEED CERT. FUND FUND FUND FUND
STP IMP 059501 3 FY 88 / 123
INTERCEPTOR 042902 3 FY 88 / 413
STP IMP 061702 3 / 222
STP TMP 059701 3 / 421
INTERCEPTOR 070101 3 Fy 87 / 357
INTERCEFPTORS 070101 3 FYy 87 / 268
INTFRCEPTOR 072101 3 Fy 87 / 501
1T CORRECTION 059703 3 / 17
IT CORRECTION 067202 3 FY 87 / 200
SEWER REHAB 058602 3 / 439
IT CORRECTION 053902 3 FY 88 / 282
INT/PS/FM 071201 3 FY 88 / 135
INTERCEPTCR P2 055904 3 / 250%
PS NO. 1 053903 3 FY 88 / 84
STP IMP 064801 3 / 737
OUTFALL 061802 3 / 722
SIUDGE 061803 3 / 331

2) ALl DOLIAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLIARS

PAGE:

6

PRICRITY
POINTS

C 153.

¢ 150

C 149.

C 149

G 149
E 58

C 148.

C 146,

C 144

C 143

G 142,

C 142

G 142

C 142

C 140.

¢ 139

¢ 139.

66

.90

86

.86

.58
.00

60

86

.08

Ran

72

.56

.14

.00

28

.82

82



PRLIST-C

RANK

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

90

91

92

93

94

NOTE:

MODOC POINT

BUFUR

NYSSA

CONDON

FOSSIL

MITTON-FREEWATE

NYSSA

IONE

SCIO

HATSEY

PORTLAND

ATHENA

CORVALLIS

N. AIBANY G.S8.D

N. AIBANY C.5.D

NEWBERG

1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

SAN DIST
CITY
CITY
CITY
CITY

CITY

CITY

CORE AREA
CITY

CITY

HYDEN ISTAND
CITY

WEST

AREA 1.2,3 &4
ARFA 1,2 &

CITY

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST FOR FY88

COMPONENT

STP IMP

STP IMP

STP IMP

SOLIDS HANDLING

STP IMP

PS

SYSTEM

IT CORRECTION
IT GCORRECTION
PS/INT

IT CORRECTION
INTERCEPTOR

HICKORY PS/FM

SP. HILL DR INT

RIVER RD INT

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

FROJECT

NUMBER

046901

047302

072401

070401

065101

058902
058903

072402

058302

051503

059502

072844

063502

066801

069402

069403

049405

3

READY
TO

FY 88

FY 88

FY 88

FY 87

FY 87

DATE:

STEP PROCEED CERT.

/
/

TARGET GENERAL

FUND

237

83

693

84
275

46

33

28

55

688

36

165

237

842

55

7/01/87

TIME: 4:13:35 PM

SMALL ALT. TNNOV
COMM . TECH. TECH.
FUND FUND FUND

22 8

2) ALL DOLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE:

4

PRIORITY
POINTS

¢ 125.

¢ 125

C 125.
C 125.

C 124.

¢ 124,

¢ 112.

¢ 110.

C 104.

D 232

D 224,

D 224.

D 199,

.88

76

.40

32
32

88

00

79

66

00

.98

.14

42

22

19




PRLIST-C DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:13:35 PM PAGE: 8
STATE OF OREGON )
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRICRITY LIST FOR FY88

READY SMATL ~ ALT.  INNOV

RANK COMMUNITY ARFA COMPONENT IE%%%ET STEP PRggEED E%ET GEUNINEE{AL %8%' %%1%1 %‘EUNC% P%%Olﬁﬂlrg
95 NEWBERG cary 6TH ST REL SEW 049406 3 FY 8  / ss T T D 198.41

96 NEWBERG CITY HANCOCK REL SEW 049407 3 FY 87 / 55 : D 196.93

97 ADAIR VILIAGE  CITY STP IMP 067601 3 / 138 D 196.72

98 N. ALBANY C.S.D ARFA 3 N. ALB. RD INT 069404 3 / 215 D 193.00

99 TRI CITY S.D.  MYRTLE GREFK SLUDGE DISP 067001 3 FY 87 / 490 D 184.89
100 TRI CITY S.D.  MYRTLE CREEK II CORRECTION 067002 3 FY 87 / 73 D 181.89
101 GOLD BEACH MYRTLE ACRES INTERCEPTOR 069801 3 FY 87 / 125 D 179.56
102 CANYONVILLE NORTH AREA INTERCEPTOR 071701 3 / 55 D 177.93
103 KIAMATH FAILIS  REGIONAL II CORRECTION 051605 3 / 264 D 171.52
104 GRANTS PASS CITY SOLIDS HANDLING 066101, 3 FY 87 / 2,126 D 167.14
105 USA DURHAM SLUDGE 037102 3 FY 88 / 4,620 D 165.89
106 FLORENCE CITY STP IMP 053302 3 FY 87 / 1,488 D 159.32
107 BRKS HOPMERE SD DISTRICT SYSTEM 063701 3 FY 88 / 746 D 156.94
108 LANE CO MAPLETON ARFA  SYSTEM 044201 3 FY 87  10/86 156 57 D 156.00
109 INDEPENDENCE WEST 9TH ST. INTER 072921 3 / 25 D 154.42
110 REDMOND HIGHSCHOOL INTERCEPTOR 072201 3 FY 92 / 28 D 153.90

NOTE: 1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING 2) ALL DOLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS




FRLIST-G

111

112

113

114

115

116

117

118

119

120

121

122

123

NOTE:

ADATR VILIAGE

UsA

USA

USA

Usa

USA

USA

TUSA

UsA

TsA

CRESWELL

USA

ENTERPRISE

1) AN ASTERTSK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

BEAVERTON

LOWER TUATATIN

INTERCEP SOUTH

TEKTRONIX

ATOHA #3

REEDVILLE/BUTTE

COOPER. MTN

HILISBORO EAST

SW FOREST GROVE

NIBLIOCK RD
BANKS

CITY

DATE: 7/01/87
STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST FOR FY88
READY SMALL
PROJECT TO TARGET GENERAL COMM.,
COMPONENT NUMBER ~ STEP PROCEED CERT.  FUND FUND
IT CORRECTION 067602 3 / 138
PS 072902 3 FY 87 / 364
I/I CORR 072902 3 FY 87 7
INTERGEPTOR 072903 3 FY 87 / 551
I/T CORR 072903 3 FY 87 /
INTERCEPTOR 072904 3 FY 87 / 342
1/1 GORR 072904 3 FY 87 i
INTERCEPTOR 072905 3 FY 87 / 216
I/T CORR 072905 3 FY 87 Y
PS 072909 3 FY 87 / 951
T/T CORR 072909 3 FY 87 /i
INTERCEFTCR 072910 3 FY 87 / 388
I/I CORR 072910 3 FY 87 7
INTERCEPTOR 072911 3 FY 87 / 430
I/T CORR 072911 - 3  FY 87 7
INTERCEPTOR 072914 3 FY 87 / 606
I/T CORR 072914 3 FY 87 ”
INTERCEPTOR 072919 3 FY 87 / 128
/1 CORR 072919 3 FY 87 Y
INTERCEPTOR 051302 3 FY 88 / 176
INTERCEPTOR 057602 3 / 986
STP TMP 055402 3 / 96

TIME:

4:13:35 PM
ALT. TNNOV
TECH. TECH.

2) ALL DOLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE:

9

(whw) oo (el

(whw

151.
151.

151
151

151

151
151

151

151.

151

151.

151

151
151

151,

151.

151.

73
73

.73
.73

.73
151.

73

.73
.73

.73

73

.73
151.

73

73

73

.73
73

64

38

29




PRIIST-C

RANK

124

125

126

127

128

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

137

138

139

NOTE.:

COMMUNITY

DOUGLAS CO

FLORENCE

SEASTDE

WARRENTON

LINCOIN GO,

ASTORTA

CAKRIDGE

KIAMATH FATIS

JOSEPH

STILETZ

STANFIELD

GRANTS PASS

IMBLER

GRANTS PASS

1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

CITY

CAMAS VALLEY

HECETA BEACH

CITY

CITY

5.W. AREA

ATLDERBROCK

CITY

REGTONAL

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

5. SEVENTH

DATE; 7/01/87 TIME: 4:13:35 PM
STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL PRIORITY LIST FOR FY88
READY SMATT, ALT. TNNOV
PROJECT TO TARGET GENERAL  COMM. TECH.  TECH.
COMPONENT NUMBER. STEP FROCEED CERT. FUND FUD FUND FUND
STP IMP 067501 3 / 330
SYSTEM 071901 3 FY 88 16/87 240 87
SYSTEM 066601 3 / 440
ALT. COLLEGCTION 053306 3 FY 87 10/87 382 139
INTERCEPTOR 053305 3 FY 87 / 182
P.5. TMP 068105 3 / 113
IT CORRECTION 069201 3 / 127
SYSTEM 053701 3 / 708 204
PS/FM 061903 3 FY 87 / 17
STP IMP 051402 3 / 560
STP EXPANSTON 051606 3 / 411
STP IMP 051902 3 / 371
STP IMP 070701 3 FY 88 / 28
LIFT STATION 056502 3 / 28
STP EXP 066102 3 FY 87 / 1,017
SYSTEM 071101 3 / 825
INTERCEPTOR 066103 3 FY 87 / 62

2) AIL DOLIAR AMOUNTS ARE TN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE:

10

148

148,
.30

113

145,

lal.

138,

138

137

134.

134.

133

131.

127,

126.

123

.36

30

70

96

86

.00

.81

52

1z

.00

75

14

25

.86




PRLIST-C

RANK

140

141

142

143

144

145

146

147

148

149

150

151

152

153

154

155

NOTE:

COMMUNITY

GRANTS PASS

GRANTS PASS

GRANTS PASS

GRANTS PASS

GRANTS PASS

GRANTS PASS

GRANTS PASS

SODAVILLE

ROGUE RIVER

VENETA

NORTH PCWDER

SUMPTER

BURNS

BENTON CO.

CORVALLIS

5CTO

1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

SECOND 5T.

F AND BOOTH ST.

PINE AND ROGUE

ROGUE AND LEE

A STREET

N. SEVENTH ST.

BRIDGE ST.

CITY

S W AREA

CITY

CITY

CITY

CITY

ATLPINE

ATRPORT

N. W. ARFA

DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:13:35 M
STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL FRIORITY LIST FOR FY&8

READY SMALL AIT, INNOV

PROJECT TO TARGET GENERAL  COMM. TECH.  TECH.

COMPONENT NUMBER  STEP FPROCEED CERT. FUND FUND FUND FUND
INTERCEPTOR d66104 3 FY 87 / 32
INTERCEPTOR 066105 3 FY 87 / 20
INTERCEPTOR 066106 3 Fy 87 / 127
INTERCEPTOR 066107 3 FY 87 / 24
INTERCEPTCR 066108 3 FY 87 / 34
INTERCEPTOR 066109 3 FY 87 ! 149
INTERCEPTOR 066110 3 FY 87 / 121
SYSTEM 066201 3 / 371
INTERCEPTOR 071301 3 / 55
IT CORRECTION 066001 3 / 3
STP IMP 056402 3 105
SYSTEM 071401 3 / 406
IT CORRECTICN 065001 3 / 220
SYSTEM 070601 3 FY 89 / 275
INTERCEFPTOR 045801 3 / 330
INTERCEPTCOR 051504 3 / 28

2) ALL DOLTAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE:

11

PRIORITY
POINTS

D 123.72

D

123.

123

123.

123,

123

122.

121,

120.

118

114,

113.

113

112

110

108

72

.72

72

58

.58

60

61

50

.58

28

30

.23

.00

.60

.00



PRLIST-C

RANK

156

157

158

159

160

161

162

163

la4

165

166

167

168

169

170

NOTE:

COMMUNITY

CRESCENT S.D.

USA

UNION GAP S.D.

CARMEL-FOUL. SD

PILOT ROCK

TWIN ROCKS

WESTON

NEWPORT

ONTARTO

CORNELIUS

WALIOWA COUNTY

GRANITE

UsA

1) AN ASTERISK AFTER THE FUND AMOUNT INDICATES 75% FUNDING

DISTRICT

GASTON WEST

DISTRICT

DISTRICT

CITY

SAN DISTRICT

CITY

SOUTH BEACH

CITY

CITY

WALLOWA TAKE

CITY

FOREST GROVE

DATE: 7/01/87 TIME: 4:13:35 PM
STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FINAL, PRIORITY LIST FOR FY88
READY SMATT, ALT. TNNOV
PROJECT TO TARGET GENERAT, COMM. TECH.  TECH.
COMPONENT NUMBER. STEP PROCEED CERT. FUND FUND FUND FUND
SYSTEM 054102 3 FY 87 / 160 310 113
IT CORRECTION 067502 3 / 55
SYSTEM 054601 3 / 82 152 55
INTERCEPTOR 057503 3 / 106
INTERCEPTOR 061703 3 FY 88 / 124
SYSTEM 054202 3 / 440
STP IMP 067101 3 / 660
s 064701 3 / 17
II CORRECTION 071601 3 / 55
PS5/ 061805 3 / 105
IT CORR 051801 3 / 110
INTERCEPTOR 069901 3 / 220
INTS 060101 3 / 435
SYSTEM 071001 3 / 28 8 3
INTERCEPTOR 072920 3 FY 87 / 79

2) ALL DOLLAR AMOUNTS ARE IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

PAGE:

D 104,

D 102.

D 100

D 180

D %

D 92,

D 90.

D 63,

A

.13

22

60

42

.00

.72

64

94,

38

.67

.60

.73
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ATTACHMENT 1

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON...

F187 CONSTRUCTION GRAMTS PRIORITY SYSTEM AHD PRIORITY LIST

ﬁ\

HOTICE OF PUBLIC BEARING

J

wWEQ IS
AFFECTED:

WHAT IS
PROPCSED:

WHAT ARE THB
HIGELIGHIS:

EGY TO
COMMENT 3

811 8, W. 6ih Avenue
Partland, OR 97204

111788

Hotioce Issued On: March 17, 1987
Hearing Date: May 13, 1987, 10:00 a.m.
Comment Pericd Closes: May 15, 1987, 5:00 p.m.

Cities, counties, and special districts seeking U.S. Environmental
Protecticon Agency granta for sewerage projects are directly affected,

The adeption of the FY88 Priority List for Sewerage Works Comstruction
Grants is proposed by the Environmental Quality Commission. No change
in the priority eriteria used to establish priority ratings is pro=-
posed; one modification to rules governing capitalization of a state
revolving fund is propeged; one rule modification to hroaden
eligibility for major sewer replacement and rehabilitation, and for
elimination of combined ssewer cverflows 1s proposed; one rule

addition to allow reservation of funds for nonpoint source plannlng is
proposed. .

The Water Quality Act of 1687 authorizes $18 billion for construction
grants and state revolving fund provisions. For FI88 a npational
appropriaticn of $2.0 billion i expected with an allotment to OQregeon
of $27.4 milllon. Legislation 1s belng proposed to allow Cregen to
implement a astate revolving fund program. If legislaticn is

passed and proposed rules adopied, up to 75 percent of the FYB8
allotment to Oragon could be used to capitalize the fund.

Public Hearlng - Wednesday, May 13, 1987 - 10:00 a.m.
DEQ Qffices, Fourth Floor Conference Room
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue
Fortland, Oregon

The propossd Priority List will be mailed to all elties, counties, and
sanitary or sewer districts, and interested persons about

Aprdil 10, 1987. Vritten comments should be sent %o DEQ Construction
Granta Seetion, 811 S.W. Sixth Avenne, Portland, Oregon, 97204, The
comment period will close at 5:00 pem., May 15, 1987.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:

Contact the person or division identified in the public nonce by caking 228-3828 in the Partland area. To avaid long
cistance charges frem ather parts of the grate, call 1-800-452-4011,

T-1
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LAHD USE
CONSISTENCI:

WH1665

The Priority List and the management rules set forth a framework for
distributlon of a limited amount of federal funds to assist in
financing sewerage system improvements for selected, bigh priority
communities,

i

These rules do not directly affeot develcopment of local land use
programs. Relative project priorities are established on the hasis of
existing needs for improvements to water quality. After priorities
for funding are determined, site specific facilitles plans which
demonstrate consistency with local comprebensive planis and appropriate
statewide goals are develcpad by applicanta.
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Environmental Quality Cormmiission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 '

WCTOR ATivEn 522 SOUTHWEST Sth AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEHORANDUM
To: "7 Envirommental duallty Commisaion

- From: Director
Sahject: Agenda Item I , March 13, 1987, EQC Meeting

Reguest For Authorization To Hold a Publiec Hearing On The
Construction Grania Management Syastem And Priority List
For FI88.

Background

The federal Clean Water Act reguires each state to establish criteris for
development and management of a sewerage works Constructilon grant project
priority list. By administrative rule, the Environmental Quality
Commisslon has eatablished the required priority criteria and management
system (OAR Chapter 340, Divisicn 53).

The priority list for FY 88 (Cotober 1, 1937 through September 30, 1983)
must be .approved by EPA prior to the atart of the fedepral fiscal year on
Qetober 1, 1987. To meet this achedule, comply with applicable fedepal

rules, and be conslstent with the current agreement between DEQ and EP4,
the following must be accomplizhed:

Mareh 17, 1987 == Isaue Notlce of public hearing on priority
list. {Federal rulea require notice 45 days

prior to the hearing.)

= Distribute draft pricrity list. (Federal rules
reguire distribution of materials 30 days
before the hearing.)

April 10, 1986

May 13, 1987 == Hold public hearing.

May 5, 1987

- (loge hearing record.

= EGC adoption of priority list. Submit adopted
list to EFPA Dor review and approval prior to
Qotober 1, 1987.

July 10, 1987

The purpoae of thils agenda ltem i3 to request authorization for hearing on
the FY88 priority list. It is also proposed to simultapeously consider
aly amencments to the administrative rules that may be necessary to comply
Wwith new federal grang Programn requirements.

DEG-AG
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EQC Agenda ltem #H
March 13, 1987
Page 2 :

Piscussion of Current Priority List/Mansgement System Concepns
and Issues 2

Following are several concerns and lssues that should be considered during
the priorlty list adoption process.

AO

¥ater Quality Act of 1987

After a long struggle, the Federal Water Pollution Control fet as
amended (commonly referred to as the Clean Watepr Act) wWas re-
authorized. The Act, now known as the Water Qualilty Aet of 1987, was
initially passed by Congress in October 1985, and vetoed by President
Reagan in November 1986. Identical legislation was re-intreduced in
Congress in January 1987, again passed and vetoed, and finally adopted
by Congressiomal overrlde of the veto on February 5, 1987.

Passage of the new Wabter Quallty Act removes wnecertaintles regarding
funding. However, the Act coutains provisions which will have a
significant impact on fimancing the coostruction of wastewater
treatment facllities in Oregon.

Natiomally, $18 billion is authorized for financing of facilities for
federal fiscal years {1986-1994, Federal financing is then terminated.
The mew legislation contains provisions for federal capitalization
grants to states for establishing state revolving fund programa.
Fedaeral funding for construction grants will only be zllowed through
1090, Faderal funds provided during fiscal yezrs 1991-199% must be
for capitalization grants to state revolving funds. In effect,
construction granta can be made avallable through 1990 for financing
needed wastewater treatment facilities in Oregon; after 1990 loans
will be the only financing mechandsm avallable.

Avallability of funds

For the years 1981=-55, Oregon received $27.6 millicn each year from a
pational appropriation of $2.4 bililon per year. In FIB86 the
allotment to Oregon was reduced to $20.7 million. The reduced amount,
allotted by Congressional Continuing Resolutions, was a resuls of
delays in passage of new legislation.

From FY81-86 the allictment formula used for determining Oregon’s share
of nationzl appropriations was 1.1515 perceat. The allcotment {ormula
eontained ig the new Act 15 1.1425 percent. The allotment formula is
based on npational severage needs surveys and demographics.

At this time, Oregon has approximately $20.6 milliop available for
grants in this present fiscal year (FY87), This lneludea carryover
FYB6 funds, reallocated funds from prior years, amd current FY37
allotment of $11.2 million. Due to the recent reauthorization, Oregon
may recelve additicpal FY87 funds amounting to approximately $13.3

I-&
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C.

million. Overall, Oregon could expect aboub $34.1 million in fedseral
construction grants funds for commitment to projects inm FY87, if the
total funds are allotted.

Funding for future years will depend om anpual appropriations and the
allotment formula. If the entire awthorized $18 billion is actually

appropriated and if the ocurrent allotment formula (1.1425 percent) is
sustained, Oregon can expect to recelve approximately $150.2 mililicn

in FY88-94 for conatructicn grants and for capitalization grants to a
state revolving fund.

State Reyglving Fund (SEF)

As previously noted, the new Water Quality Act allows for
capitalization grants to states for the purpose of establishing
revolving fund programs. Some of the more important requirements of
the Act are as follows:

1a Oregen nust enter into an agreement with EPA to ensure that
it is capable of administering the SRF.

2. The SRF must be administered by a state agency cor
department having the process . and limitations necessary for
fund coperation.

3. The SRF may be used sclely for prﬁviding finaneial

asaistance to public agencies for construction of publicly
cwned treatment works; for implementation of a management
program for non-point sources of pollution; and for
development and implementation of a2 management plan for the
national estuary prosgram.

b, 0f the annual appropriaticns to Oregon, up to 50 percent in
FY87, 75 percent in FI88, and 100 percent in FI89-%0 may be
uzed to caplitalize the SRF (however, 2 minimum of 50 perceat
of the FY80-90 allotment must be used io capitalize the
SRF). 4 full 100 percent of appropriations inm FI91-94 can
only be used to capitalize the SRF.

= Oregon will be required to provide at least a 20 percent
maten to any federal amounts deposited in the SRF. Scurces
for this match sust come {rom non-federal revenues,

6. All loan repayments (principal and interest) must be
deposited in the SKRF and the fund balance shall be
available in perpetulity for providing assistance to programs
noted in ltem 3 above.

T. Loans made from the SRF can be set at or below market

interest ratea (ineluding 0 percent} for any term to a
paximum term of 20 years.

I-5
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To enable Opregon to talke advantage of the federal funds that will be
made available to establish and administer a state revolving fund,
propoased legislation (Senate Bill 117) has been prepared te:

1. Establish a revolving fund in the state treasury which is
continuowsly appropriated for the established purpose.

2. Autherize the Envircnmental Quality Commission to adopt
rules for admieistration of the fund consistent with federal
requirezants, ineluding policles for loan terms and interest
rebes.

3. Authorize the Department to administer the fund.

L, Establish finaneial assistance uzes including comstruction
. of treatment works,

5. Establish public agency requirements for securing loans.

6. Seek funding to provide for the required 20 percent state
-mateh necesaitated by the Water Quality Act for capitalie-
zatidn of the fund.

Iy should be noted that the Commission, on June 13, 1986, modified QAR
350-53-025 to allow the Director to set aside up to 20 percent of the
FY87 grant allotment to help capitalize a state revolving fund. The
Departument is recommending that additional changsa be made in the
rules to allow reservation of grant fundas for fiscel years 1987-0¢4 in
soccordance with percentage allecations described in the Waber Quality
Act of 1987. The percentage allocations would be as follows: FIL87 w=
up to 50 percenti FIBE «= up to 75 percent; FY89-90 == not less than
50 percent and up to 100 percent; FY91-9% =- not less tham 00
percent.

The Department is not recommending further rule changes pertalning to
the 3RF at this time. If the 1987 Leglslature passes enabling .
legislation {0 establish and administer a state revolving fund, the
Department will request the authorization to prepare rules and conduet

‘public hearings on rules necessary for administration of the state

revolving fund,

Ndnpoint Scurce Reserye

The pew Water Quallty Act encourazes the development and implementa-
tiom of nonpoint source pollution control programs. The Act allows
resepvation of up to ane percent of amnually allotted funds to the
ecopstruction grant program for this purpose. The Department believes
that nonpoint scurce pollution is a serious threat to water quality in
Oregon. Water quallty asgeasment reports indicate approximately 60
percent of ildentifled pollution to swrface strezms 1s attributable to

1-6
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nenpolnt source pellution. The Department is recommending additions
to OAR 340-53-02% to establish a nonpolnt scurce planning reserve
utilizing one percent of annually allotted funda.

National Municipal Policy

Federal law requipres all municipalities to comply with federal
secondary treatment requirements by July 1, 1988 == with or without
fedaral grant assistance. This requirement affects a numbepr of
projects in Oregon. Although all eurrently have secondary type
facilities, they are unablae to meet EPA'a current performance
cefinitiona. Efforts are being made to achieve compliance by improved
operation and maintenance where poasible., However, some projects nay
require construction of facilities to replace older, worn out
equipment and achieve compliance. The pew federal law emphasizes that
use of funds received for a capitalizatiorn grant must first be used to
asalst muicipalities to meet the 1988 federal secondary treatment
requirements, The EPA has not yet adopted regulations to implement
the new Aot. After EPA regulation adoption, the Department may
propose rule modifications pertaining ¢o priority list development and
managenent as peeded to cowmply with the natiomal municipal poliey.

Disggretionary Authority .

DAR 3H0~-53-027 allows the Department £o use up to 20 percent of the
annual allotment for replacement or rehabilitation of major sewers and
elimination of combined mewer overflows but restricts this authority
to projects for which planning was substantially complete by

December 29, 1981. The Department believes this date restriction
Should be eliminated for some project needa. The Department is
recommending an amendment to OAR 3U0-53-027 Lo extend grant
eligibility to communiiies with demonstrated need for replacement op
rebabilitation of major sewers or for elimination of combined sewer
overflows, and who are under Comnmisaion order a=z of December 31, 1986
to achigve compliance with the patiopal municipal poliecy. It 1s
further proposed that the rule amendment apply to projects on the FYBT
and subsequent vears priority lists.

Prioprity List

Az in past years, a draft priority list i3 not atitached to this
report. Data for compiling a draft priority list 48 atill being
assembled, The draft list will be available and distributed

April 10, 1987 -= 33 days before the hearing. The draft list will
raflect current project needs and priority asseasment, submitted
project schednles, and beat estimates of eligible project costa.

It should be noted that a project appearing on the priority list is
not assured of peceivipg a grant, The facllity planning process and
predealgn proecess that precedss grant award is expected to provide
decumentation for project need, extent of grant eligibility, and
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2

eligible costa. Thus, the information shown on the priority list for
a project may change during the year. ‘

Existing rules allow such chenges to be made. If the changes do not
significantly affect other projects, the changes are made
administratively. If project pricorities are significantly rearranged,
additional public partlicipation and the review and approval of the
Commission may be warranted.

-

Public Hearing

A publio hearing is scheduled for May 13, 1987 at 0:00 a.m. at the
DEQ Offieces, 4th Floor Conference Room, 811 S.%W. Sixth Avenue,
Portland, Oregon. Informpationasl materials, including a draft priority
list, willl be distributed Aprii 10, 1987.

The purpose will be to receive testimony om the dpraft priopity list,
and the proposed rule szmendment and rule’addition to permit allotted
funds to be reserved for capitalization of a revolving fund, Publice
copment on other grant program related fssues will zalso be recelved.

Summation

The Commission must complle and adopt the state priority list for
allocating federal constructlon grant funds for FY88.

The Water Quality Act of 1987 was pessed which removes uncertainties
regarding fedepral funding, changes Oregon's allotment formula, and
enables Oregon to establish a state revolving fund.

Approximately $34.1 million in comstruction grant funds will be
avallable for commitment to projects in FYST.

Legislation has been introduced to eatablish a state revolving
fungd and allow Opregon to recsive fedéral capitalization grants.

in administrative rule medification is proposed to allow reservation
of capitalization grant funds for fiscal years 1987=04,

in administragive rule additicon is proposed to allow reseprvation of
funds for nponpoint source planning in fiscal years 1987-04.

An administrative rule modifieation is proposed to extend eligibilisy
for major sewer replacement and rehabilitation and for elimimation of
combined sewer overflows to communities under Comminsion order as of
December 31, 1986 to achieve compliabnce with the rmational municipal
poliay,

1-8
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8. Ko change in state pricrity rating criteria is proposed. Changes may
ba proposed at a future date to assist commuwnities in complying with
federal requirements on secondary treatment.

G. 4 hearing on a proposed priority list and the proposed rule
modification has heen tentatively scheduled for May 13, 1987.

$0. The draft FY8T priority list is scheduled for public distribution
Aperdil 10, 1987.

Direotor!s Recommendabion

Based on the Summation, the director recommends that the Commission
authorize a public hearing to solicit public comment on the FY88 priority
1ist, a proposed rule smendment regarding the establishment of a reserve to
aid in capitalizing a state revolving fund, a rule addition te allow the
establishment of & nonpoint source management planning reserve, and a
proposed rule amendment to broaden eligibility for major sewer replacement
or rehabllitation and for combined sewer overflows. The hearing will be
held May 13, 1987. All testimomy entered into the record by 5:00 p.m., on
May 15, 1987, will be copsidered by the Commission.

e

Fred Hansen

Attachments:
A. Proposed Administrative Rule
B. Notice of Public Hearing
C. 3Statement of Need for Rulemalking

T.d. Lucas:h
WHiG63

229=5415

February 17, 1987
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ATTACEMENT &
PROPOSED ADMINISTRATIVE RULE
Het@: Bracketed lined through [===] material is deleted.
Underlined material 1s new.
340=53=025 From the total funds allocated to the state the following

reserves willl be established for each funding year:

(1) Reserve for grant inoreases of five (5) percent.

(2) BReserve for Sktep 1 and Step 2 grant advances of up to ten
(10) percent. This reserve shall not exceed the amount
estimated to provide advances for eligible small communities
projected to apply fer a Step 3 or Step 2 plus 3 grant in
the current funding year aznd one funding year thereafter,

{3} Reserve for alternative components of projects for small
communities utllizing alternative systems of four (U)
percent.

{4} BReserve for additicmal funding of projects involving
iprovative or alternative technology of four {4) percent.

(5) Reserve for water quality panagement planning of not more
than one percent of the state's allotment nor less than
$100,000.

(6) Reserve for state management assistance of up to four °
percent of the total funds authorized for the atate's
allotment.

(7) Reserve for capitalization of state revolving fund [ef up
Lo bwenby £20) pereent] in accordance with the following:

{a) TFI8T up to fifecy (50) percent,
(b) Fyag up to seventy-five (75) percent.
{c)] F¥89-90 not less than fiftvy {(50) percent and up to

one hundred (100) narcent.

{d) F¥g1=-0l4 one hundred (100) percent.

{8) Resgrve for peonpoint source manarement planning of not more
than 1 percent of the state’s silotment nopr less than

100,000 .

(9) [8] The balance of the state's alliocation will be the general
allotment.

(10) {51 The Director may at his discretion utilize funds recovered
from prior year allotments for the purpcoss of:

(a) Grant increases; or

{b} Conventional components of small ecmmunity projects
utilizing alternative systema; or

{c} The general allotment.
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Page 2

i

340=53-027 The Director may at the Director's discretion utilize up to
twenty (20} percent of the annual allotment for replacement ¢r majos
rehabilitation of existing sewer systemz or eliminaticon of combined sewer
overflows provided: . ‘

{l) fThe project iz on the fundable portion of the state’s
current year priority list; and

(2} The project meets the enforceable requirements of the Clean
Water Act; and

(3) Planning for the propesed project was complete or
substantially complete on December 29, 1981{%3: or the
project is necessary for a community that is under a
Commission order as of Decamber 31, 1986 ro achieve
compliance with the reguirements of the national municipal . .

policy.

TIL:h
WHl§64




ATTACHMENT ¢

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAEIHG

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(T), this statement provides information on the
Enviroomental Quality Commission's intended acticns to consider revisions
to O4R Chapber 340, Division 53 rules.

{1) Legal Authorit

ORS 468.020 authorizes the Enviropmental Quality Commissicn to adopt
rules and standards in dcecordance with ORS Chapter 183.

(2) Need for the Rule

Rule modificaticns are necessary to allow the Department to respond to
changes in federal law affecting use of Federal Construction Grant ,
Funds and to broaden project elipgibility. The new rule is necessary to
allow for essential planning studies %o conbtrel nonpuint sources of
pollutidn.

(3) Principal documents Relied Upon in this Rulemsking

{z) Public Law 92=500, as amended.
{b) OAR 340 Diviaion 53

(4) Fiscal =nd Bconomic Impeat of Rulemsking

One fiscal impact of this rulemaking is upon municipalities and special
districts seeking financial assistance for sewerage projects. The
rules af'fect the distribution of these funds. The proposed rule change
pertaining to capitallizing a state revelving fund could have the effect
of reducing grant funds available. However, more projects could
benefit in the long rua from low interest loans belng availasble after
federal grant funding is terminated. The proposed pule addition will
allow for planping studies necessary to contrel neapoint sources of
pollucion., The proposed rule amendment concerning use of discretionary
authority will broaden project eligibility.

There is no anticipated direct impact on small businesses. However,
small busipesses could indirectly benefit in the fubupre from lower
sewer uszer costs as a result of lower cost fimancing of constructien.

(5) Land Use Consistency

The proposed new rule and prule amendments do not affect land use as
defined in the Department's coordination program approved by the Land
Conservation and Development Commission.

WH1666



DEC-46

Environmental Quality Commission
811 BW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503} 228-5698

TO: Environmental CQuality Commission

FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. F, July 17, 1987, EQC Meeting

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has been adopting New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) for major sources of air poliution since 1971,
To acquire delegation to administer these standards, the Commission adopted
Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 340-25-505 to =705 in September 1975, and
amended them in response to new EPA Rules in each of the last 6 years. The
Department has received delegation from EPA for those NSPS requested.

EPA regularly adopts and amends New Source Performance Standards (40 CFR 60
of Federal Protection of Environment Rules). The Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) has historically committed to bring its rules
up to date with EPA rules on a once a year basis when the Department
believes those rules are reasonable and appjicable in Oregon. By generally
maintaining delegation to administer these federal rules in Oregon, the
Department believes it can provide a more efficient implementation of the
rules and reduce the confusion of industry having to deal with two agencies
(DEQ and EPA),

One new and three amended rules published by EPA in the last year could
require new DEQ rule adoptions. For summaries of the final federal rules,
see Attachment 1. The rules are listed below:
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NSPS New (N) or (A) Amended

Federal
~Bule . Subject Rule Changys Register Da

D, 60.44(a) A Relaxes NOy standard for 11/25/86

Large Boilers. '
Db, 60.40b to 60.49b N Standards of Performance for 11/25/86

Industrial=Commercial=-

Institutional Steam Generating

Units
TT, 60.466(c) A Testing made more stringent 06/ 24/ 86

‘ for Coil Coating o

Appendix As Methods A Amended Test Methods 09/12/86

5A, 5D, 6A, 6B, 20

Authority for the Commission to act is givenh in Oregon Revised Statutes
(ORS) 468.020 and 468.295(3) where the Commission is authorized to
estabiish emission standards for sources of air contaminants.

The Department has agreed, in the Fiscal Year 1987 State and EPA Agreement,
to bring its rules up-to-date annually with EPA's NSPS rule changes, where
appropriate and applicable.

Alternatives are:
1. The Commission could take NO ACTION.

A no-action consequence would be that both the Department and EPA
staffs would have to review certain emission sources in Oregon,
because the DEQ's rules would not have been kept up to date with
EFAYs rules.

2. The Commission could adopt all the past year's new and amended federal
New Source Performance Standards {(in Oregon rule form).

This would further EPA-Department cooperation to achieve singles
state jurisdiction and review of certain new and modified
sources. This would also fulfill DEQ's commitment to EPA that
DEC. would adopt federal NSPS rule changes once each year (when
reasonable and applicable) by the beginning of the first quarter
of the federal fiscal year.
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The Department has assembled a complete 1ist of amendments to the federal
standards, and the Federal Registers describing those ruie changes, and has
made appropriate changes in wording to fit these rules into the OAR format
(see Attachment 2 for the propesed rule language).

The Commissicn authorized a public hearing on this matter during the

March 13, 1987 Commission meeting. Public notice requirements were met by
a Notice of Public Hearing in the Secretary of State's Administrative Rules
Bulietin of April 1, 1987 and in the April 1, 1987 edition of The Oregonian
newspaper. Hearing notices were also sent to Department mailing 1ists and
copies of the proposed rules were sent to the State Clearinghouse, Inter-
govermental Relations Division.

The public hearing was held in the DEQ Air Quality Division Office in
Portiand, Oregon on May l, 1987. Comments were accepted until May 4, 1987.
No comments were received by that date.

Subsequent to the public comment period closing date, the Department
received confimation from D.R. Johnson Lumber Company and Blue Mountain
Forest Products that they have constructed steam generating facilities that
could be subject to the Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam
Generating Unit NSPS. Upon promulgation, all NSPS's are retroactive to
their date of proposal. In this case the NSPS was proposed on June 20,
1984, Therefore, any steam generating unit constructed after June 19,
1984, is subject to the NSPS. However, if construction commenced prior to
Jupe 20, 1984, then the facility would be exempt from the NSPS.

The D,R. Johnson Company strongly feels that the rule should not be
retroactive and that if it is, they may be placed in the very tenuous
position of not being able to afford to upgrade controls. They feel the
rules will discourage construction of new cogeneration facilities. (See
Attachment 3.) Documentation recently submitted by D.R. Johrson Lumber
Company showed that its new facility at Riddle and its Prairie Wood
Products plant had both entered into contractual agreements prior to June
19, 1984 and so are exempt from the NSPS. Blue Mountain Forest Products
also has submitted documentation which appears to the Department to verify
that their company would alse be exempt from the NSPS because they, too,
had entered into agreements to construct prior to June 19, 1984, This
information is currently being confirmed.

The EQC could adopt the Industrial-Commercial=Institutional Steam
Generating Unit NSPS without a retroactive effective date., This action
would not exempt facilities which started construction after June 19, 1984,
because the federal NSPS would still apply. Under this alternative the
Environmental Protection Agency would be responsible for enforcing the NSPS
for facilities that commenced construction between June 20, 1984, and the
effective date of the DEQ rule.
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Since the NSPS will be enforced in either case (either by DEQ or by EFA),
the Department believes there would be some advantage to potentially
affected sources to have the Department administer the rule from June 20,
1984, forward, The Department would thenh be in a position to negotiate
reasonable compliance schedujes if they are needed and mediate issues with
EPA regarding applicability of specific rule components.

Fossil=Fuel=Fired Steam Generators, Subpart D of Title 40 Code of Federal
Regulations, parts 60.44(a)(1) and (2) (40 CFR 60,44) was amended by Volume
51, Federal Register page 42796 (51FR42796) on November 25, 1986 to relax
the NOy standard to equal the newly promuigated standard in Subpart Db,
This change is proposed for OAR 340-25-550(3).

Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam Generating Unitss, Subpart Db,
40CFR 60.40b to 60.49b was added by 51FR42768 on November 25, 1986. Large
boilers, with capacity of more than 100 miiilion Btu/hour, have their
particulate and NOy 1imits set by this standard. SOy 1imits will be added
Tater. New or modified large boilers in the state which commenced
construction after June 19, 1984, wili be subject to rule. There are about
20 existing units in Oregon of this size which would be affected if they
are modified. Larger boilers of the utility size, greater than 250 miliion
Btu/hour, come under existing rules 340-25-550 and -610 (federal subparts D
and Dal. ‘

The test requirements for Subpart TI, Metal Coil Surface Coating, were made
more stringent by requiring three, rather than one, test runs of 60 minutes
each. This change was made by 51FRZ2938 on June 24, 1986 to 40 CFR
60.466(c). However, no change is necessary to the summary rule 340-25~
670, and the change of effective dates in 340-25-535 will cover this
change. :

Quality assurance and quality control procedures were added to test Methods
5A, 5D, 6A; 6B, and 20 of Appendix As by 51 FR 32454 on September 12, 1986,
However, merely changing the effective date in 340-25=535 will incorporate
these test method changes into Oregon Administrative Rules, Rulemaking
Statements for these proposed rule changes are included as Attachment 4.

l. EPA adopted the first New Stationary Source Performance Standards
(NSPS) 1in 1971.

2. To acquire dejegation to administer federal New Source Performance
Standards in Oregon, the Commission adopted equivalent administrative
rules in 1975,
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3. The Commission has adopted many subsequent amendments to the NSPS
rules te bring them up to gate with EPA rules.

4, Historically, the Department has committed to bring its rules up to
date with EPA rules on a once a year basis for those rules which the
Department believes are reasonable and applicable in Oregon.

5. The proposed rule changes (Attachment 2) would bring the State rules
up to date with the current federal rules.

6. The source categories affected by this proposed action are the
following:

a. Large Stean Generating Facilities.
b. Coil coating (test procedures only).

7. The Federal Industrial-Commercial=Institutional Steam Generating Unit
NSPS is retroactive to June 20, 1984, If DEQ does not make its rule
retroactive to that same date the EPA will be obligated to enforce
their rule.

8. Two companies that have constructed steam generating units in recent
years are concerped about the retroactive requirement of the proposed
stean generating unit rule. It appears that both companies would be
exempt from the NSPS. The Department believes there are advantages to
having DEQ administer the retroactive provision. The Department would
then be in a position to negotiate compliance schedules and mediate
issues with EPA., If DEQ does not adopt the retroactive requirement
EPA will be obligated to do so.

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the
proposed attached amendments to OAR 340-25-505 to 340-25-553, rules on
National Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources.

—— crs®

O _
,hr:;/ e Ceas /éz(/ [/M,!

Hansen

Attachments 1. Summaries of Final Federal Rules.
2., Proposed Rules 340-25-505 to 340-25-553.
3. June 9, 1987, tetter from D.R. Johnson Lumber Company.
4, Rulemaking Statemenis

D.M. Wolgamott:a
AAB393

(503) 229-6278
June 5, 1987
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Attachment 1
Agenda ltem No. F
July 17, 1987 EQC Meeting

2, 40 CFR Part €0, Subpart A, §60.16 i9
amended by revising item 11 as follows:
§60.16 Pricrity list.

- '3 N & * *

11. Industriai-Commercial-Institutional Steam
Generating Units.
¥ w £ " "

[FR Doc. 56-25566 Filed 11-24-86; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 8550-50-M

40 CFR Part 60
[&D-FRL-3168-2]

Standards of Performancs {or New

" Stationary Sources; Fossell Fuel-Fired

Steam Generating Unlts

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency {EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

sumapraRrY: Standards of performanee
limiting nitrogen oxides (NO,) emissions
from steam generating units firing
mixtures of natural gas and wood were
promulgated under Subpart D of 40 CFR
Part 60 in the Federal Register on
November 22, 1978 {41 FR 51397}, This
action amends the NO, emission limit
for steam generating units firing -
mixtures of natural gas and woed to
malke it consistent with the NG,
emission limit for this same fuel mixture
under Subpart Db of 40 CFR Part 60
which is heing promulgated in a
separate document in today’'s Federal
Regisier. The amended emission limit of
128 ng/] {0.30 Ib/million Btu) heat input
for units firing mixtures of natural gas
and wood replaces the NO, emission
limit of 86 ng/] (0.20 Ib/milllon Biu) heat
input which was adopled in.1976 {41 FR
51397}, The amended emission lmit
applies to all Subpart D steam
generating units firing mixtures of
natural gas end wood that commenced
construction after August 17, 1971.
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 25, 1686.

Under section 307{h)(1) of the Clean
Alr Act, judicial review of the actions
taken by this notice is available only by
the filing of a petition for review in the
U. 5. Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit within 60 days of
today's publication of this rule. Under
section 307(b}(2) of the Clean Air Act,
the requirements that are the subject of
today’s notice may not be challenged
later in civil or crimina) proceedings
brought by EPA to enforce these
requirements,

ADDRESSES: Background Information
documents may be obtained from the
U.S, EPA Library (MD-35), Research

Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711,

{919) 5412777,

Docket number A-79-02 is available
for public inspection between 8:00 a.m.
and 4:00 p.m. Mondey through Friday at
EPA's Central Docket Section (LE~131],
West Tower Lobby, Gallery 1, 401 M
Street, SW., Washington,.DC 20460,

See “SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
for further details. :

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

_Mr. Fred Porter or Mr. Walter

Stevenson, Standards Development
Branch, Emission Standards and
Engineering Division (MD-13), U, S,
Environmental Protection Agency,
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina
27711, telephone (919) 541~-5578.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: |

The Standards

Under 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart 1D,
particulate matter, NO; and sulfur
dioxide emission Hmits are established
for fossil fuel-fired steam generating
units having heat input capacities
greater than 73 MW (250 million Btu/
hour} that commenced censtruction after
Auvgust 17, 1971, The slandards under
Subpart D) apply to units firing fossil fuel
alone or firing mixtures of fossil fuel and
wood. Today's action would amend the
NQ; emission standard for units firing
mixtures of natural gas and wood. Prior
to today’s amendment, NO, emissicns
from steam generating units firing

. mixtures of natural gas and wood were

limited to 86 ng/} (0.20 Ib/million Btu)
heat input, Since promulgation of 40 CFR
Part 60 Subpart D in 1976 {41 FR 51397},
a number of steam generating units
firing mixtures of natural gas and wood
have been constructed, Results from
extensive emission tests indicate a N,
emisaion limit of 86 ng/] (0,20 Ib/million
Btu} heat input is not achievable on a
continuous basis for units firing
mixtures of natural gas and wood.

Therefore, this action amends the NO,
standard for steam generating units
subject to 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart I,
which fire mixtures of natural gas and
wood to 126 ng/} (0.30 1b/million Btu)
heat input. The technical datahase
supporting this emission limit is
discussed in 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart Db
(which is being promulgated in a
separate document in today's Federal
Register).

This amendment applies to all steam
generating units firing mixtures of
natural gag and wood that are larger
than 73 MW {250 million Btu/hour} heal
input capacity and that commenced
construction aftsr August 17, 1971.
Without such a change, natural gas- and
wood-fired steam generating units
constructed after June 19, 1884 would be
subject to a 129 ng/J {0.30 Ib/million Btu)
heat input NQ, emission limit under 40

CFR Part 80 Subpart Db, while older
units constructed between August 17,
1971 and June 19, 1984 {Subpart D)
would be subject to a more restrictive
NO, emission limit of 86 ng/} (0.20 1b/
million Btu} heat input. The amended
NO, standard being promulgated today
corrects that inconsistency.

Environmenlal, Energy, and Econumic
impacis

The environmental, energy, and
economic impacts associated with the
promulgated standard are discussed in
the preamble to Subpart Db (standards
of performance for industrial-
commercial-institutional steam
generating units) which is printed
separalely in today's Federal Register.

Public Participation

This amendment to Subpart D was
proposed and published in the Federal
Register on December 2, 1985 (50 FR
49422}, Public comments were solicited
at the time of proposal. Notice of a
public hearing was also given to provide
interested persons the opportunity for
oral presentation of data, views, or
arguments concerning the proposed
standard. No requests to present oral
testimony were received.

The public comment period was frem .
December 2, 1985 to February 18, 1986.
Four comment letters were received and
were glven consideration.

Significant Comments and Changes to
the Proposed Standard

Comments on the proposed standard
were received from industry and
industrial trade associations. All of the
comments endorsed the adoption of the
proposed amendment. Consequently, the
NO, emission limit being amended
teday is the same as the proposed
amendment {129 ng/] {0.20 Ib/million
Btu} heat input] for affected facilities
firing mixtures of natural gas and wood.

Background Information Document.
The backgreund information documents
(BID) for the promulgated standards
under Subpart Db that contain
background information related to this
action may be obtained from the U.S.
EPA Library (MD-35), Research Triangle
Park, North Carolina 27711, telephone
number (919} 541-2777. Please refer to
EPA-450/3-82-006a "Fossil Fuel-Fired
Industrial Boilers-~Background
Information Volume 1: Chapters 1-9,”
EPA-—450/3-82-006% "Fossil Fuel-Fired
Industrial Boilers—Background
Information Volume 2: Appendices,”
EPA-450/3-82-007 ""Nonfossil Fuel-Fired
Industrial Boilers—Background
Information,” and EPA-450/3-86-003
"Fossil and Nonfossil Fuel-Fired
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ENVIROMMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 60
[AD-FRL-3074~5]

Standards of Performance for New
Stationary Sources; industrial-

. Commercial-institutional Steam

Generating Units

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). :
Acton: Final rule.

summary: Standards of performance

and nitrogen oxides (NG,) from
industrial-commercial-instttutional
sleam generating units were proposed in
the Federal Register on June 19, 1984 (49
FR 25102}, Today's aclion promulgates
these standards. The standards ‘
implement section 111 of the Clean Air
Act and are based on the .
Administrator's determination that
industrial-commercial-institutional
sieam generating units cause, or
coniribute significantly to, air pollution
which may reasonably be anticipated to
endanger public health or welfare. The
intended effect of these standards is
reguire atl new, modified, and
reconsiructed industrial-commercial-
institutional steam generaling units to
reduce emissions of particulate matter
and {NOy) to the levels achievable by
the best demonstrated system of
continuous emission reduction, |
considering costs, nonair guality health
and environmental impacts, and energy
requirements.

pate: Effective November 23, 1986.

Under Section 307{b}{1) of the Clean
Air Act, judicial review of the actions
taken by this notice is available on/y by
the filing of a petition for review in the
1.5, Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit within 60 days of
today's publication of this rule. Under
Section 307(b)(2} of the Clean Air Act,
the requirements that are the subject of
today's notice may not be challenged
later during civil or criminal proceedings
to enforce these requirements.

Incorporation by Reference: The
incorporation by reference of certain
publications in these standards is
approved by the Director of the Office of
the Federal Register as of November 25,
1986.

ADDRESSES: Background information
documents may be obtained from the
U.S. EPA Library {M--35), Research
Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711,
(919} 541-2777,

Docket number A-79-02 is available
for public inspection between 8:00 a.m.
and 4:00 p.m, Monday through Friday at

the Cenlral Docket Section (LE-131),
West Tower Lobby, Gallery 1, 401 M.
Street, SW., Washington, DC 20460,
See “SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION"
far further details.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Frad Porter on Mr. Walter
Stevenson, Standards Development
Branch, Emission Standards and
Engineering Division (MD-13), U.8.
Environmental Protection Agency,

. Research Triangle Park, North Carolina

27711, telephone {919) 541-5624.
SUPPLEMENMTARY INFORMATION:

limiting emissions of particulate matter .. Summary of Standards

Standards of performance for new
sources established under Section 111 of
the Clean Air Act reflect:

o w

apptication of the best technological
system of continuous emission reduction
which {taking into consideration the cost of
achieving such emission reduction, and any
nonair quality health and environmental
impact and energy-requirements) the

< Administrater determines has been

adequately demonsirated [Section
111{a){1}{C}].

For convenience, this will be referred to
as "best demonstrated techaclogy.”

Applicability

. These new scurce performance
standards (NSPS) apply to all new,
modified, or reconstructed steam
generating units with a heat input -
capacity greater than 28 MW (100
miflion Btu/hour) for which construction
is commenced after June 19, 1984, except
for electric utility steam generating units
covered by 40 CFR Part 80 Subpart Da.
The definitioh of “steam generating
unit” includes all devices that combust
fuel and produce steam, hot water, or
heat other fluids which are used as heat
transfer media, Fuel combustion units
which function as process heaters are
not covered if their primary purpose is
to heat a fluid in order to initiate or
praomote a chemical reaction in which
the fiuid itself is a reactant ar catalyst.

The-owner or operator of any steam
generating unit with a heat input -
capacity for any fuel or fuels greater -
than 29 MW (100 milien Btu/hour) must
submit certain information as required
by the General Provisions (§ 60.11),
including notification of the date of
initial unit startup, and must maintain
certain fuel use records.

Particulate matter emission limits are
established for coel-, weod-, and
municipal solid waste-fired steam
generating units and for steam
generating units which fire fuel mixtures
including these fuels, The NO, emission
limits are established for coal-, oil-, and
gas-fired steam generating units and for
steam generating units which fire fuel

~ wood, municipal-type solid waste, oil, or

" gil-fired units under 40 CFR Part 60

_mentioned, all new electric utility steam

- Part 80,

mixtures including these fuels. Steam
generating unils thal fire fuels olher than
coal. weod, municipal-type solid waste,
oil. or natural gas are not subject to the
particulate matter ar NO, standards, as
applicable, unless they fire mixtures
containing significant amounts of coal.

natural gas on an annual basis, as
defined in the standards.

The standards being adopted today do
not revise the sulfur dioxide (803}
standards for coal- or oil-fired units or
the particulate matter standards for gil-
fired units under 40 CFR Part 80 Subpart
0. Steam generating units having heat
input capacities greater than 73 MW
{250 million Btu/hour) conslructed after
August 18, 1871 remain subject to the
80. standard for coal- and ocil-fired units
and the particulate matter standards for

Subpart D. When the 80, standards for
coal- and vil-fired units and the
particulate matter standard for oil-fired
units proposed on June 19, 1986 under 40
CFR Part 60 Subpart Db are
promulgated, all steam generating units
larger than 26 MW (100 million Btu/
hour) heat input capacity constructad
after June 18, 1986 will become subject
tothe new SQ; and particulate matter
standards, as well as to the applicable
particulate matier and NO, standards
promulgated today. As previously

generating units constructed after
September 18, 1978, with heat input
capacities greater than 73 MW (250
miltion Btu/hour) are subject to the
particulate matter, NG,, and 50,
standards under Subpart Da of 40 CFR

New gsteam generating units meeting
the applicability requirements under this
subpart and the applicabilily
requirements under Subpart |
(Standards of performance for
peiroleum refineries, § 60 160) are
subject to the NO_ and particulate
matter standards under this subpart and
the S0» standards under Subpart |
(8 60.104).

New siearn generating units meeting ‘
the applicability requirements under this i
subpart and the applicability i
requirements under Subpart E '
{Standards of performance for
incinerators; § 60.50) are subject to the
NGO, and particulate matier standards
under this subpart.

Particulote Mualter Standards

The particulate matter standards
apply to coal-, wood-, and municipul
type solid waste-fired steam generating
units, as well as to steam generating
units firing mixtures which include these
fuels. For coal-fired steam generatling
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below o paragraphs (h){1) and (h}2) of
this section ts required to submit excess
emission repords for any calendar
guarter during which there are excess
emissions from the-affected facilily. If
there are no excess emissions during the
calendar quarter, the owner or operator
shall submit a report semiannually
stating thal no excess emissions
occurred during the semiannual
reporting period,

(1) Any affecled facility subject to the
opacily standards under § 60.43b[e) or
to the operaling parameter monitoring
requiremnents under § 60.13{){1}.

(2) Any affected facility which is
subject to the nitrogen oxides standard
of § 60.24b; fires natural pas, distillate
oil, or residual oil with a nitrogen
content of 0.3 percent or less: and has a
heat input capacity of 73 MW (250
million Blufhour) or less, and |5 required
to monitor nitrogen oxides emissions on
& continueus basis pursuant io
§ 60.48b{g)(1) or steam generating unit
operating conditions pursuant to

" § 60.48b(g)(2).

{3) For the purpose of § 60.43b, excess
emissions are defined as all 6-minute
periods during which the average
opacity exceeds the opacity standards

~ under § 60.43b[f),

-{4] For purposes of § 60. 48b[g)(1]
excess emissions are defined as any
calculated 30-day rolling average
nitrogen oxides emission rate, as
determined pursuant to § 60.46b{e),
which exceeds the applicable emission
limits in § 60.44b.

{i) The owner or operator of any
affected facility subject to the
continitous monitoring requirements for
nitrogen oxides pursuant to § 60.48{b}

shall submit a quarterly report

containing the information recorded
pursuan! to-paragraph (b} of this section.

“{i] [Reserved)

{k} [Reserved])

(1) [Reserved)

{m) All records required under this
section shall be maintainad by the
owner or operator of the affected facility
for a period of 2 years following the date
of such record.

{Approved by the Office of Manugement and
Budget under control number 2060-0072}

3. Section 60,17 is amended by
revising paragraphs (a}{1) and (a}(10)
and adding paragraph {a}(47), as
{follows:

§60.17 Incorporation by reference.
q L] * O L]
{a] * _i A

{1) ASTM D3aga-77, Standard
Specification for Glassification of Coals
by Rank, incorporation by reference

(IBR) approved for §§ 60.41(f). 60.45(fH{2)
{i), (i3}, {vi), 60.41a, 60.251 {b}, (c}. 60.41b.

(10) ASTM D396-78, Standard
Specification for Fue] Oils, IBR
approved for §§ 60.111{b}. 60. ‘n‘lu{b]
60.410.

{47) ASTM D3431-80, Standard Test
Method for Trace Nitrogen in Liquid
Petroleum Hydrocarbons
[microcoulometric method), IBR
approved for § 60.49(e).

{FR Doc. 86-25585 Filed 11-24-86; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-14

40 CFR Part 60
(AD-FARL-3108-1]

Standards of Performance for New
Stationary Sources; Industrial-
Commercial-institutional Steam
Generating Units

aaeNCY: Environmental Protection
Agency [EPA).
AcTION: Final rule,

sumrary: This action amends the
priority list for regulation under section
111 of the Clean Air Act by expanding.
the source category of industrial fossil
fuel-fired steam generators to cover all
steam generators, including both fossil
and nonfossil fuel-fired steam
generators, as well as steam generators

. used in indusirial, commercial, and

institutional applications. This
amendment is based on the
Administrator's determination that
industriai-commercial-institutional
steam generating units contribute
significantly to air pollution which may -
reasonably be anticipated to endanger
public health or welfare. The intended
effect of thig action is to include

" nonfossil fuel-fired and commercial/

institutional steam generatingunits in
the source category for which standards
of perfarmance are beingpublished
elsewhere in today's Federal Register.
pave: Effective November 25, 1988,
Under section 307(b)(1) of the Clean
Air Act, judiclal review of theactions
taken by this notice is available only by
the filing of a petition for review in the
U.5 Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit within 80 days of-
today's publication of this rule. Under
section 307(b}{2} of the Clean Air Act,
the requirements that are the subject of
today's notice may not be challenged
later in civil or criminal proceedings  +
broughl by EPA 1o enforce these
requirements, :
appRresses: The backgmund
information documents may be obtained

from the U.S. EPA Library (MD-35).
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina
27711, (919) 541-2777,

Docket number A-79-02 is available
for public inspection between §:00 a.m.
and 4:00 p.m. Monday through Friday at
EPA's Central Docke! Section (LE-131),
West Tower Lobby, Gallery 1, 401 M
Street, SW., Washington, DC.

See “SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION"
for further details.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Fred Porter or Mr. Walter
Stevenson, Standards Development
Branch, Emission Standards and
Engineering Divisionn (MD-13), U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency,
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina
27711, telephone (913) 541-55786.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Clean Air Act establishes a program
under section 111 {o develop standards
of performance for new sources within
categories of stationarv sources which
the Administrator determines may
contribute significantly to air pollution
which may reasonably be anticipated to
endanger public health or welfare. Such
source categories are referred to as
“significant contributors,” Section 111{f}
of the Clean Air Act, added by the 1877
Clean Air Act Amendments, requires
that the Administrator publish a list of
categories of major stationary sources
which are significant contributors and
for which standards of performance for
new sources are to be promulgated.
This list, which identifies major
source categories in arder of priority for
development of regulations, was

_proposed in the Federal Regiater on
- August 31, 1978, and promulgated on

August 21, 1879 {40 CFR 60,18, 44 FR
49222}, Of the 59 source categories on
the list, the category “Industrial Fossii
Fuel-Fired Steam Generalors: Industrial
Boilers” i5 lisied as number 11.

Today's action amends the priority list
by revising the title of this source

" category to “Industrial-Commercial-

Institutional Steam Generating Units.”
This change deletes the references to the
type of fuel combusted, to the distinction
between steam generating unit

" application, and to the type of steam

generator,

As amended, this source category
includes any device or system which
combusts fusl which results in the
production of steam {or hot water),
including incinerators with heat
recovery, combined cycle steam
generators, cogeneration systems and
small electric utility steam generating
units, All of these types of steam
generators exhibit emission
characterislics which are similar in
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Particulate matter, Hydrocarbons,
Carbon monoxide, Incorporation by
reference.

Doted: June 16, 19066,
Lea M. Thomas,
Administrator,

PART 52--[AMENDED] -

Part 52, Chapter 1 of Title 40, Code of
Federal Regulations, is amended as
follows:

Subpart LL=—0Oklahoma

1. The authority citation for Part 62
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.5.C, 7401-7642

follows:

§52.1833 Vislbility protection,

fa] The requirements of saction 169A
of the Clean Air Act are not met
because the plan does not include
approvable procedures meeting the .
requirements of 40 CFR 51.305 and
51.307 for protection of visibility in
mandatory Class I Federal areas.

(b) Regulationsa for visibility
monitoring and new sources review. The
provisions of §§ 52.25, 52.27, and 52.28
aro hereby incorporated and made part
of the applicable plan for the State of
Oklahoma,

(FR Doc. 88-14178 Filed 6-23-86; :45 am]
BIULING CODE 6500-E0-8

2. Bection 52.1933 is added to read as

40 CFR Part 69
[AD-FRL-3035-8]

b

P

Standards of Performance for ew
Stationary Sources; Memt COII Surface
Coating

‘: AGENCY: Environmental Protection
| Agency (EPA),
acTion: Final rule,

summaRry: This document correats =~
language in the final standards for metal
“coil surface coating to clarify the
; niumber of test runs required for the
: performance test, Recently it was
' brought to the Agency’s aitention by a
State agency that they had encountered
difficulty in determining the number of
test runs required by the standards. It
;i has been determined that & phrase
specifying the required number of test
runs was omitted from the standards by
mistake, As originally written, the
language in the standards could have
been interpreted to require only ene test
run during the performance test. This
revision changea the language to prevent
misinterpretation and to clarlfy that
three test runs are required for the

i
i

&

LT

performance test. The language
appeared on page 48617 in the Faderal
Rogister on Monday, November 1, 1982
{47 FR 49617}

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr, Siins Roy, Standards Development
Branch, Emission Standards and
Engineering Division (MD-13), U.5,
Environmental Profection Agency,
Research Triangle Park, North Carolinta
27711, (618) 541-5578.

Dated: June 13, 1985,
Doa R. Clay,

Deputy Assistant Administrator for Air and
Radiation.

PART 60—{AMENDED]

40 CFR Part 60 is emended as follows:
- 1. The authority citation for Part 80
continues to read as follows:

Autherty: Secs. 101, 111, 114, 114, 301,

Clean Air Act as amended (42 U.8.C, 7401,
7411, 7414, 7618, 7001),

-2, In § 60.460, paragraph [c) is revised
to read as follows:

§60.466 Test methods and procedures,

L] ] TR L] o

{¢) For Method 25, the sampling time

for each of three runs is to be at least 60
minutes, and the minimum sampling
volume is to be at least 0.003 dry

standard cubic meter (DSCM); however, -

shorter sampling times or smaller
volumes, when necessitated by process

variables or other factors, may be

approved by the Administrator.
L3 L ] L4 & )

[FR Doc. 86~14084 Filed 6-23-086; 8:45 am)
BILLIHG CODE 0E60-60-1

i

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
45 CFR Part 611 '

Péondlscrtmlnatlan' Compliance;
Change In Procedure

aGeENEY: National Science Foundation.
AcTian: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This amendment simplifies
the internal NSF procedure for final
agency approval of an order suspanding,

terminating, or refusing to grant Federal -

financial assistance under Title VI of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, Final internal
agency approval of an order will
henceforth be made by the Director of
the National Science Foundation.
EFFECTIVE DATE: June 24, 1986.

ADDRESS: Any comments should be
addressed to: Paralegal, Office of the
Ganeral Counsel, Room 501, National
Science Foundation, Washington, DC
20550,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CORTACT:
Sukari 5. Smith, Paralegal, Office of the
General Coungel, National Science
Foundation, Washington, DC 20550, 202-
357-6580 (this is not a toll-free number).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
Background

The preexisting regulation had called

for approval by the Director and the
National Science Board.

Explanation of the Change

‘The statute calls for approval by the
“head of the agency". In the case of the
National Science Foundation, the
National Science Board establishes the

" policies of the Foundation {42 U.8.C.

1863(a)}, but all executive and
management functions {with exceptions
not relevant here) are assigned by the
statute or the Board to the Director [42
U.8.C. 1884{b}}. Thus, the Director is
generally regarded as the head of the
agency for purposes of various statutes
that use the term, It is therefore
appropriate that the Birector approve
any specific action required under Title
V1, in keeping with any policy on the
subject prescribed by the Board.

Executive Order 12291

The Foundation has detfermined that
this action is not a major rule as defined
in Executive Order 12291 of February 17,
1983 {3 CFR 1981 Comp., p. 127).

This cliange Involves an internal rule
of agency organization, procedure, or
practice, Therefore, the Foundation finds
public comment on it unnecessary.

List of Subjécts in 45 CFR Part 611

Civil rights, Government procurement, ‘

Grant programs-—science and
technology, Nondiscrimination.
Sukari 5. Smith,

Federal Register Liaison Officer.

. June 8, 1938,

Accordmgly, Title 45 of the Code of
Federal Regulations is amended as
provided below:

PART 611~{AMENDED)

45 CFR, Part 611 is amended as
follows:

1. The authority citation for Part 611 is
revised to read:

Authority: Sec. 11(a) of the National -

Science Foundation Act of 1850, as amended, |
42 U.5.C. 1870(a); 42 U.S.C. 2000d-1.

2. Saction 611.8{c) is revised to read as
follows: .

§611.8 Procedure for effecting
compllance.

[ “ " * o

J"-w)&vf\ :uw

Y

R e s L

¢ i e TR e ST e 3 1 e T R B et e e e

- ag

thi
wi
thi
log
iny
ch

A
re:
jite

th:=
the

mi

¥ D
- T

Hoa.

L& sH e Te R e

3



22454

Federal Register / Vol 81, No. 177 [ Friday, September

S A

12, 19086 / Rules and Regulations

1

certification of completion of
dEmolopmental steps for Connecticnt's
ic Employee Only State Mlan.
Paragraph [g) was izadvertently omilted
fram the codification seclion, This
nodice will correct that error by 2dding
paragraph {g). For the purpose of clarity,
the cediiication section of the Aupust 21,
1986. Federal Begister nolice is
conlained in this notice,

EFFECTIVE RDATE: August 19, 1856,

FOR FUATHER INFORMATION CONTACT!
James Foster, Director, Office of
Information end Consumer Affairvs,
Gecoupational Safety end Health-
Administration, 118, Department of
Labor, Reom N3§37, 200 Constifution
Avenue NW., Washmg‘?ﬂn DO 2p2io;
telephone {20?) 5:;3—8‘148

List of hubjects in 29 CFR Pant 19%’:

Intergovernmental relations, Law
enforcement, Otcupahond] safﬂly ang |
healib. . .

Signed at Washington, DT, Ehs Bth day of
59ptember 1566, :
fohn A. Pendergrass,

Agsisiant Secretary of Lobor,

PARY 1956=—-{ AMENDED]

In acgordance with this ceriification, .

28 CFH Part 1956 s hereby amended as
allows:

The authority citation for Part 1658
ntinues 1o read as follows:

Autherity: Secs. 8, 18, Occupational Sarety
and Health Act of 1870{20 US.C. 657, 657}
Secretary of Labor's Order Mo. 12-71, (36 FR
8754), 8-76 (41 FR 25059} ar 5-B3 {48 FR -
357381, as appiicable.

2. 29 CFR 1856.44 is amended to reﬂect
successhul completion of the -
" developmental steps by adding new
paragraph (g] as follows, The heading.
and paragraph [h) are republished.

§1856.44 Completion of developmental
steps and certification.

L] * * * A

{8} In accordance with 26 CFR
1956.10(g), a Stata is required to have a
suflicient number of adegquately trained
and compelent personnel $o discharge
its responsibilities under the plan, The
Connectlicut Public Employee Oniy State
plan provides for three {3) safety
compliance officers and one [1)'heali,h
compliance offizer as set forth in the
Connecticut Fiscal Year 1885 grant, This
stalfing level moets the “fully effective”
benchmarks established for Connecticut
for both safety and health.

{h} In aocordance with § 1056.23 of
this chapter, the Connectica!

occupational safety and health public

smiployee only plan was certified
eclive August 18, 1060 as having - -
completed all developmental steps

spocified in the plan as approved -
October 2. 1978, oa or before Oclober 2
1979, This certilication attests to the
structured completeness of the plan, bat
does not render judgment on adequacy |
of performance.

|FR Doc, 86-20514 Filod 9-11-86; 8:45 dmj
BILLING CODE 4510-26-M

ENVIEONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 80
[FRiL 3658-8]

Standards of Performance for Hew
Stationary Sources; Additiohs of
Quanlity Assurance ang CGuality Centrol
Frocedures m Mekhm%s B4, 5@ 6A SB

. ang 20

AG"NCV Envwonmmtal {»‘?otemm
Agency (EPA). .
ACTION: Final role.

SUMPMARY: Revizions and additions to
Methods 54, 5D, 8A, 6B, and 20 to add
guality control (QT) and quality
asgurance {QJA) procedures were -
proposed in the Federal Register on
October 2, 1985 {50 FR 406286}, This
action promulgates these revisicns and
additions. The QU and QA protedural
revisions and additions include field
calibration checks of sample velume
meters for Metheds 5A and 5D,

relocation of a temperature monitor for

Method 5A, analytical audits for .
Bethods 6A and 6B, and addition of the
opticn te measure carbon dipxide {COaj
and other pm..edural clar:f:caaﬂnﬁ in
Method 20,

The QC and QA revisions and
additions incorporate changes made fo-
other methods in 40 CFR Part 60 in
parlier Federal Register notices {49 FR
26522 and 48 FR 53670). The intended
effect s to provide procedures for
verifying and impreving the reliability of
data produced by these test methods.

.The additions te Method 20 lo aliow
C02 measurements, in lieu of oxygen
{O2) measurements, include
specifications for insirumental
measurements and calcuwlations for-
correcting pollutant measurements (o
specific Oy conditions using COs data. -
The intended effect of this procedural
change is 1o increase the ﬂpxx‘bﬁlty of .
the method. ‘ :
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 12, 1986,

Under section 307{b}{1} of the Clean
Air Act, judicial review of the actions
taken by this notice is available enly by
the filing of a petition for review in the
U.5. Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbta Circuit withint 60 days of -

today's publication of this rule. Under
seclion 307{L}(2) of the Clean Alr Act,
the requircments that are the subject of -
today’s notice may not be challerged
later in civil or crimingl proceedings
brought by EPA to enlorce these
reguirements, _
ADDRESSES: Dockel. A docket, number
A-84-50, containing information
considered by EPA in development of
the promulgated standards, is available
for public inspection belween 8:00 a.m.
and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday,
at EPA's Central Docket Section (LE~
131}, West Tower Lobby, Gallery 1, 401
M Street, SW., Washinglon, DC 20460. &
reasonablu feemay be-charged fer
copying. -

FORN FUNTHER IRFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr, Peter R, Westlia or Mr. Roger T.
Shigeharn, Ermisgion RMeasuremnent
Branch, Enission Standards and
Engineering Division {dMD-19}, U.E
Environmental Protection Agency,
Research Triengle Park, Nerth L.amlma
27711, telephone {818) 541-2237.

SUPPLEMENTRRV IRFORMATION:
1. The Rulemaking

‘The amendments o Methods 5A and
5D incorporate QU procedures that
allow the iester to check the galibration
of the dry gas volume mater on the test
site, An additional change to Method 5A
specifies that the filter temperalure
sensor be tocated in the sample gas
stream :rnmedaate!y downstreum of the
filter: ’

Amendments to Methods 8A and 6B
specify the completion of QC analytical
audits when the mathods are uged for -
cempliance determinations. The audits
are applied for each use of Method 6A
and pericdicaily faf suc,cesshe uses of
Method 8B, -

Amendments to Meihed 20 describe a
progedure for substituting meastrement
of CQ: for measurement of Oz, Some
clarifications and minor corrections fo
Methed 20 are also included,

This rulemaking does not impose
emissicn measurement requirements
heyonrd these specified in the current’
regulations, nor does {1 change any
emission standard. Rather, this
rulemaking provides nsable alternative
procedures and valid QA and QC -
measures for severa lmethods i

I Pubhu Participation

“A publlc hearing was schediited for
October 23, 1985, 8t 10:00 a.m.; but was®
not held because no one requested to
speak. The public comment period was
from October 2 te December 13, 1985,
The comments have been carsfully
considered and, where determined to be
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Standards of Performance for
New Stationary Sources

Statement of Purpose

340-25-505 The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has adopted in

Title 40, Code of Federsl Regulatioms, Part 60, Standard of Performance for
certain new stationary sources. It is the intent of this rule to specify
requiremente and procedures necessary for the Department to implement and
enforce the aforementioned Federal Regulation.

Definitions

340=25=510 (1) "Administrator® herein and in Title 40, Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 60, means the Director of the Department or
appropriate regional authority.

(2} "Federal Regulation™ means Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations,
Part 60, a8 promulgated prior to {May 21, 1986.] January 15, 1987.

(3)  MCEFR™ means Code of Federal Regulations.

(4) "Regional authority" means & regional air quality control
authority established under provisions of ORS 468.505.

Statement of Policy

340=-25=515 It is hereby declared the policy of the Department to
consider the performance standards for new stationary sources contained
herein to be minimum standards; and, as technology advances, conditions
warrant, and Department or regicnal authority rules require or permit, more
stringent standards shall be applied.

é

Delegation

340=-25=520 The Commission may, when any regional authority requests
and provides evidence demonstrating its capability to carry out the
provisions of these rules, authorize end confer jurisdiction upon such
regional authority to perform all or any of such provisions within its
boundary until such authority and jurisdiction shall be withdrawn for cause
by the Ccmmission.

Applicability

340=25=525 This rule shall be applicable to stationary sources
identified in rules 340-25-550 through 340-25-715 for which
construction, reconstruction, or modification has been commenced, as
defined in Title 40, Code of Federsl Regulations, 40 CFR 60.




General Provisions

340-25-530 Title 40, CFR, Part 60, Subpart A as promulgated prior to
[May 21, 1986] January 15, 1987 is by this reference adopted and
ineorporated herein., Subpart A includes parvagraphs 60.1 to 60.18 which
address, among other things, definitione, performance tests, monitoring
requirements, and modifications.

Performance Standards
Federal Regulations Adopted by Raference

34025535 Title 40, CFR, Parts 60.40 through 60.154, and
60.250 through 60.648, and 60.680 through 60,683 as establisghed as final
rules prior to [May 21, 1986] January 15, 1987, is by this reference
adopted and incorporated herein, with the exception of the December 27,
1985 federal register revision to 40 CFR 60.11(b). As of [May 21,
1986] January 15, 1987, the Federal Regulations adopted by reference set
the emission standards for the new stationmary source categories set out in
rules 340-25-550 through 340-25-~715 (these are summarized for easy
screening, but testing conditioms, the actual standards, and other details
will be found in the Code of Federsl Regulations).

‘Standards of Performance for Fogsil Fuei-Pired Steam Generators

340-25-550 The pertiment fedexal rules are 40 CFR 60.40 to 60.46,
alsc known za Subpart D. The following ewmigsion standards, summerizing the
federal standards set forth in Subpazt D, apply to each fossil fuel-fired
and to each combination wood-residue fomsil-fuel fired steam generating
unit or more than 73 megawatts (250 million BTU/hr) heat input:

(1} Standards for Particulate Matter. No owner or operator subject
to the provigion of this rule shall cause to be discharged inte the
atmosphere from any affected facility any geses which:

{a) Centain particulate matter in ezcess of 43 nanogrems per joule
heat input (0.10 1b. per milljen BTU) derived from fossil fuel or fossil
fuel and wood residue,

(B) Exhibit greater than 20 percent opacity except for ore siz-minute
period per hour of not more than 27 percent opscity.

(2) Standavds for Sulfur Diozide. No owner or operator subject to
the provisicng of this rule shall ceuse to be discharged into the
atmogphere from aeny affected facility eny gases which centain sulfur
dioxzide in ezxcess of:

{(a) 340 nanograms per joule heat imput (0.80 1b. per million BTU)
derived from liquid fossil fuel or liquid fossil fuel and wood residue.

(b} 520 nenograms per joule heat input (1.2 1b. per million BTOD)
derived from solid foseil fuel or aseclid fossil fuel end wood residue.




T
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(¢} When dif.erent fossil fuels are burned simultanecusly in any
combination, the applicable standard shall be determined by proration using
the following formula:

S04 = y(340) + 5(520)
v+ z

vhere:

(A) y is the percentage of total heat imput derived from liquid fossil
fuel; and

(B) z is the percentage of total heat input derived from solid fosil
fuel; and

(C) 80y is the prorated standard for sulfur diozzide when burning
different fuels gimultaneously, in nanograms per joule heat input derived
from all foesil fuels and wood residue fired.

(d) Compliance shall be based on the total heat input from all fossil
burned, including gaseous fuels,

(3) Standards for Nitrogenm Ozides. No owner oz operator subject to
the proviaione of this rule shall cauge to be discharged into the
atmosphere frem any affected facility any gases which contain nitrogen
ozxides, expressed as N0y in excess of:

(a) 86 nanograms per joule heat imput (0.20 1lb. per million BTU)
derived from gageocus fosesil fuel [or gaseous fossil fuel and wood residue],

(b) 129 [130] nancgrams per joule heat imput (0.30 1b. per miilion
BTUI) derived from solid foesil fuel, [or] liquid fossil fuel and wood
residue, or gaseocus foeeil fuel and wood residue.

(¢) 300 nanograms per joule heat input (0.70 1b. per million BTU)
derived from solid fossil fuel or solid fossil fuel and wood residue
(except lignite or a solid fossil fuel containing 25 percent, by weilght, or
mora of coel refuse). ’

(D) When different fessil fuels are burned simultanecusly in any
combination the applicable standarad shall be determined Ly prozation uging
the following formula:

PRO; = w(260) + x(86) + y(130) = 5(300)
vttty +z

vhere:

(A) PHOg; is the prorated standard for nitrogen oxides when burning
different fuels simultaneously, in nanograms per joule heat imput derived
frem all foseil fuels and wood residue fired; and

(B} w is the pezcentage of total heat input derived from lignite; and

(C) = is the percentage of total heat input derived from gaseous
fossil fuel; and

(D) y is the percentage of total beat input derived from liquid fossil
fuel; and :

(E) z is the percentage of total hest input derived from solid fossil
fuel (except lignite). ¢

(e) When fosgsil fuel containing at least 25 percent, by weight, of
coal refuse is burned in combination with gaseous, liquid, or other sclid
fosgil fuel or wood residue, section (3) of this rule doea not apply.




(£) This rule does not apply te Electric Utility Steem Generating
Units for which construetion is commenced after September 18, 1978. These (
units mugt comply with more stringent rule 340-25-610.

Standards of Performance for Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam
Generating Units

340-25=553 The pertinent federal rules are 40 CFR 60.40b to 60.49b,
also knoyn as Subpart Db. The following emission standards, sumparizing
the federal standards set forth in Subpart Db, apply to each steam
generating unit of more than 29 M{ (100 million BTU/hr) heat input
capacity, which commenced construction, modification, or reconstruction
after June 19, 1984:

(1) Standards for Particulate Matter. No owner or operator subject
to the provisions of this rule shall cause to be discharged into the
atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which:

(a} Contain particulate matter in excess of 22 to 86 nanograms per
joule (0.05 to 0.20 1lb/million BTU) heat input from firing the fuels as
specified in 40 CFR 60.43b. .

(b) Exhibit opacity greater than 20 percent (6-minute average),
except for one b-minute period per hour of not more than 27 percent

opacity.,

(Z2) Standards for Nitrogen Oxides. No owner or operator subject to
the provisions of this rule shall cause to be discharged into the
atmosphere from any affected facility any gases which contain nitrogen
oxides in excess of 43 to 340 nanograms per joule (0,10 to 0.80 1b/million
BTU) heat input, as specified in the table in 40 CFR 60.44b(a).

P
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% 1l OHNSON A
) !JUMBEF? COMPANY i’L

June 9, 1987

State of Qiantm
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

) @E@@I‘IW/E@

Fred Hanson : UN 19 198
Department of Environmental Quality Jult 121987
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue o+ BCE OF THE DIRECTOR

Portland, Oregon 97204

Dear Mr. Hanson:

A recent conversation wvith your staff revealed the
Department is preparing tc adopt the federal rules and
amendments relative to “Standard of Performance for New
Stationary Sources: Industrial - Commercial - Institutional
steam generating units®. While we appear to have missed the
cut-off date for written comments, we would appreciate your
receiving this letter into the record for consideration.

|
:

What is particularly alarming to us is the retroactive
application of these new standards. Our two co-generation
facilities were built and financed wutilizing the existing
standards. OQur £irst facility at Prairie Wood Products
passed the emission standards without any trouble. Our new
plant at Riddle is a twin of the £first and we do not
anticipate any trouble passing the emission tests with this
facility. Unfortunately, wvhile the plants were designed to
meet the existing standards they were not designed to pass
the new standards and they can not meet this standard. The
retroactive nature of the standard is in effect an ex post
facto law. To avoid hardships like ours the rules should be
amended to be only prospective and not retroactive in

nature.

If we are required to retrofit our facilities at this stage:
the cost would be phenomenal compared to the original cost
of the facility. Our consultants have informed us the cost
of retrofiting would be roughly 16% of the cost of the
boiler and fuel system. This cost is far in excess of what
BPA projected would be the cost impact. In the Federal
Register Vol 51, No. 227, p. 42771 the agency predicted the
new standards would increase the capital costs for new steam
generating units by less than one per cent. With this large
increase in cost it is doubtful our cogeneration facilities
would have been built if we had known prior to construction




of this requirement. We will be placed in a very tenuous
position if the standards are now changed "in-midstream".

With this increase in costs it is doubtful other
cogeneration facilities will ever be built. This 1is an
unfortunate result in that cogeneration not only provides an
economical alternative energy supply, it also solves a solid
waste disposal problem. In our case, without the Prairie
City cogeneration facility we would be facing the potential
of c¢losing -the mill. Prior to construction, we faced a
closure situation since we were unable to use the wigwam
burners and were unable to develop a solid waste disposal
g8ite large enough to handle the wastes produced at the mill.
The cogeneration facility not only solved these problems it
has provided new jobs and a desperately needed boost to the
economy of the John Day -« Prairie City area.

In our «case, we entered inte contracts obligating us to
construct these two facilities by December, 1986 and
December 1987. These contracts were executed prior to the
June 19, 1984 cut off date. We believe the dates of these
contracts exclude us from being covered by the new
standards. However, the standards will create a significant
deterent to any future cogeneration facilities. This impact
would be c¢ounter to the Legislative Policy Statements
calling for the creation o0f an environment encouraging

cogeneration.

Prior to adoption of these rules they should be clarified to
ensure they do not include our £faecility or the other
similarly situated cogeneration £facilities, and a study
should be conducted to ensure they don't counteract the
legislative policy encouraging cogeneration.

Sincerely,
- VY
C AT (St
e “Ronald S. Yogkim

Corpoigée Counsel

RSY/sb




Attachement 4
Agenda Jtem No. T
July 17, 1987, EQC Meeting

RULEMAKING STATEMENTS
for
New Federal Rules to be
Made Into State Standards
Pursuant to ORS 183,335, these statements provide information om the
intended action to zmend a rule.

STATEMENT OF NEED:

Legal Authority

This preoposal amends Cregom Adwministrative Rules 340-25-505 to 340-25-5533,
It is proposed under authority of Oregon Revised Statutes 468,020(1) and
468.295(3) where the Envirommental Quality Commission is authorized to
establish different rules for different sources of air polliution.

Need for the Rule

The proposed changes bring the Oreagon rules up-to—date with changes and
additicns to the federal %Standards of Performance for Mew Staticnary
Source", 40 CFR 60. As Oregon rules are kept up-to-date with the federal
rules, then the federal Envitonmental Protection Agency (EPA) delegates
jurisdiction for their rules to the Department, allowing Oregon industry
ané commerce to be regulated by only one environmental agenty.

Principal Documents Relied Upon

1. Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations, as amended in recent Federal

Registers.
New (N)
or (A)
Amended
40 CFR Subpart Rule Subject of Rule Change Register Datg
D, 60.&44(a) A Relaxes WO, Standard 11/25/86
for Large Bollers
Db, 60,40b to 60,.49b N Standards of Performance 11/25/86
for Industrial-Commercial-
Institutional Steam Generating
Units '
TT, 60.466(c) A Testing made more Stringent 06/24/86
for Coil Coating
Appendixz A, HMethods A Test Methods Revised 09/12/86

5A, 5D, 6A, 6B, 20




FISCAL AND ECONCMIC IMPACT STATEMENT: f@

These federal rules are already promulgated by EPA. Adoption by and
delegation to DEQ simplifies environmental administration generally at less
cost.

Small businesses will incur less cost and processing time if these rules
are administered by only o e agency.

LAND USE CONSISTENCY STATEMENT:

The proposed -rule changes appear to affect land use and appear to be
consistent with the Statewide Planning CGoals.

With regard to Goal 6 (air, water, and land resources quality), the rules
are designed to enhance and preserve air quality in the affected area and
are considered consistent with the goal.

Goal 11 (public facilities end services) is deemed unaffected by the rule,
The rule does not appear to conflict with other goals.

Public comment on any land use issue involved is welcome and may be
submitted in the same fashions as are indicated for testimony in this

notice.

It is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the proposed
action and comment on possible conflicts with thelr programs affecting land
use and with Statewide Planning Goals within their expertise and ‘
jurisdiction,

The Department of Emvironmental Quality intends to ask the Department of
Land Congervation and Development to mediate any apparent conflmct brought
to our attention by local, state, or federal authorities.

AA5350




Environmental Quality Commission

L 811 SW SIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503} 229-5696
MEMORAND UM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item G, July 17, 1987, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Amendments to the Water Quality
Standards Regulation, OAR 340, Chapter 41: Mixing Zone
Policy, Toxic Substances Standards, and Total Dissolved
Solids Standards

Baquroqnd

ORS 468.735 provides that the Environmental Quality Commission, by rule,
may establish standards of quality and purity for waters of the state.
Present water quality standards contained in Oregon Administrative Rules
(OAR Chapter 340, Division U41) were adopted in December 1976. The
Commission adopted revisions %o these standards in September 1979, July
1985, and added the nuisance aguatic growth rule in March 1986.

!
On July 19, 1985, the Environmental Quality Commission considered Agenda
Item I: Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Water Quality Standards
Regulation; The Department had received specific proposals from the public
requesting changes to the water quality standards for antidegradation,
mixing zones, dissolved chemical substances, and pesticides and organic
toxic substances., The Commission directed the Department to review these
standards, develop issue papers; and prepare amendments to the rules.

On June 13, 1986, the Environmental Quality Commission considered Agenda
Item H: Request for authorigation to conduct public hearings on proposed
amendments to the Water Quality Standards Regulation, OAR 340, Chapter 41:
Antidegradation Policy, Mixing Zone Policy, and Toxic Substances
Standards. The toxic substances standards essentially combined the rules
for Pesticides and for Dissolved Chemical Substances. However, the
standairds for Total Dissolved Solids, which were desecribed in the Dissolved
Chemical Substances Rule, were retained as a separate section. The
Department prepared issue papers on fthe rules and requested authority to
conduct hearings on proposed amendments to these rules. The Commission
approved the hearings, which were then held in Portland, Eugene, Medford,
“and and La Grande during July 21-24, 1986. Thirty-two respondents
ovided oral and written testimony on the proposed amendments,
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Buring the past year, Department staff met several times to review and
discuss the testimony in detail and evaluate the issues presented. In
addition, staff attended state, regional, and national workshops toc develop
final rule language and to construct a framework for implementation. Final
rule language for Mixing Zones and Toxic Substances was drafted to address
public testimony concerns and to incorporate staff recommendations,
Revigion of the Antidegradation Policy will be discussed at a later date.

Final rule language is presented in Attachments A for Mixing Zones, B for
Toxic Substances, and C for Total Dissolved Solids. Attachment D includes
the Hearing Officer's Report and Summary of Testimony. The Departmeni then
divided the testimony for each proposed rule into separate sections and
responded in detail to issues raised during the hearings process. Staff
evaluations and responses to testimony are presented in Attachments E for
Mixing Zones, and F for Toxic Substances. Attachment G includes the

dJune 13, 1986 EQC Stalf Report and Issue Papers,

In general, respondents supported the proposed rule revisions. However,
questions were raised regarding implementation of the proposed rules
and the potential economic impacts involved from rule revision.
Respondents alsc suggested additional language changes for further
clarification, The following summary outlines the purpose and goals for
each of the standards, the major issues raised in the testimony
regarding the proposed rule revisions, and a response to the issues.

A. Mixing Zones

Introduction

A mixing zone is defined as a portion of a stream that serves as
a zone of initial dilution where wastewater and receiving waters
mix, and where numeric water quality may be legally exceeded,
However, aesthetics and beneficial uses should be protected
within the mizing zone, and water quality standards must be met
at the mixing zone boundary.

The Department propcsed revisions to the current mixing zone
policy (OAR 340-41-%_ (4)) to provide clarification of the intent
and the procedures used to designate mixing zones. (#Specific
basin rule references are included in Attachment A.,) The goal of
the proposed rule language was to:

1. Define how mixing zones are designated;

2 Qutline the information an applicant should provide in
requesting a proposed discharge;

3. Define when biomecnitoring may be required;

I, Define when mixing zone designations may be changed; and




EQC Agenda Iten
July 17, 1987

Page 3

5. Define chronic and acute toxicity restrictions within the
mixing zone,

Ma jor Issues from Hearings

During the hearings process, several respondents expressed
concerns about the following issues:

T The reliability and appropriateness of using chronic
toxicity tests Lo measure toxicity within the mixing zone;

2. The requirement to preserve aeathetic conditions within the
mixing zone; and

3 The frequency of bioassay tests required by the Department.

Response to Testimony

The Department evaluated the concerns raised in the testimony,
and determined appropriate language changes to provide
clarification yet retain conasistency with the intent of the rule.
Specifiically, changes were made to prohibit chronic toxicity at
the boundary cof the mixing zone rather than within the mixing
zone, bui acute toxiecity would continue to be prohibited within
the mixing zone to protect aguatic life, Language to preserve
aesthetics was revised. The final rule language is presented in
Attachment A, and a detailed response to the testimony is
presented in Attachment E. A list of rule references for each
basin is included in Attachment A,

Toxic Substances

Introduction

The control of toxic substances is crucial to maintain water
quality standards and to protect the public and the environment
from unreasonable risks resulting from exposure to toxic
substances. The Department revised the current toxic substances
standards to incorporate the most up-to~date information and
references avallable for controlling these substances.

The toxics standards are currently addressed in two rules,
Pesticides and Other Toxic Substances (OAR 3U40-41-% (2)(p)) and
Dissolved Chemical Substances (OAR 340-U41-%¥_ _(2)(0)) for each
basin, (¥Specific basin rule references are included in
Attachment C.) The Department combined the two rules and created
one rule (OAR 340-4i-#¥_ (2)(p)) that addresses all toxic
substances since the same EPA regulatory documents applied to
both rules.
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The proposed rule for Toxic Substances (OAR 340-41-% (2)(p)) for
gach basin included the following provisions:

1. Discharge of any toxic substance would be prohibited in any
guantity that may be harmful to aguatic life or human
health;

2. The most recent criteria published by EPA would serve as the
numeric standards to control priority pollutants; and

3. Bicmonitoring would be utilized to determine the toxiecity of
complex effluents, substances without published criteria,
or when a chemical specific approach may not be appropriate.

Major Issues from Hearing

Respondents supported the proposed rule language, but suggested a
few changes. Specifically, they requested:

1. A list or chart of the priority peollutants and criteria
values,

2. A definition of Mscientifically valid" studies, application
for defining criteria values, and who would provide that
information,

3. A provision for control of nonpoint sources as well as point
sources of toxic substances.

Response to Testimony

The Department evaluated the testimony and incorporated the
requested changes in the final rule language. The Department
will include a chart of the criteria values provided by EPA in
the Quality of Criteria (1986) as part of the rule (Table 20).
As EPA updates the list and includes new information, the rule
will need to be amended to incorporate these changes. The final
rule language also addresses toxic substances from nonpoint
sources, as respondents requested. The final rule language and
rule reference changes for each basin are included in Attachment
B, and a detailed response to the testimony is presented in
Attachment F.

To fulfill the requirements for the new Clean Water Act of 1987
amendments, the Depariment will be preparing a "Toxice
Implementatiocn Plan® during 1987-1988, If the final language is
adopted, it will provide & solid foundation for the implemen-
tation plan, and will fulfill the CWA& 1987 requirements for a
state review of toxies standards,
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C. Total Dissclved Solids

Introduction

Since Quality Criteria for Water (1986) included criteria that
applied to both Pesticides and Other Organic Toxie Substances,
and Dissolved Chemical Substances, the two rules were combined
into one rule for Toxic Substances, so one reference could be
cited. However, the standards for Total Dissolved Solids which
are currently part of the Dissolved Chemical Substance rule are
not included in Quality Criteria for Water (1986) and must be
addressed separately,

The Department has renamed the "Dissolved Chemical Substances®
rule {OAR 340-41-% (2)(o)) to "Total Dissolved Solids", but
retained the rule references and current guidance values for each
basin, The language for the rule and rule references for each
bagin is presented in Attachment C,

No comments were received on total dissolved solids guidance
values during the public hearing process,

Alternatives and Evaluation

The alternatives are as follows:

Te

2,

Adopt the Department's proposed amendments to the water quality
standards as final rules.

Do not adopt the proposed amendments to the water quality standards as
final rules,

The Department believes that the [inal rule language incorporates many of
the suggestions offered by the publie in testimony, and from critical
evaluation by Department staff. The final language clarifies the intent of
each of the standapds and is consistent with the goals of the Clean Water
Act and with state water quality statutes,

Summation

1.

2,

During the 1984 public hearing process, several proposals for
standards revisions were received from the public.

The Commission requested that the Department prepare issue papers for
public review on the mixing zone policy and the toxic substances
standards.

Issue papers and proposed amendments to the rules were presented at
the June 13, 1986 Commission meeting. The Commisgsion authorized the
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Department to conduet public hearings on the proposed amendments to
the rules, Public hearings were held in July 1986 in five locations
around the state.

. Final rule language was drafted to be consistent with federal and
state laws, and to incorporate conments received during public
hearings. The language is presented in Attachments A through C.

Director!s Recommendation

Based on the summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the
final rule language as presented in:

1.
2.

3.

Attachment A for the Mixing Zone Policy.
Attachment B for the Toxic Substances Standards.

Attachment C for the Total Dissolved Solids Standards.

LY %

Fred‘Hansen

Attachments: (7)

A,
B.

L
Y
o

L]

[P I B o B B o

Final Rule Language for Mixing Zone Policy

Final Rule Language for Toxic Substances

Final Rule Language for Total Dissolved Solids
Hearing Officers Report and Summary of Testimony
Response to Testimony on Mixing Zone Issues
Response to Testimony on Toxic Substances Issues
June 13, 1986 EQC Staff Report and Issue Papers

K.U. Wolniakowski:th

WH2096

229-6018

June 22, 1987
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FINAL RULES LARGUAGE
FOR

TEE MIXING ZONE POLICY




ATTACHMENT A

FINAL RULES LANGUAGE FOR TEE MIXING ZONE POLICY

Lurrent Mixing Zone Policy to be deleted. Rule references for each basin
appear as a footnote (*) at the end of the final rule.

340=41a%
(4) Mixing Zones:

[(a) The Department may suspend the applicability of all or part of
the water quality standards set forth in this rule, except those
standards relating to aesthetic conditions, within a defined
immediate mixing zone of specified and appropriately limited size
adjacent to or surrocunding the point of waste water discharge,

(b) The sole method of establishing such mixing zones shall be by the
Department defining same in a waste discharge permit.,

(¢) 1In establishing mixing zones in a waste discharge permit, the
Department:

(A} May define the limits of the mixing zone in terms of
distance from the point of the waste water discharge or the
area or volume of the receiving water or any combination
thereof;

(B) May set other less restrictive water quality standards to be
applicable in the mixing zone in lieu of the suspended
standards;

(C) Shall limit the mixing zone to that which in all probability
will:

(i} Not interfere with any biological community or
population of any important species to a degree which
is damaging to the ecosystem; and

(ii) Not adversely affect other beneficial uses
disproporticnately.]
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Final Mixing Zone policy to be adopted as rule OAR 340-41-%# (l), Specific
rule references for each basin are included as a footnote (#) at the end of
the final rule.

340=l1u®

(4) Mixing Zones

(a) The Department may allow a defined portion of a receiving water
to serve as a zone of initial dilution for wastewaters and
receiving waters to thoroughly mix,

(b) The Department may suspend all or part of the water guality
standards, or set less restrictive standards in the defined
nixing zone, except those standards relating to aesthetic
conditions., Water quality standards must be met at the mixing
zone boundary under nermsl annual low flow conditions. The
mixing zone shall be free of:

(A) Materials in concentrations that will cause acute (96HLCS0)
toxicity to aguatic life within the mixing zone., Acute
toxicity is measured as the lethal concentration that causes
50 percent mortality of organisms within a 96-hour test

period.

(B) Materials in concentrations that will cause chronic
{sublethal) toxicity at the boundary of the mixing zone,
Chronic toxicity is measured as the concentration that
causes long-term sublethal effects, such as significantly
impaired growth or reproduction in aguatic organisms, during
a testing period based on test species life cycle. Pro-
cedures and end points will be specified by the Department
in waste water discharge permits, )

(C) Materials that will settle to form objectionable deposits.

(D) Floating debris, oil, scum, or other materials that cause
nuisance conditions.

(E) Substances in concentrations that produce deleterious
amounts of fungal or bacterizl growths.

(¢) The limits of the mixing zone shall be described in the waste
water discharge permit. In determining the location, surface
area, and volume of a mixing zone aresz, the Department may use
appropriate mixing zone guidelines to assess the biological,
bhysical, and chemical character of receiving waters, and
effluent, and the most appropriate placement of the outfall, to
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(d)

protect instream water qualify, public health, and other

beneficial uses. Based on receiving water and effluent

characteristics, the Department shall define a mixing zone in the

immediate area of a waste water discharge to:

(A) be as small as feasible;

{B} not overlap with any other mixing zones and be less than the
total stream width as necessary to allow passage of fish and
other aguatic organisms; )

(C) not significantly affect the indigenous bioclogical community
eapecially when important species are present;

(D) _not threaten public health:

(E) not adversely affect other designated beneficial uses
ouitside the mixing zone disproportionately.

The Department may requeat the applicant of a permitted discharge

(e)

for which a mixing zone is required, to submit all information
necessary to define a mixing wone, such as:

(A) type of operation to be conducted;

(B) characteristics of effluent flow rates and composition;

(C) characteristics of low flows of receiving waters;

(D) description of potential environmental effects;

{E) proposed design for outfall structures.

The Department may, as hnecessary, require mixing zone monitoring

(£)

studies and/or bioassays to be conducted at any time to evaluate
water gquality or biological status within and outside the mixing
zone boundary.

The Department may change a mixing zone designation or outfall

location if it determines that the water quality within the
mixing zone adversely affects any existing beneficial uses in the
receiving waters.

# Rule References by Basin:

Basin Mixing Zone Rules
North Coast 340-41-205(4)
Mid Coast 340-41-245(4)

Umpqua 34041285 (4)
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KUW:h
WH2109

Basin

South Coast
Rogue
Willzmette
Sandy

Hood
Deschutes
John Day
Unatilla
Walla Walla
Grande Ronde
Powder
Malheur River
Owyhee
Malheur Lake

Goose and Summer Lakes

Kl amath

Mixing Zone Rules

340 -U1~325(4)
3U40~41-365(4)
380-b49-845(4)
340 -11-485(4)
340-41-525(4)
340 -81-565(4)
340414605 (4)
340-41-645(L)
380-41-685(4)
340-41-725(4)
340-41-765(4)
350.41-805(4)
34041 -845(L)
340-41-885 (L)
340-41-925(4)
340-41-965(4)
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ATTACHMENT B

FINAL RULE LANGUAGE FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES STARDARDS

The Current Pesticides and Other Organic Toxic Substances rule to be
deleted: Rule references for each bagsin appear as a footnote (¥) at the
end of the final rule.

OAR 340-M1=¥* (2)(p)

["Pesticides and other organic toxic substances shall not exceed those
criteria contained in the 1976 edition of the EPA publication "Quality
Criteria for Water". These criteria shall apply unless suporting data
shows conclusively that beneficial uses will ncot be adversely affected by
exceeding a criterion by a specific amount or that a more stringent
criterion is warranted to protect beneficial uses."]

Final toxie substances standards to be adopted as rule QAR
340-41-%  (2)(p). Specific rule reference for each basin are included as a
footnote (%) at the end of the final rule,

OAR 340-41-__ ¥(2)(p) Toxic Substances

(A) Toxic substances shall not be introduced above natural background
levels in the waters of the state in amounts, concentraticnsg, or
combinations which may be harmful, may chemically change to
harmful forms in the environment, or may biocaccumulate to levels
that adversely affect public health, safety, or welfare; aquatic
life; or other designated beneficial uses.

{B) Llevels of toxic substances shall not exceed the most recent
criteria values for organic and inorganic pollutanis established
by EPA and published in Quality Criteria for Water (1986). List
of the criteria are presented in Table 20.

(C) The criteria in (B) shall apply unless data from scientifically
valid studies demonstrate that the most sensitive desighated
beneficial uses will not be adversely affected by exceeding a
criterion as evaluated by the Department on a site specific
basis, or that a more resirictive criterion is warranted to
protect beneficial uses. Where no published EPA ceriteria exist
for a toxic substance, public health adviscories and other
published scientific literature may be considered and used, if
appropriate, to set gujdance values.

(D) Bio-assessment studies such as laboratory bioassays or instream
measurements of indigenous biological communities, shall be
conducted, as the Department deems necessary, to monitor the
toxicity of complex effluents, other suspected discharges or
chemical substances without numeric c¢riteria, te aguatic life,
These studies, properly conducted in acceordance with standaprd
testing procedures, may be considered as scientifically valid
data for the purposes of (C). If toxicity occurs, the Department
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shall evaluate and implement measures necessary to reduce

toxicity on a case-by-case basis.

# Rule References by Basin:

KUW:h
WH2111

Basin

North Coast
Mid Coast
Untpq ua

South Coast
Rogue
Willamette
Sandy

Hood
Deschutes
John Day
Umatilla
Walla Walla
Grande Ronde
Fowder
Malheur River
Owyhee
Malheur Lake
Goose and Summer Lakes
Klamath

Toxic Substances

340-41-205(p)
340-41-245(p)
340-11-285{p)
340-41-325(p)
340-41-365(p)
34041 -345(p)
340-41-185(p)
340-41-525(p)
340-41-565(p)
340.41-605(p)
340.41-645(p)
340-41-685(p)
340-41-725(p)
340-41-765(p)
340-41-805(p)
340-41-845(p)
340-41-885(p)
340-U41-925(p)
340-41-965(p)




not o be ¢xceeded for the protection of aguatic life and human health.

‘PABLE 20
34041~ (2) {p}
(Applicable to all basins)

WATER (UALITY CRITERIA SUMMARY

The concentration for each compound listed in this chart is a criteria or guidance valus

Specific descriptions

of each compound and an explanation of criteria values are included in Quality Criteria for Water 1986,

FRESH FRESH MARINE MARING WATER FISH DRINKING
PRIORITY ACHTE CHRONIC ACUTE CHRORIC LN FISH CONSUMPTTON WATER
COMPOUND NAME (OR CLASS) POLLUTANT CARCINOGEN CRITERIA CRITERIA CRITERIA CRITERIA INGESTION ONLY M.C.L.
ACENAPTHENE Y N *1,700. *520, *370. *710.
NCROTEIN Y » *58. *21, *55, 320.ug 780.ug
ACRYLONITRILE ¥ Y *7,550. *2,600. 0.058ug** 0.65ug**
RLDRIN Y Y 3.0 1.3 0.074ng** 0.079ng**
ATXALINITY N ] 20,000,
AMMONIA N N CRITERIA ARE pH AND TEMPERATURE DEPENDENT-—SEE DOCUMENT
ANTEMONY ¥ N *9,000. *1,600. 146, ug 45,000.ug
ARSENIC Y Y 2., 2ng ¥ 17.5ng** 0.05my
ARSENIC (PENT) X ¥ *850. *48, *3,319, *13.
ARSENIC (TRI) b4 ¥ 360. 190. 69, 36.
ASBESTOS ¥ ¥ 30RE/Tx*
BACTERIA it N FOR PRIMARY RECREATION AND SHELLFISH USES ~-SEE DOCUMENT 1/100mL
BAREUM N N 1.mg 1.0mg
BENZENE b4 Y #5,300. *5,100, *700. 0. GBug** 40, ug**
BENZ IDINE ¥ X *2,500, 0.12ng** 0.53ng**
BERYLLIUM Y Y *130. *5.3 6. Bng** 117 .ng**
BHEC ¥ N *100. *, 34
CADMIUM ¥ N 3.9+ 1.1+ 43, 9.3 10.ug 0.010mg
CARBON TETRACHLORIDE ¥ ¥ *35,200, *50,000, 0. dug** 6.94ug**
CHIL.ORDANE b4 Y 2.4 0.0043 0.09 0.004 0.46ng** 0.48ng**
CHLORINATED BENZENES Y ¥ *250. *50. *160., *129. 488 .ug
CHLORINATED NAPHTHALENES Y N *},600, *7.5
CHLORTHE N N 19. 11. 13. 7.5
CHLOROALKYL ETHERS Y N *238,000,
CHLORCETHYL ETHER (BIS-2) Y Ve 0.03ug** 1.36ug**
CHLOROFORM Y Y *28,900, *1,240, 0.19ug** 15. Tug*
CHLOROISOPROPYL, ETHNER {BIS-2} X N 34.7ug 4.36my
CHLOROMETHYL, ETHER {BIS) Y N 0.00000376ng**  0.00LB4ug**
CHLOROPHENOL 2 ¥ " *4 380, *2,000.
CHUOROPHEROL 4 N N *29,700.
CHLORCOPHENOXY HERBICIDES (2,4,5,-TF) N N 10.ug
CHLOROPHENOXY HEFBICIDES (2,4-D} N N 100.ug
CHLORPYRIFUS N N 0.083 0.041 0.011 0.0056
CHLORC-4 METHYL-3 PHENOL N N *30,
CHROMIUM (EEX) Y N 16. 11. 1.100 50. 50.ug 0.05mg
CHROMIUM (TRT) N N 1,700k 210.+ *10,300. 179.my 3,433.my 0.05mg
COLOR N N NARRATIVE STATEMENT -~ SEE DOCUMENT B
COPPER Y N 18.+ 12,4 2.9 2.9
CYANIDE Y N 22, 5.2 L. 1, 200,ug




. THEBLE 20
WATER QUALITY CRUTERIA SUMMARY {cnnbtinued)

FRESH FRESH MARTNE MARTNE WATER FISH DRINKING
PRIORITY ACULE CHICNIC ACUTE CHRONTC AND FISH CONSUMPTIONT WATER,

COMPOUND NAME (OR CLASS) POLLUTANT CARCINOGEN CRITERTA CRITERTA CRITERIA CRITERTA THGESTION ONLY M.C.%.
DT ¥ ¥ 1.1 0.001 0.13 0.001 0.024ng** 0.024ng**
DT METABOLITE (DDE) ¥ Y *],050, *14.
DDT METABCLITE (TDE) Y ¥ *0,06 *3.6
DEMETCH : ¥ N 0.1 6.1
DIBUTYLPHTHALATE 4 N 35.my 154.mg
DICHLORCBENZERES Y N *1,120. *763, *1,970. 400.ug 2.6mg
DICHLORCBENZIDINE ¥ ¥ 0.0lug** 0.020ug**
DICHLOROETHANE 1,2 ¥ Y *118,000, *20,000, *113,000. 0. 94ug** 243 ug**
DICHLOROETHYLENES Y Y *11,600. *224,000. 0.033ug** 1.85ug**
DICHLOROPHENOCL 2,4 ] N *37,020. *165, 3.09mg
DICHLOROPROPANE Y ol *23,000, *5,700, *10,300. *3,040,
DICHLOROPROPENE Y N *6,060. *244 . *790. 87.ug 14.1ng
DIELDRIN Y ¥ 2.5 0.0013 0.71 L0019 0.071ng** 0.076ng**
DIETHYLPHTHALATE Y N 350.mg 1.8g
DIMETHYLPHENOL 2,4 Y N *2,120,
DIMETHY!LPHTEALATE Y N 313.mg 2.9q
DINITROTOLUENE 2,4 N Y 0. Llng** 9. Jug**
DINTTROTOLUENE Y N 70.ug 14.3mg
DINTTROTOLUENE N Y *130. *230, *590, *370.
DINITRO-O-CRESCL 2,4 ¥ N 13.4g 765.ug
DIOXIN (2,3,7,8-1C0OD) ¥ ¥ *3.0L *0.00001 0,000013ng** _ 0.000014ng**
DIPHENYLAYDRAZINE ¥ N 42 ng** 0.56ug%*
DIPHENYLHYDRAZINE 1,2 Y N *270.
DI-2-ETHYIHEXYLPHTHALATE Y N 15.mg 50.my
ENDOSULEAN Y N 0.22 0.056 0.034 0.0087 74 1y 159.ug
ENDRIN Y N 0.18 0.0023 0.037 0.0023 1.ug 6. 0002mg
ETHYLBENZENE Y N *32,000. *430, 1.4mg 3.28mg

. FLUORANTHENE Y N *3,980. *40, *16. 42 g 54.ug
(ASSES, TOTAL DISSOLVED N N NARRATIVE STATEMENT — SEE DOCUMENT
GUEHION N N 0.01 0,01
HALOETHERS Y N *360, *122
HALCMETEANES ¥ ¥ *11,000. *12,000. *6, 400, 0. 1%ug** 15.7ug**
HEPTACHLOR Y ¥ 0.52 0.0038 0.053 0.0036 0.28ng** 0.29ng**
HEXACHLORCETHANE N Y *380. *540, *340, 1.20g 8.74ug
HEXACHLORCBENZENE 4 N 0.72ng** 0. 74ng**
HEXACHLORCBUTADIENE Y Y *9(, *9.3 %32, 0.45ug** 50, ug**
HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE (LINDANE) ¥ Y 2.0 0.08 0.16 0.004my
HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE-ALPHA ¥ ¥ 9., Ingx 31.ng**
HEXACHLOROCYCLOHEXANE-BETA ¥ Y 16.3ng** 54.7ng**
HEXACHLORDCYCLUHE XARE~GAMA ¥ ¥ 18 8ng** 62.5ng**
HEXACHLOROCYCLOMEXANE~TECHNICAL ¥ ¥ 12.3ng** 41, 4ng**
HEXACHLOROCYCLOPENTADIENE X N *7. *35.2 *7, 206.ug
IR N N 1,000, 0.3y
ISCIPHORCHE 'Y N *117,000. #12,900. 5. 2my 520.mg
LEAD Y N 82.+ 3.2+ 140. 5.6 50.ug 0.05mg
MALATHICN N N 0.1 0.1
MANGANESE N N 50.ug 100,ug
MERCURY Y N 2.4 0.012 2.1 0,025 144.ng 146.1ng 0.002mg




TABLE 20

WATER QUALITY CRITERIA SUMMARY (continued)

FRESH FRESH MARTNE MARINE WATER FIsd DRINKING

PRIORITY ACUTE CHRCNIC ACUTE CHRONIC BRD FISH CONSUMPTT CAY WATER
OMPOUND NAME (OR CLASS) POLLUTANT CARCINOGEN CRITERTA CRITERIA CRIIERIA CRITERIA TNGESTION LY M.C.L.
METHOXYCHLOR M N 0.03 0.03 100.ug 0.1mg
MIREX H H 0.001 0.001
MONOCBEORBENZENE Y H 488, ug
NAPHTHALENE ¥ N *2,300. *620. *2,350.
NICKEL 4 H 1,400.+ 160+ 75 8.3 13.4ug 100.ug
HITRATES N N 10.mg 10.mg
NITROBENZENE ¥ N *27,000. *6,680. 19.8mg
NITROPHENGES b4 N *230, *150. *4,850.
NITROSAMINES Y ¥ *5,850. *3,300,000 0.8ng** 1240.ng**
WITROSODIBUTYLAMINE N Y Y 6. Ang** 587.ng%*
NITROSODIETHYLAMING N Y b4 0.8ng** 1,240.ng**
NITROSODIMETHYLAMINE N ¥ Y 1.4ng** 16,000.ng**
NITROSGDIPHFNYLAMINE N ¥ Y 4,900.ng** 16,100.ng**
NITROSCPHYRROLIDINE N ¥ Y 16 .ng** 91,900 .ng**
OIL AND GREASE N N NARRATIVE STATEMENT — SEE DOCUMENT
OXYGEN DISSOLVED N N WARMWATER AND COLDWATER CRITERTA MATRIX —-~ SEE DOCUMENT
PARATHION N N 0.065 0.013
PCB's T Y 2.0 0.014 10. 0.03 0.079ng** 0.079ng**
PENTACHLORINATED ETHANES N N *7,240. *1,100, *390. *281.
PENTACHLORCBENZENE N N T4.ug 85.ug
PENTACHECROPHENOL ¥ N *xRD0, kel =9 13. *7.9 1.0lng
cH N N 6.5-9 6.5-8.5
PHENOL 4 N *10,200. *3,560, *5,800. 3.5mg
PHOSPEORUS ELEMENTAL ) i 0.1
PHTHAIATE ESTERS Y N *940. *3. *2,944, *3.4
POLYNUCEEAR AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS Y ¥ *300. 2.8ng** 3. Ing**
SELENIUM ¥ by 260. 35. 410, 54. 10.ug 0.01mg
SILVER ¥ N 4.1+ 0.1z 2.3 50.ug 0_05my
SOLIDS DISSOLVED AND SALINITY N N 250, mg
SOLIDS DISSOLVED AND TURBIDITY N N NARPATIVE STATEMENT — SEE DOCUMENT
SULFIDE-HYDROGENSULFIDE N N 2.0 2.0
TEMPERATURE N N SPECIES DEPENLENT CRITERIA — SEE DOCUMENT
TETRACHLARINATED ETHANES Y N *9,320.
TETRACHLORCBENZENE 1,2,4,5 ¥ N 38.ug 4B.ug
TETRACHLOROETHANE 1,,1,2,2 Y ¥ *2,400, *9 020, 0.17ug** 10, 7ug**
TETRACHLOROETHANES Y N *9,320, ’
TETRACHLORCETHYLENE Y Y *5,280. *840, *16G,200. *450. 0. Bug** BLBSug**
TETRACHLORCPHENOL 2,3,5,6 Y N *440.
TEALLIUM ¥ N *],400, *40, *2,130. 13.ug 48.ug
TOLUENE ¥ N *17,500. *6,300. *5,000. 14, 3mg 424.ug
TOXAPHENE k4 ¥ 0.73 0.0002 0.21 0.0002 Q. Tlng** 0.73ng** 0.0005mg
TRICHLORIMATED ETHANES Y Y *18,000.
TRICHLORCETHANE 1,1,1 Y N *31,200. 18, dmg 1.03g
TRICHLOROETHANE 1,1,2 ¥ Y *Q 400, 0. pugh* 41.Bug**
TRICRLOROETHYLENE ¥ ¥ *45,000, *21,900, *2,000, 2, Jug** B0, Tugt*




TABLE 20
VATER QUALITY CRTTERIA SUMMARY {(continued)

FRESH FRESH MARTHE MARINE WATER FISH DRINKING
PRIORTTY ACUTE CHRCNIC ACUTE CHRONIC AND FISH CONSUMETI N WATER
COMPOUND NAME (OR CLASS) POLLUEANT CARCINOGEN CRITERTA CRITERIA CRITERTA CRITERIA INGESTIO ONLY “.C.L.
TRICHLOROPHENOL 2,4,5 N N 2,600.ug
TRICHLOROPHENOL 2,4,6 ¥ Y *970, 1. 2ug** 3. 6ug**
VINYL CHLORIDE Y Y 2 ug** 525.ug**
ZINC ¥ N 120.+ 110+ 95 BG
g = grams Y = YES + = Hardness Dependent Criteria (100 mg/L used)
mg = milligrams N = NO * = Insufficient Data to Develop Criteria
ug = micrograms Value Presented is the L.0.E,L. — Lowest Observed Effect Level
ng = nancdrams M.C.L. = MAXTMOM ** = Buman Health Criteria for Carcinogens Reported for Three
£ = fiberg CONTAMINANT LEVEL Risk Levels. WValue Presented is the 10-6 Risk Level.

*** = pH Dependent Criteria (7.8 pH-used)
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ATTACHMENT C
FINAL RULE LANGUAGE FOR TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS

Current Dissolved Chemical Substances Guide Concentration to be deleted:
Rule references for each basin appear as a footnote (%) at the
end of the final rule.

OAR 340-41- & (2)(0)

["Dissolved Chemical Substances:] Guide concentrations listed below shall
not be exceeded unless otherwise specifically authorized by DEQ upon such
conditions as it may deem necessary to carry out the general intent of this
plan to protect the beneficial uses set forth in rule: 340-41-_ : (mg/1)
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Final rule to be adopted for Total Disseclved Soiids by basin,

Total Dissolved Solids: Guide concentrations listed below shall not be
exceeded unless otherwise specifically authorized by DEQ upon such
conditions as it may deem necessary to carry out the general intent of this
plan to protect the beneficial uses set forth in rule F#0-U41-_ :

340-41-205(2)(0) (&) Columbia River —~= 500.0 mg/L
{B}) All Other Freshwaters and Tributaries -- 100.0 mg/L

340-U41-245(2}(0) (4) 100.0 mg/L
340-41-285(2)(0) (4) 500.0 mg/L
340-41-325(2)(0) (&) 100.0 mg/L
340-41-365(2)(c) (4) 500.0 mg/L

340-41=445(2) (o) (4) Columbia River —- 500.0 mg/L
(B) Willamette River and Tributaries == 100,0 mg/L

340-41-485(2) (0} (A) Main Stem Columbia River (River Miles 120 to 147} ==
200.0 mg/L

{B) 411 Other Basin Waters -~ 100.0 mg/L
340-41-525(2)(0) (A) 200.0 wmg/L

380-41-565(2)(0) (A4) 500.0 mg/L
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340-41-605(2){(0) (&)

340-41-645(2){(0) (A}
340-41-685(2)(0) (A4)

3U0-41-725(2)(0) (4)

340-41-765(2)(0) (&)
340-41-805(2) (o} (A4)
340-41-845(2)}(0) (A)

Columbia River -- 200.0 mg/L

(B) John Day River and Tributaries -~ 500.0 mg/L

200.0 mg/L

Columbia River -—- 200.0 mg/L

Main Stem Grande Ronde River -- 200.0 mg/L

(B) Main Stem Snake River -= 750.0 mg/L

# PRule References by Basin:

KUW:h
WH2110

Basin

North Coast
Mid Coast
Unpgqua

South Coast
Rogue
Willamette
Sandy

Hood
Deschut es
John Day
Unmatilla
Walla Walla
Grande Ronde
Powder
Malheur River
Ouwyhee
Malheur Lake
Goose and Summer Lakes
Kl amath

Main Stem Snake River -=- T750.0 mg/L
Snake River == 750.0 mg/L

Snake River -~ 750.0 mg/L

Dissolved Chemical
Substances Rule

340-41-205(0)
340-41-245(0)
340 -41-285 (o)
340-41-325(0)
340-41-365(0)
340141 =445(0)
340-01-485(0)
340-41-525(0)
340-41-565(0)
340-41-605(0)
340-41-645(0)
340-41-685 (o)
340-41=725(0)
340-41=765(0)
340-41-805(0)
340-41-845(0)
340-141-885(0)
340-41-925(0)
340-41-965(0)
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ATTACHMENT D
HEARING OFFICER'S REPQRT

Hearing Officer's Report for Public Hearings oh the Proposed Revisions to
the Water Quality Standards, Held July 21 to July 24, 1986, in Portland,
Eugene, Medford, Bend, and La Grande

The Department held five public hearings around the state between July 21
and 24, on proposed amendments to water quality standards. The Department
sent public notices of the hearing on June 18, 1986 and over 500 copies of
the issue papers to those individuals on the DEQ water quality standards
mailing list, local and state government agencies, as well as other persons
who expressed an interest in the issues. In addition, the public hearing
notice was published in the Secretary of States Bulletin on June 15, 1986,
and in local and state newspapers prior to the hearing.

The first hearing was held in Portland at DEQ, 522 SW Sth Ave. The hearing
convened at 9:00 a.m., on July 21, 1986. Mr. Tom Lucas, Water Quality
Planning Manager, served as the Hearings Officer. Prior to receipt of
testimony, Ms. Krystyna Wolniakowski, author of the water gquality standards
report, presented an overview of the water quality standards revision
process and discussed the proposed amendments.

Following the presentation and brief guestion and answer period; the
Hearings Officer opened the record to receive coral and written testimony.
Mr, lLucas reminded everyone to fill out the witness registration sheets if
they wished to speak, and announced that the record would be open until
August 8, 1986. Eight people provided oral testimony. The hearing was
adjourned at 10:15 a.m.

The remaining hearings followed the same format as the Portland hearing,
with Mr, Lucas serving as the Hearing's Officer, and Ms. Wolniakowski
presenting the proposed rules, with a question and answer period prior to
conveneing the hearing. The second hearing was held in Eugene at the Lane
County Courthouse, South Harris Hall, Public Service Building, 125 E, 8th
Ave, at 7:00 p.m. on July 21, 1986. The majority of time was spent on
Questions and answers regarding DEQ water guality permit processes, and
whether the Willamette River was polluted with toxic substances. One
person provided oral testimony. The hearing was adjourned at T:45 p.m.

The third hearing was held in Medford at the Jackson County Courthouse
Auditorium, 10 S. Oaksdale, at 1:00 p.m. on July 22, 1986, Six people
provided oral testimony. The hearing was adjourned at 2:15 p.m.

The fourth hearing was held in Bend at the City Council Chambers in City
Hall, 710 N,W. Wall St., at 1:00 on July 23, 1986, Three people attended
to ask quesations, but no cne testified. The hearing was adjourned at
1:20 p.m.

The final hearing was held in La Grande at Eastern Oregon State College,
Room 309, Hoke Hall, Bth and X St., at 7:30 p.m. on July 24, 1986. No one
attended. The hearing was adjourned at 8:00 p.m.
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Testimony No,

RESPONDENTS

Organization Oral

1

2.

10.

1.

i2.

13.

1}4.

COLUMBIA RIVER YACHTING ASSO. X
Don Church

NW MARINE TRADE ASSOC, X
Rey Young

OREGCN FEDERATION OF BOATERS X
A,F. "AL" Gwinner, President

CITY OF PORTLAND X
Bill Gaffi

CITY OF PORTILAND X
Brown and Caldwell Consultants
Dan P. Norris

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL X
John Charles, Executive Director

ASSOCIATED OREGON INDUSTRIES X
Tom Donaca, General Counsel

MW PULP AND PAPER ASSOCIATION X
Terry Boner
Energy and Environmental Analyst

1000 FRIENDS OF QREGON
Paul Ketcham, Senior Land Use Planner

UNIFIED SEWERAGE AGENCY
Stanton LeSieur
Assistant General Manager

U.S. FOREST SERVICE
John F. Butruille
Deputy Region Forester

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY
Dr, Robert G, Anthony, Professor

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC
Dr, Lolita Carter
Environmental Scientist

OREGON STATE SENATE
Dr. John Kitzhaber, Senate President

Wpitten
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Testimony No. Organization Oral Written

15. STATE PARKS AND RECREATION DIVISION X
John E, Lilly, Assistant Administrator

16. SIERRA CLUB -~ OREGON CHAPTER X
Carol Lieberman, Issues Coordinator

17 . EPA RESEARCH LABORATORY x
Dr. D. Phil Larsen
Team Leader for Aquatic Ecology

18. NORTHRUP SERVICES X
Bob Hughes, Environmental Scientist

19. COLUMBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FISH COM. X
8. Timothy Wapato, Executive Director

20, Thomas B, Habecker X

21. EP4A, REGICN 10 X
Riek Albright
Water Quality Standards Coordinator

22, TIMBER AND WOOD PRODUCTS GROUP X
Vietor J. Kollock
Environmental Engineer

23. WILDERNESS SOCIATY X
Jean C. Durning, Regional Director

24, NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE X
Dale R. Evans, Division Chief

25, CITY CF EUGENE X
Christine Andersen, Public Works Director

26 . EUGENE WATER AND ELECTRIC BOARD X
Douglas Wise, Water Supply Supervisor

27, OREGON STATE SENATE X X
Lenn Hannon, State Senator
Jackson County District 26

28, CITY OF ASHLAND X X
Brian Almquist, City Administrator

29, ROGUE VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

Bob Johnson, Medford Councilman X
Eric Dittmer, Water Qualtiy Coordinator X
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30, CITY OF MEDFORD X
Don Walker, City Engineer
31. Myra Irwin X
32. CITY OF ASHLAND X

L. Gordon Medaris, Mayor
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SUMMARY OF ORAL AWD WRITTEN TESTIMONY

Don Church, Executive Vice President, Columbia River Yachting
Association (Oral Testimony)

Mr. Church wanted to go on record stating that a minimal amount of
restrictions sheould be placed on boaters in relation to discharge of
sewage from boats, since there were an inadequate amount of pump out
stations located around the state in recreational boating areas.

Rey Young, Northwest Marine Trade Association (Oral Testimony)

Mr. Young is representing over 900 mewmbers that sale and service over
15,000 boats under 65 feet in length. He expreased that the four
punping stations nearby are not adequate to service all the boats, so
regulations should not be enforced unless more pumping stations are
installed.

A.F. "Al" Gwinner, President and Executive Committeeman, QOregon

Federal of Boaters, 7515 SW Miller Hill Road, Beaverton, OR 97007;
T7/31/86 (Oral and Written Testimony)

Requested a waiver from Coast Guard regulations enforc¢ing marine
sanitation device pumping. &ince there are only 17 pump stations for
22,000 boats in the state, the enforcement of MSD regulations is
unfair.

Bill Gaffi, City of Portland (Oral Testimony)

Mr. Gaffi questioned whether a fiscal and economic analysis had been
conducted on the proposed rules. The City of Portland retained Brown
and Caldwell to evaluate the fiscal impact of the proposed rules.

Dan P, Norris, Executive Vice Presgident, Brown and Caldwell Consulting
Engineers, PQ Box 11680, Eugene, OR 9T440; 7/18/86 (Oral and Written

Testimony)

Mr. Norris provided suggestions for all three proposed rule
amendments :

Antidegradation: Mr. Norris supported the current policy and

expressed concern that the proposed language eliminates flexibility in
palancing inordinant economic effects on a community against the basic
policy of maintaining surface water quality at present levels. He
stated that a non-degradaticn policy for outstanding waters could be
used to prohibit, for all time, any development either within, or
upstream of any area that the state elects to designate as
"gxceptional waters of ecclogical or recreational significance,"

Mixing Zones: Mr. Norris supported the current rule for the mixing

zohe policy, but also expressed support of Version B over Version A if
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6,

a choice had to be made, since Version A appeared more lengthy and

confusing, He offered the following language changes for
340-41-%__ (U):

e Section (a) Delete "a stream"™ and insert "receiving
water®,

& Section (d) Delete D,E,F since these factors are
controlled in the permit, and should not be
readdressed in policy.

e Section (f) Delete "as necessary" and "at any time" and
substitute "not more freguently than once
every five years™,

¢ Section (g) Delete "existing or potential® and ingert
"designated" so a2 discharger would not be
subject to hypothetical future conditions.

Toxics:
e Section (A} Was appropriate;

¢ Section (B) Drinking water standards should only be applied
where drinking water is a designated beneficial
use;

e Section (C) Replace "show conclusively" with “indicate";

e Section (D) Bioassessments are expensive so if dischargers
are to conduct the tests, the results should be
acknowledged and discharge permitis modified so
the following sentence should be included "These
studies, properly conducted, will be accepted as
scientifically valid for the purposes of (C)."

John Charles, Executive Director, Oregon Environmental Couneil,

2637 SW Water Avenue, Portland, OR 97201; 8/8/86 (Oral and Written
Testimony)

Mr. Charles provided comments on all three proposed rules:

Antidegradation: Mp. Charles supports the proposed language if a non-

degradation standard is included for outstanding waters. However, he
expressed conceprns that the policy language did not adequately address
nonpoint sources, nor does DEQ have the program in place f¢ plan and
impl ement nonpoint source controls. If the EQC wanis to have a means
of enforcing the antidegradation policy, the the Department must
devise a way of implementing a nonpoint source program that reguires
rigorous scurce control by nonpoint sources, and not just best
management practices. OEC offered their assistance to DEQ to draft
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such a program,. Mr, Charles also suggested that the criteria used as
guidelines to allow water quality degradation in high quality waters
should be formalized as part of the rule, rather than {o serve as "in-
house guidelines" to provide the public with a clear understanding of
the decision process.

Mixing Zones; Mr, Charles suggested that Section (g) be changed to
"The Department shall change a mixing zone designation or ocutfall
location if it determines that the water quality within the mixing
zone adversely affects any existing or potential beneficial uses in
the receiving water', This language preserves both regulatory
flexibility and environmental guality, and makes the mixing zone
poelicy more consistent with the proposed language in the
antidegradation policy. He pointed ocut that the antidegradation
policy establishes an absolute floor below which water quality will
not be allowed to drop and all beneficial uses must be protected, but
the proposed mixing zone policy contradicts this by using language
such as no Wgignificant or disproportionatet effects on beneficial
uses in the mixing zone, Mr, Charles supports Version A of the
mixing zone policy.

Toxic Substances: Mr. Charles stated that OEC supparts adoption of
sections (A4)-(C), but recommends the following changes to (D):
"Bioassessment studies which include instream monitoring and
laboratory bicassays shall be conducted, as the Department deems
necessary, to monitor the toxic effects of complex effluents or other
suspected discharges. If toxicity occurs, the Department shall
[consider] undertake measures necessary to reduce or eliminate
toxicity. [through permit meodification]." This change will make
measures mandatory, nhot discretionary. Adding "or eliminate" puts
dischargers on notice that corrective measures will be required.
Eliminating "through permit modification" is necessary to indicate
that the policy will apply to both point and nenpeint sources.

Tom Donaca, General Counsel, Associated Oregon Industries,

PO _Box 12519, Salem, OR 97309; 7/21/86 (Oral and Written Testimony)

Mr. Donaca commented on the three proposed rules. In general, he was
concerned that revising the current rules was not necessary, except to
satisfy EPA; and any changes would only bring uncertainty to the
regulatory process,

Antidegradation: Mr. Donaca thought adding the word “important" was
unnecessary. He was uncertain about the inoclusion of "(F) other state
designated exceptional waters of ecologlical or recreational
significance", He asked what is meant by the this statement, who
designates these waters, what 13 the public involvement process, can
an open ended provision be part of the poligy, and if so0, is that an
unauthorized use of legislative power by an administrative agency? He
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8.

suggested that the words "and permanently" be added after
feumulatively® in the last paragraph.

Mixing Zones: Mr, Donaca suggested that subsection (D) through (F) be
deleted from the proposed rules because those reguirements prevent any
degradation of water quality in the mixing zone, meking mixing zone
water quality meet water quality standards, which then defeats the
purposes of a "mixing zone®, A definition of "chronic toxiecity"
should be ineluded in the rules and that "available and appropriate”
test organisms be used to assure that the test species is
representative of the receiving water rather than a species selected
for its availability. Mr. Donaca also added that the language should
clarify what is meant by "lowest flow conditions"., He suggested that
a distinction bhe made betwen normal annual low flows and those low
flows that occur during droughts.

Toxic Substances: Mr, Donaca suggested that in the first line after
"present" the phrase®above natural levels" bhe inserted, He also
recommended that "or may become" be deleted. In section (B) the
actual substances included in the Federal Reglster should be included
in the rule. In section (C) "scientifically valid" should be defined,
or delete it and replace with more information on what kind of studies
would be appropriate to make the required showing.

Mr. Donaca concluded his testimony with concerns about the fiscal
impact of the proposed rules and suggested that an econamic impact
analysis be completed,

Terry Boner. Energy and Environmental Analyst, Northwest Pulp and
Paper Association, 1300 114th Avenue Southeast, Suite 110, Bellvue, WA
98004 ; 8/6/87 (Oral and Written Testimony)

Ms. Boner provided comments on the proposed rules for mixing zones and
toxic substances:

Mixing Zones:

¢ Language in (d)(F) would result in a de facto elimination of the
nixing zone, since this section requires water quality standards
to be met within that zone., By deleting {(d) altogether or
revising it to read "pe free of sufficient to cause", water
quality conditions would be preserved but not require that
rigorous effluent water quality standards be net.

(] Chronic toxicity biocassays should not be required within the
mixing zone because EPA does not require it, testing methods are
not sufficiently developed to provide consistent results, chronic
tests are too expensive ($6000 per test), and too many questions
remain as to what species to use, what timeframe is appropriate,
what are the endpoints? Ms. Boner stated that dischargers already
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conduct acufe bicassays as part of the NPDES permits since lethal
pollutant levels are prohibited at the pipe, or a short distance
of' the discharge. A chronic bicassay requirement is therefore,
inappropriate.

e Language in (f) should be changed to read "The Department may [as
necessary] require mixing zone menitoring.,.to be conducted [at
any time]...within [and outside] the mixing zone boundary if the
Department can demonstrate that conditions within the mixing zone
unreasonably affect any existing beneficial uses in the receiving
waters." This would prevent the Department from requiring
bioassays at whim,

@ Language in (g) should be revised to read " The Department may
change a mixing zone designation,.. within a mixing zone if it
unreasonably and measurably affects any existing [or potentiall
beneficial uses in the receiving waters, and an economically
feasible alternative exists." The environmental benefit as well as
the economic cost can be taken into account in any decision to
relocate or redesign outfalls.,

® Ms, Boner emphasized the need for a public hearing process for any
major modifications to the policy, once adopted.

Toxic Substances: Ms. Boner requested that the bicassessment re-

gquirement be removed from the language, and recommended the following
revisions:

® "Bicassessment studies shall be conducted, as the Department deems
necesgary , to monitor the toxicity of complex effluents or other
suspected toxic discharges to aquatic life. If the effluent meets
the toxic substances criteria the cost of any biocassay shall be
borne by the Department., If toxicity occurs, the Department shall
consider measures necessary to reduce toxicity through permit
modification. ™

e Section (&) "Toxic substances shall not be [present] introduced
above background levels in the waters of the state at levels which
are [or may become] injurious to public health, safety, or
welfare..." This language would acoount for naturally high levels
of toxics, and would eliminate trying to define what may be
injurious in the future.

Pau) Kethcham, Senior Land Use Planner, 1000 Friends of Oregon,

300 Willamette Building, 534 SW Third Avenue, Portland, OR 97204;
7/24/86 (Written Testimony)

Mr. Ketcham submitted testimony that outlined his concerns about the
need to include the biological integrity mandate of the Federal Water
Pollution Contreol Act in water quality standards. He stated that the
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1.

biological integrity mandate encompasses more than just the chemical
and physical aspects of water quality, and includes aspects of habitat
quality (substrate quality), stream structure, and pool volume. It was
his observation that while water may be clear, the biological
integrity of many streams appear to be significantly impaired for
beneficial uses, Mp, Ketcham recommended that the Department
strengthen the antidegradation policy by integrating the bioclogical
integrity mandate through appropriate amendments to the nonpoint
source pollution program.

Stanton LeSieur, Assistant General Manager, Unified Sewerage Agency
of Washington County, 150 N. First Avenue, Hillsboro, OR 97124;
7/31/86 (Written Testimony)

Mp. Lesieur commented on the three proposed rules:

Antidegradation: Mr. Lesieur supports the present policy and opposes
any revisions because he believes that the proposed language would
prevent the Department from evaluating discharges based on sound
technical studies and adjusting discharges baged upon correct water
quality designations,

Mixing Zones: Mr. Lesieur supports Version B if (d)D-F are deleted.
He also suggested changing "as necessary" and "at any time"™ to "no
more freqguently than one test during the life of the NPDES permit", €o
prevent arbitrary requests for expensive monitoring studies related to
environmental effects of a mixing zone,

Toxic Substances: Mr. LeSieur recommended that "above natural
background levels" be added after "present®, He suggested that we
review the standsrd for total dissolved chemical levels and believed
that 100 mg/L may not be appropriate., He also requested that
"scientifically valid studies" be defined., Mr. Lesieur concluded his
testimony with a request that the Department conduct a more thorough
economic impact analysis of the proposed rules,

John Butruille, Deputy Regional Forester, Forest Service, Pacific

Northwest Region, 319 SW Pine, PO Box 3623, Portland, OR 97208;
7/24/86 (Written Testimony)

Mr. Butruille provided comments on the antidegradation policy. He
supports the basic intent of the policy but was concerned about how it
would be implemented. Specifically, how would the policy be applied
to short term nonpoint sources in forested watersheds where the
quality was consistently higher than existing standards, how would
timber sale contracts which might temporarily change existing water
quality be administered, and how would a series of teamporary
cumulative effects be measured to determine if a threshold had been
exceeded? He expressed concern that with 73,000 miles of stream in
the state and 1000 timber sales anmually, predicting threshold levels
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4.

and tracking them without ah extensive monitoring effort would be
difficult.

Robert Anthony, Professor, Oregon State University, Department qf

Fisheries and Wildlife, Corvallis, OR 97331; 8/1/86 (Written
Testimony)

Dr. Anthony supported the proposed revisions and stated that these
standards would ultimately improve the quality of life and protect
habitat for many fish and wildlife species. He recommended that a
list of all the toxic substances be included from the EPA list with
concentrations not to be exceeded, He also recommended adding
selenium and mercury to the list since these heavy metals have a
severe effect on wildlife.

Lolita Carter, Environmental Scientist, Portland General Electric, 121

SW Salmon Street, Portland, OR 97204; 8/5/86 (Written Testimony)

Dr. Carter expressed support for the standards review process but had
concerns about specific requirements:

Antidegradation: Dr. Carter stated that several construction type
activities that occcur in waters of the state may cause cumulative
effects but these effects are usually temporary.

Mixing Zones: Dr. Carter requested that acute bioassays should be:

] Conducted on a limited basis, such that if effluent has met the
rules, then no further bicassays would be required unless
concentrations of substances in the effluent have increased,

] Conducted only within the mixing zone.

Furthermcre, she states that chronic bicassay methodolgy 1s too
uncertain and would not be a valid regulatory requirement. She asked
about what species would be used, test duration, testing variables,
methodoloeogy, and whether the Department had the eapability to
establish chronic bicassay regulations that were equitable and not
controversial,

Toxic Substances: Dr. Carter requested that a list of the toxics and
maximum permissible concentrations be incorporated into the rule. She
also stated that biocassays were not appropriate for basin standards
regulation, and if the Department required them, then the Department
should bear the costs.

John Kitzhaber, M.D., Senate President, Oregon State Senate, State
Capitol, Salem 97310-1347; 8/6/86 (Written Testimony)

Dr. Kitzhaber provided comments on the Antidegradation Policy. Dr.
Kitzhaber supports including State Scenic Waterways in order to
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protect the water quality and maintain beneficial uses of these
waters. He strongly encouraged expansion of the exceptional waters
category to include Oregon river segmente listed in Nationwide Rivers
Inventory conducted by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation
Service to aid in the protection of waters determined through
comparative scientific evaluation to be of Yexceptional recreational
or ecological significance", He also supports inclusion of CODFW
designated rivers for “wild fish" management to strengthen protection
of instream fish habitat. Dr, Kitzhaber recommended that section (F)
include federally deaighated waters, and that the word "exceptiomal
be changed to "outstanding® to include waters of both exceptional
water quality, and those that are not of particularly high quality but
deserving of protection. Dr. Kitzaber concluded by urging adoption of
the proposed standarda to preserve and protect water quality in
Oregon's vitally important watersheds.

John E. Lilly, Assistant Administrator, Parks and Recreation Division,
Department of Transportation, 525 Trade Street SE, Salem, OR 97310;
8/5/86 (Written Testimony) '

Mr. Lilly supported the proposed revisions to the antidegradation
policy, especially as it affects state scenic waterways and other
outstanding natural resource waters.

Carol Lieberman, Issues Coordinator, Sierra Club, Oregon Chapter, 2506
NE Halsey, Portland, OR 97212; 8/7/86 (Writtem Testimony)

Ms, Lieberman expressed support and appreciation for the detailed
issues analysis and proposed rules, She offered comments on all three
proposed rules.

Antidegradation: Ms., Lieberman requested clarification of what level
of water quality degradation triggers the antidegradation poliey. She
also requested that the criteria for allowing degradation be
incorporated into the rule, and that a public evidentiary hearing
based on a record be part of the decisilon process, where the burden of
proof for justifying degradation lies with the proponent of the
discharge or activity. In addition, she requested that the list of
waters to which the more restricted degradation standard applies
should be expanded to include those Oregon River segments included in
the Hationwide Rivers Inventory by the Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service, and ODFW designated waters for wild trout
management to protect productivity. Section (f) should be revised so
that "designated" is repalced with "recognized", and such recognitions
may be made by agencies as well as by legislative bodies. The section
would then read "other high gquality waters recognized by state,
federal or local agencies for their exceptional ecological or
recreational significance,"
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Mixing Zones: Ms. Lieberman expressed support for Version A since it
clearly outlines the factors to be considered in defining a mixing
zone, and supports provisions for monitoring and meodification.

Toxic Substances: Ms. Lieberman generally supports the proposed
standards but requested thatf advance publication of standards be
published for the public in reviewing proposed toxic discharges.

D. Phil Larsen, EPA Laboratory, 200 SW 35th Street, Corvallis, OR
97333; 8/8/86 (Written Testimony)

Dr. Larsen provided comments on the antidegradation policy and toxic
substances. Dr. Larsen supports the revisions but asked how anti-
degradation applies to temporary disturbances in streams, and how high
quality waters are defined., He also supported the provision for
bicassessments and field monitoring for toxies, and requested that
YEPA Health Advisories" for chemicals with insufficient data, be
recognized as part of the standards.

Robert Hughes, Environmental Scientist, Northrup Services, 200 SW 35th

Street, Corvaliis, OR 973333 8/12/86 (Written Testimony)

Mr. Hughes stated that he was impressed with how clearly the complex
standards issues were covered and offered comments on the anti-
degradation and mixing zone rules.

Antidegradation: Mr. Hughes suggested that the Department consider
regional patterns and regional reference sites to develcp objective
measures for evaluating degradation or non-degradation of high quality
waters, Specifically, he asked for definitions of terms such as
"permanent", "high quality and outstanding rescurce watera®,
"necessary and justifiable economic and social development®, "publict,
and ¥ significant development¥. He asked if use designations were
clear enough to determine if uses are fully protected., He also
suggested adding National and State Forests and Rangelands to the list
of outstanding waters.

Mixing Zones: DMr. Hughes supports adopticn of Version 4 and described
the James River discharge at Halsey in the Willamette as curently
violating aesthetic and chronic toxicity standards by producing
objectionable color and turbidity. He suggested that (f) read "The
Department will require znnual summer mixing zone meonitoring studies
and bloassays to be conducted to evaluate water quality or biclogical
status within and outside the mixing zone boundary. Such monitoring
studies will fellow DEQ approved protocols and quality assurance
procedures for site selection, sampling gear, collection methods,
species ID and enumeration, data analysis, and reporting. Bioassays
will be conducted on species native to the waters in questiocon
preferrably with species that are relatively common but sensitive to
the discharge in question.®




Attachment D
Hearing Officer's Report
Page 14

19.

20,

S. Timothy Wapato, Executive Director, Columbia River Inter-Tribal
Fish Commision, 975 SE Sandy Boulevard, Suite 202, Portland, OR 97214;
8/8/86 (¥Writtem Testimony)

Mr, Wapato commented on the antidegradation policy. Mr. Wapato
endorses the proposed rules to fully protect existing uses in all
state waters, expand the exceptional waters category, and limit
ftenporary disturbances that would result in adverse cumulative effects
on beneficial uses. He commented that the proposed policy properly
places the burden of proving the necessity of a reduction in water
quality on the moving party, and mandates & cost/benefit analysis
which provides a safeguard to the hazard of allowing cost/benefit
analysis to undermine environmental protection. The CRITFC believes
that instream monitoring, monitoring of point and nonpoint sources,
and development of sedimentation and large organic debris criteria
Wwill be necesary to implement the policy.

My, Wapatc asked for clarifications on what triggers the public
involvement process required to permit reduction in water quality, and
for definitions of "temporary disturbances", In order to prevent
cunul ative impaects, Mr. Wapato maintains that DEQ must have knowledge
of, or be able to predict when and where activities will take place,
which may require filing pre-activity plans so DEQ could stagger the
timing and location of temporary disturbances, Mr. Wapato alseo
described what the tribes consider full protection of existing uses in
terms of their ftreaty rights to take fish. Thelr treaty right is a
property right that entitles them to to that number of fish needed to
satisfy their moderate living needs. Thus, full protection means that
there must be no measureable impact on spawning, rearing, and passage
capability of fish subject to treaty allccation. He concluded by
emphasizing that the antidegradation policy must maintain a separation
between the biological needs of fish and the economic needs of
Oregon's communities.,

Thomas B. Habecker, Route 3, Box 440, Cornelius, OR 97113; 8/6/86
(Written Testimony)

Mr Habecker commented on the antidegradation and mixing zZone rules.

Antidegradation: Mr. Habecker reuested that the antidegradation
policy include the following additional components: groundwater
protection, hydraulic coupling between groundwater and surface water,
hydraulic coupling between westewater and ground water, and retaining
control of closed impoundments,

Mixing Zones: Mr, Habecker requested that the Department consider
control of water guality where mixing zones have hydraulic coupling
with groundwater.
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22,

23,

Protection Agency, Region 10, 1200 Sixth Avenue, Seattle, WA 98101;
8/11/86 (Written Testimony)

Mr. Albright strongly supported the proposed revisions and provided
comments on all three proposed rules,

Antidegradation: The proposed language is consistent with EPA's
national policy.

Mixing zones: Both versions are acceptable, and with either one,
implementation guidelines need to be established. The Department
needs to include a provision for prohibiting against nmultiple mixing
zones overlapping or interacting to block migration of fish or other
aquatic organisms,

Toxic Substances: Mr. Albright recommended that we add a provision to
use published reports for toxic substances that do not have
established criteria. He also requested that the wording for
biocassessments be changed to ineclude nonpoint sources.

Victor Kollock, Environmental Engineer, Timber and Wood Products
Group, PO Box 8328, Boise, Idaho 83707; 8/7/86 (Written Testimony)

Mr. Kollock provided comments on the antidegradation policy. He
requested clarification on who designates waters for special
protection, what authority enables them to do so, how is the public
involved in the designation process, and how will the state determine
cumulative impacts of numerous short term disturbances, He also
stated that 2 non-degradation clause for specially designated waters
goes far beyond the federal policy and is inappropriate,

Jdean Durning, Regional Director, Wilderness Society, 1424 Fourth

Avenue, Room 822, Seattle, WA 98101; 8/8/86 (Written Testimony)

Ms. Durning offered comments on the antidegradation policy. She
stated that the proposed rules should be amended to include verbatim
the federal antidegradation policy. This would require the addition of
the following sentence "Further, the State shall assure that there
shall he achieved the highest statutory and regulatory requirements
for all new and existing point sources and all cost-effective and
reasonable best mangement practices for nonpoint source control." She
also recommended including a provision that if a Director needs to
lower water quality for emergency purposes, that water quality will be
adequate to maintain and protect existing beneficial uses fully. Ms.
Durning commended the Department for considering the effects of
cumulative impacts, but recommended that the provision be amended to
include a2ll surface water of the state, She also urged the adoption
of a classification system to designate outstanding waters of the




Attachment D
Hearing Officer's Report
Page 16

24,

25,
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state, Finally, she recommended that the Department address the issue
of watershed restoration.

Dale R. Evans, Division Chief, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service, 847 NE 19th Street,
Suite 350, Portland, OR 97232-2279; 8/8/86 (Written Testimony)

Mr. Evans supporis the proposed revisions to the rules.

Christine Andersen, City of Eugene Public Works Director; William Pye,
Metropolitan Wastewater Manager; Dan Brown, City of Springfield Public
Works Director, Eugene-Springfield Metro Water Pollution Control
Facility, 410 River Avenue, Fugene, OR 97404; 8/1/86 (Written
Testimony) ’

Comments were received on the mixing zone and toxic substances rules:

Mixing Zones: The requested clarifications on the status of emergency
outfalls at wastewater treatment plants and stormwater outfalls,
whether they would violate the provision against exposed outfalls.
They support both versions of the poliecy if a provision was included
on public notification if any changes to the policy would occur.

Toxic Substances: They requested clarification on acceptable bicassay

procedures and when they will be required, as well as the steps that
would be required if an effluent was found to be toxic.

Douglas Wise, Water Supply and Treatment Supervisor, Eugene Water and
Electric Board, 500 E. 4th Avenue, Eugene. OR 97401; 7/23/86 (Written
Testimony)

Mr. Wise supports the intent and language of the proposed amendments,
but requested clarification on how to obtain information on what toxic
substances are included in the standards, and how they are currently
enforeced using current DEQ methods and procedures.

Lenn Hannon, State Senator, Jackson County, District 26, Oregon State

Senate, State Capitol, Salem, OR, 97310-134T; 7/21/86 (Oral and

Written Testimony)

Senator Hannon expressed concern about how the antidegradation policy
will apply to the cleaning out of drinking water impoundments that may
cause residue to flow from a secondary stream into a major waterway
designated for special protection. He urged the Department to work
closely with local governments that may be adversely impacted by the
proposed rules,
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29.

30,

Ashland, OR, 97520; 7/22/86 (Oral and Written Testimony)

Mr. Almquist commented on the antidegradation policy. Mr, Almguist
described the drinking water reservoir situvation in Ashland and
requested clarification on how the proposed rule would impact Ashlands
maintenance and operations on Ashland Creek since it eventually flows
into the Rogue River, classified as a Wild and Scenic River. He
stated that he would oppose the proposed rule if it prohibited or
restricted Ashlands water supply operation,

Bob_ Johnson, Medford Councilman, and Eric Dittmer, Water Quality
Coordinator, Rogue Valley Council of Governments, 155 S. Second
Street, P.0. Box 3275, Central Point, OR, 97502; 7/25/86 (Oral and
Written Testimony)

The RVCOG requested clarifications on the following issuest
@ How will the policy be implemented?
@ How is Bear Cpreek classifiled for water quality?
¢ Which beneficial uses receive priority?

e JSince Bear Creek does not meet standards, can it be
degraded?

¢ Can activities be grandfathered?

¢ Do all streamside residents have equal copinion rights?
The RVCOG atrongly urged the Department to consider the fiscal impacts
of the proposed rule, and to work closely with the local governments

in implenting policies adopted,

Don Walker, City Engineer, City of Medford (Oral Testimony)

Antidegradation: Requested that the present antidegradation policy be

retained until all the questions are answered that were brought up by
the previous witnesses. Mr. Walker also requested that another
meeting be held after the testimony is reviewed to give the City a
chance to comment based on knowledge of how the antidegradation policy
will be implemented.

Mixing Zones: Prefers Versicn B with the following deletions, change

"measurably® and insert %significantly", in Section (C) because part

(b) expressly states that water guality standards in the mixing zone

may be suspended, If there is a long term water quality reduction in
the mixing zone, then it is reasonable to assume that some biological
impacts may occur. This provision is in direct conflict with the
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mixing zone parameters. He also recommended that sections (D)-(F} be
deleted because these are adequately addressed in the discharge permit
and should not be part of the policy itself. In (f), Mr. Walker
stated that conducting biomonitoring tests was very expensive, If DEQ
requires these tests, then DEQ should bear all costs asscciated with
these tests as part of the policy. In (g), he requested that the word
"potential® be deleted because it places the discharger in the
position of trying to meet some future unknown hypothetical use which
is an undue hardship.

Toxic Substances: Recommended adopting the proposed language with the

31.

following changes: In (C), change "show conclusively™ to "indicate®
because it is nearly impossible to show impacts conclusively. In (D),
include language that places the cost of biomonitoring on the DEQ, if
they require it,

Myra Erwin, Resident, City of Ashland (Oral Testimony)

Antidegradation: Ms. Erwin requested that DEQ specify whether

32.

eniployment growth be temporary or permanent.

L, Gordon Medaris, Mayor, City of Ashland City Hall, Ashland, OR

975203 8/6/86 (Written Testimony).

KUW:h
WH211

Mr. Medaris urged the Department to delay adoption of any rule-making
until all the questions have been resolved on how the proposed
antidegradation policy would affect the operation and mainfenance of
Reeder Reservoir, Ashlands drinking water reservoir.

2
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ATTACHMENT E
MIXIRG ZONE POLICY

Overview and Response to Testimony

A. INTRODUCTION

A mixing zone is defined as a portion of a stresm or waterbody that
serves as a zone of initial dilution where wastewater and receiving
waters mix, and where numeric water quality may be legally exceed.
However, aesthetics and beneficial uses should be protected within the
nixing zone, and water quality standards must be met at the mixing
zone boundary.

The Department modified the mixing zone policy to address:

1. How mixing zones are defined (Version A incorporates guidelines
used to establish mixing zones, whereas Version B refers only to
the c¢riteria that should be considered, as necessary, to
establish mixing zones. See Attachment G for detailed
explanation).

2. What information an applicant with a proposed discharge must
provide.

3. When biomonitoring may be required.

L, Under what conditions would a mixing zone designation be changes,
Although the current pelicy prohibits acute toxieity in the
nixing zone, the proposed rule amendment went one step further to
also prohibit chronic toxicity in the mixing zonhe,

Acute toxicity 1s defined ams the concentration of toxic substance that
causes 50 percent mortality of test organisms within 96 hours.

Chronic toxicity involves long-term sublethal effects where
reproductive failure occurs or where growth and development are
significantly impaired, over a given testing period (based on test
organism life cycle).

The Department proposed these revisions to update the rules, and
clarify both the intent and the procedures used for mixing zone
designations,

B. PROPOSED RULE
The proposed rule that went to hearing is as follows:

340-41=% (4) Mixing Zones:
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(4) Mixing Zones

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

The Department may allow a2 defined portion of a stream to serve
as a zone of initial dilution for wastewaters and receiving
waters to thoroughly mix.

The Department may suspend all or part of the water quality
standards, or set less restrictive standards in the defined
mixing zone, However, the water quality in this zone must
preserve aesthetic conditions at all times and must not adversely
impair any designated beneficial uses. Water quality standards
must be met at the mixing zone boundary even under the lowest
flow conditions,

In determining the location, surface area, and volume of a
mixing zone area, the Department may refer to appropriate mixing
zone guidelines to assess the biological, physical, and chemical
character of receiving waters and effluent and the placement of
the outfall, whenever necessary to protect instresm water
quality, publie health, and other beneficial uses, Based on
receiving water and effluent characteristics, the Department
shall assign a mixing zone in the immediate area of waste water
discharge on a case-~by-case basis in the waste water discharge
permit.

The mixing zone shall:
(A) be as small as feasible;

(B) be less than the total stream width as necessary to allow
passage of fish and other aguatic organisms;

(C) not measuresdly affect the indigenous biclogical community
especially when important species are present;

(D} not threaten public health;
(E) not adversely affect other designated beneficial uses;
(F) and be free of:

(i) maeterials in concentrations that will cause acute
(96 HL.C50) or chronic toxicity to aguatic life

(ii} materials that will settle to form objectionable
deposits
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{iii) fleating debris, oil, scum, or other materials that
cause miisance conditions

(iv) substances in concentrations that produce
objectionable color, odor, taste, or turbidity

(v) substances in concentrations that produce huisance
aquatic growth

(e) The Department may request the applicant of a permitted discharge
for which a mixing zone is required, fo submit all information
necessary to define a mixing zone, such as:

(1)
(B)
(3)
(&)
(5)

type of operation to be conducted;

characteristics of effluent flow rates and composition;
characteristics of low flows of receiving waters;
description of potential environmental effecis;

proposed design for outfall structures.

(f) The Department may, as nhecessary, require mixing zone monitoring
studies and/or bicassays to be conducted at any time to evaluate
water quality or biologiecal status within and outside the mixing
zone boundary.

(g) The Department may change a mixing zone deignation or ocutfall
location if it determines that the water quality within the
nixing zone unreascnably and measureably affect any existing or
potential beneficial uses in the receiving waters.

MAJOR ISSUES

The major issues raised during the hearing process by several
respondents were as follows:

1. The uncertainty of chronic toxicity testing methods and whether
the results would be reliable for regulatory purposes;

2e The requirement to preserve aesthetic conditions within the
mixing zone; and

3. The frequency of biocassay tests required by the Department.




Attachment E
Mixing Zone Policy
Page U

D.

RESPONSE TQO ISSUES RAISED DURING PUBLIC TESTIMONY

1.

Chronic Toxicity

The discharge of substances that may be acutely toxic to aquatic
life is strictly prohibited even within the mixing zone. Acute
toxicity is defined as the concentration of a substance that
causes 50 percent mortality in 96 hours of exposure. Toxicity is
measured by bicassaying representative agquatic organisms and
observing their survival, However,; toxicity effects may be
chronic, where mortality does not occur, but reproductive
failure, or abnormal growth does occur. The Department has been
concerned about potential chronic toxicity effects within and
outside the mixing zone, and inecluded language to regulate it in
the proposed rule.

Based on public testimony, an evaluation of the effluent
discharged into public waters, and the developmental stage for
chronic toxicity testing, the Department will retain the
provision prohibiting acute toxieity in the mixing zone, but
revise chronic toxicity requirement to prohibit chronic toxicity
at the boundary of the mixing zone in the rule. The Department
will continue to conduct chronic toxicity tests on effluents and
refine standardized testing procedures, if a problem is
suspected, If a chronic toxicity problem exists outside the
mixing zone, the Department will evaluate and address it on a
case~by=case basis, and work with the discharger to defermine if
the chronic toxicity can be reduced through changes in threatment
processes,

Aesthetic Quality

The current mixing zone policy states that standards for
aesthetic conditions cannot be suspended in the mixing zone. The
Department retained this provision in the proposed rule, but
provided a more explicit definition of aesthetic quality
conditions in section (F).

Several respondents expressed concern about "preserving"®
aesthetic guality conditions in the mixing zone and requested
that aesthetics be entirely deleted from the policy. The
Department believes that the purpose of the mixing zone is

to dilute wastewater, It is not a zone of total degradation
littered with debris or scum deposits. Debris, oils, and
insocluable deposits cannot be diluted, and should not be present
in receiving waters, within or outside the mixing zone, because
beneficial uses outside the mixing zone may be disproportiocnately
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affected by the presence of these substances. However,; the
mixing zone may, on occasion, contain some acceptable levels of
color or turbidity, so reference to regulating these aesthetic
conditions within the mixing zone was deleted. It is desirable,
though, to minimize the cccurance of these conditions to protect
beneficial uses outside the mixing zone,.

3. Frequency of Biomonitoring

Several respondents were uncertain how often mixing zone studies
or bioassays would be required under the proposed rules, and what
the econcmic impact would be to the dischargers. For major
dischargers, the Department requires bicassays to be conducted
twice a year as part of the NPDES permit conditions. If a
complaint is reglistered, or if a treatment process has changed
during the permit period, the Department may require the tests
more frequently. However, the Department conducts the tests, or
requires the discharger to cohnduct the tests, only as often as is
necessary for the purposes of aquatic life protection. A
chemical composition analysis is not always indicative of
toxicity potential, so biocassays assist in screening the

ef fluents to assure that toxdec conditions are not present in the
nixing zone. If toxicity tests demonstrate acute mortality, or
reproductive failure in chronic tests, the Department conduets as
evaluation of the effluent tc determine the cause, and confers
with the discharger to reduce or eliminate the toxicity.

Although bioassays can be expensive, the requirement already in
place for semi-annual testing is within reason for most major
dischargers. It is unlikely that the final rules will
significantly increase the fiscal impact fto dischargers, based on
review of the current requirements.

E. RULE REVISIONS BY SECTION

The following discussions compare the proposed rule language that went
to hearing, with the final recommended rule language. The final
recomnended rule language 1s based on staff evaluation of testimony
and requirements to be consistent with federal and state laws and
Department policies, The [bracketed] phrases are those that will be
eliminated from the proposed rule language, and the underlined
phrases are those added,; based on testimony. Explanations for the
changes follow each section.

When the mixing zone policy went to hearing, two versions were
proposed., Version A (see Attachment G) included a large list of
factors to be considered in designating mixing zones., Based on
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testimony, and Department staff review, Version 4 will not be
considered. The factors included in Versicn A are best used in a
guidance manual rather than in a rule. Version B will be incorporated
into the standard and serve to guide the Department, while still
retaining flexibility in designating mixing zones.

VERSION B

Section (a)

Propesed Rule Language:!

(a) The Department may allow a defined portion of a stream to serve
as a zone of initial dilution for wastewaters and receiving
waters to thoroughly mix,

Final Rule:
{(a) The Department may allow a defined portion of a [stream]

receiving water to serve as a zone of initial dilution for
wastewaters and receiving waters to thoroughly mix,

Discussion:

The Department agrees that deleting "stream" and inserting "receiving
water" recognizes that not all receiving waters are streanms,

Section (b)

Proposed Rule Language:

(b) The Department may suspend all or part of the water quality
standards, or set less restrictive standards in the defined
mixing zone. However, the water quality in this zone must
preserve aesthetic conditions at all times and must not adversely
impair any designated beneficial uses., Water guality standards
must be met at the mixing zone boundary even under the lowest
flow conditions,

Final Rule:
(b) The Department may suspend all or part of the water quality

standards, or set less restrictive standards in the defined
pixing zone [. However, the water quality in this zone must
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preserve aesthetic conditions at all times and must not adversely
impair any designated beneficial uses.], except those standards
relating to aesthetic conditions, However, water quality
standards must be met at the mixing zone boundary l[even] under
[the lowest] normal annual low flow conditions.

The mixing zone shall be free of:

[i] (A) materials in concentrations that will cause acute (96HL(50)
toxicity to aquatic life withih the mixing zone., Acute
toxicity is measured as the lethal concentration that causes
50 percent mortality of organisms within a 96-hour test

period,

(B) materials in concentrations that will cause chronic
(sublethal) toxicity at the boundary of the mixing zone.
Chronic toxicity is measured as the concentration that
causes long-term sublethal effects such as sighificantly
impaired growth or reproduction of aguatic organisms during
a testing period based on test species life c¢ycle. Pro-
cedures and end points will be specified by the Department
in the waste water discharge permits.

[11](C) materials that will settle to form objectionable deposits;

[i1i](D) floating debris, oil, scum, or other materials that cause
nuisance conditons;

[iv substances in concentrations tht produce ocbjecticnable
color, odor, taste, or turbidity]

[vl] (E) substances in concentrations that produce [nuisance aquatic
growth] deleterious amounts of fungal or bacterial growths.

Discussion:

M,owest flow conditions" jimplied that standards must be met even under
occasionatl drought conditions, several respondents stated, The intent
of the language was to emphasize that standards should be met during
the critical times of the year when flows are normally low (usually
defined as TQ10)} due to out of stream uses and weather conditions.

The revised language more accurately reflects the intent of this
requirement;,

In addition, reference to aesthetic conditions and other conditions
within the mixing zone was revised. A part of Section (d) was
inserted in Section (b) to better define conditons to be met within
the mixing zone,

Many respondents agreed that acute toxicity should be prohibited
within the mixing zone, but several questioned whether chronic
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toxieity should be prohibited within the mixing zone, given the
limited methodologies available for conducting and evaluating chronic
toxieity biocassays. The Department helieves that a provision for
prohibiting chronic toxicity at the mixing zone boundary would be
adequate to protect downstream aquatic life, while realistically
allowing the nixing zone to serve as a zone of dilution. If chronic
foxicity within or outside a mixing zone does occur, the Department
will evaluate whether the impacts to the indigenous bioclogical
community are significant, and if so, what site-specific follow-up
measures might he necessary. Any biocassay tests, acute or chronic,
heed to utilize the most appropriate representative organisms to
measure site-specific conditiona. Definitions for acute and chronic
tests are included in the rule.

Several comments were received that requested deletion of subsections
to aesthetics since they believed these sections were too restrictive
and defeated the purposes of a mixing zone. It is the policy of the
Department to allow less restrictive standards in the mixing zone,; but
aesthetics and public health should be protected as best as possible,
to avolid total degradation of an area, and not adversely affect
beneficial uses outside the mixing zone. However, reference to
regulating color, taste, odor, or turbidity in the mixing zone was
deleted, These conditicns must be acceptable at the boundary of the
EBixing zone to meet standards,

"Important species" are defined as those that could be either economi-
cally important or ecologically vital to a biological community. It
could be an organism that is present with"endangered status", or a
specles, such as anadromous fish, that are protected by Indian Treaty
Rights for their religious and economic significance.

Section gcg

Proposed Rule Language:

(¢) In determining the location, surface area, and volume of a mixing
zohe, the Department may refer to appropriate mixing zone
guidelines to assess the biological, physical, and chemical
character of receiving waters, effluent, and the placement of the
outfall, whenever necessary to protect instream water quality,
public health, and other beneficial uses. Based on receiving
water and effluent characteristics, the Department shall assign a
mixing zone in the immediate area of waste water discharge on a
case-by-case basis in the waste water discharge permit,

Final Rule:
(¢} The limits of the mixing zone shall be described in the waste

water discharge permit. In determining the location, surface
area, and volume of a mixing zone area, the Department may [refer
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te] use appropriate mixing zone guidelines to assess the

biological, physical, and chemical character of receiving waters,

and effluent, and the most appropriate placement of the outfall

[whenever necessary] to protect instream water quality, public

health, and other beneficial uses., DBased on receiving water and

effluent characteristics, the Department shall [assignl]} define a

mixing zone in the immediate area of a waste water discharge [on

a case-bycase basis in the waste water discharge permit.l to:

(A} be as small as feasible;

(B) not overlap with any other mixing zones and be less than the
total stream width as necessary to allow passage of fish and
other aquatic organisms;

(C) not [measurably] significantly affect the indigenous
biological community especially when important species are
present;

(D) not threathen public heal th;

(E) not adversely affect other designated beneficial
uses[;] outside the mixing zone disproportionately.

Discussion:

(A) through (E) in Section (d) were inserted into section (¢) for
clarification in defining mixing zone. Respondents and Department
staff believed that this section adequately indicates what factors
should be considered in designating a mixing zone without specifically
stating them in the standards. This language would enable the
Department to make necessary updates, revisions, or modifications in
the factors to be considered without Commission approval for each
technical change. A more comprehensive guide to establishing mixing
zones would be appropriate as a guidance document, and is currently
being developed by the Department to serve as a tool to design and
designate appropriate mixing zones. In addition, a provision for
prohibiting multiple, overlapping mixing zones in Subsection (B) was
inciuded, a8 was requested in the testimony.

Section Sdl

Proposed Rule Langauge:
(d) The mixing zone shall:

(A) be as small as feasible;
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(B)

(©)

(D)
(E)
(F)

Final Rule:

be less than the total stream width as necessary to allow
passage of fish and other aquatic organisms;

not measurably affect the indigencus bioclogical community
especially when important species are present;

not threaten public health;
not adversely affect other designated beneficial uses;
and be free of:

(i) materials in concentrations that will cause acute
(96HLC50) or chronic toxicity to aquatic life;

(1i) materials that will settle to form objecticnable
deposits;

(i1i) Floating debris, cil, scum, or other materials that
cause nuisance conditions;

(iv) substances in concentrations that produce
objectionable color, odor, taste, or turbidity; and

(v) substances in concentrations that produce nuisance
aquatic growth.

(d) This section was revised with (4) through (E) inserted in Section
(e), and (F)(i) through (v) inserted in Section (b) for
clarification and betfter organization.

Section (e)

Proposed Rule Language:

(e) The Department may request the applicant of a permitted discharge
for which a mixing zone is required, tc submit all information
necessary to define a mixing zone, such as:

(8)
(B)
(c)

type of coperation to be conducted;
characteristics of effluent flow rates and composition;

characteristics of low flows of recelving waters;
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(D) description of potential environmental effects;
(E) proposed design for outfall structures,
Final Rule:
(d) Same as proposed rule language.
Discussion:

Since no comments were received on this section, the language will be
retained as proposed, but Section (e) was changed to (d).

Section (f)
Proposed Rule Language:

(f) The Department may, as necessary, require mixing zone monitoring
studies and/or bicassays to be conducted at any time to evaluate
water quality or biological status within and outside the mixing
zone boundary.

Final Rule:
{(e) Same as proposed rule language.
Discussion:

The language will remain the same based on evaluation of the testimony
received. One respondent requested that the Department place a time
line on how often biozssays will be required (i.e., once every five
years), and objected to studies conducted outside the mixing zone.

The Department usually requires biocassays to be conducted twice a year
for major dischargers, and less often for minor dischargers, to assure
protection of aquatic life, If a toxicity problem is suspected, the
Department may request bicassays to be conducted more often.

To conduct mixing zone studies, sampling outside of the mixing zone
boundaries is necessary to determine background conditions, and
compare with conditions within the mixing zone.

One respondent requested that the Department include very specific
language on the protocol of monitoring and biocassay activities as part
of the mixing zone rule. The Department believes that such specific
language in the rule is not necessary, and is more appropriate within
lab and field monitoring guidelines.




- Attachment E
Mixing Zone Policy
Page 12

Section (f) was changed to (e) to reflect new nuwmbering system.

Section (g)

Proposed Rule Language:

(g) The Department may change a mixing zone designation or outfall
location if it determines that the water quality within the
mi¥ing zone unreascnably and measurably affect any existing or
potential benefieial uses in the receiving waters.

Final Rule:

(£} The Department may change a mixing zone designation or outfall
location if it determines that the water gquality within the
rixing zone [unreasonably and measurably] adversely affects any
existing [or potential] beneficial uses in the receiving waters.

Discussion:

The language was changed to provide more consistent terms with other
parts of the rule, and to eliminate addressing hypothetical beneficial
uses potentially designated in the future. Section (g) was changed to
(f) to reflect new numbering system,

WUK:h
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ATTACHMENRT F
TOXIC SUBSTANCES STANDARDS

Overview and Response to Testimony

INTRODUCTIOR

The following overview describes the proposed rule amendments to the
toxic substances standards, the major issues raised during the public
hearing process, and a response to those issues., A comparison will be
made between the proposed language, and the final recommended language
that incorporates comments from the public and Department staff,

The control of toxic substances is crucial to maintain water quality
standards and to protect the public and the environmental from
unreasonable risks resulting from exposure to toxic substances. The
Department revised the current toxic substances standards to
incorporate the most up-to-date information and references available
for controlling toxic substances,

The current toxics standards are addressed in two rules, Pesticides
and other Toxic Substances (340-41-_ (2)(p)) and Dissolved Chemical
Substances (340-U41=_ _ (2)(0)). The Department combined the two rules
and created one rule that addressed all toxic substances since the
same EPA regulatory document applied to both. Quality Criteria for
Water (1986) summarzies the aquatic life and human health toxicity
limits, and establishes criteria or guidance values for pollutants,

PROPOSED RULE
The proposed rule that went to hearing is as follows:
380-U41=_(2)(p) Toxic Substances

{(A) Toxic substances shall not be present in the waters of the state
at levels which are or may become injurious to public health,
safety, or welfare; aquatic life; or other designated beneficial
uses.

(B) Levels of toxic substances shall not exceed the most recent
eriteria values for organic and incrganic pollutants established
by EPA and published in Quality Criteria for Water (1976), 40 CFR
Parts 141-143 (1985) for drinking water; and the Federal
Registers Novewber 28, 1980, 45 FR 79318 for sixty-four
pollutants, February 15, 1984, 49 FR 5831 for dioxin, and
July 29, 1985, 50 FR 30784 for nine pollutants,

{(C) These criteria shall apply unless data from scientifically valid
studies show conclusively that benefiecial uses will not be
adversely affected by exceeding a criterion by a specific amount
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C.

(D)

or that 2 more restrictive criterion is warrented to protect
beneficial uses,

Bio-assessment studies shall be conducted, as the Department
deems necessary, to monitor the toxicity of complex effluents or
cother suspected discharges tc aquatic life, If toxicity occurs,
the Department shall consider measures necessary to reduce
toxicity through permit modification,

MAJOR ISSUES

Respondents supported the proposed rule language, with a few suggested
wording changes. Specifically, they requested:

1.

2,

A list of chart of the priority pollutants and criteria or
guidance values.

A definition of "scilentifically valid" studies, how they would be
applied in defining criteria values, and who would be responsible
for providing that information.

A provision for control of nonpoint sources of toxic substances
as well as point sources.

A provision to undertake measures to reduce or eliminate
toxicity, rather than just "consider" toxicity controls.

RESPONSE TO ISSUES RAYSED DURING PUBLIC TESTIMONY

1.

Criteria Values

When the proposed rules went to hearing, the EPA criteria lists
were published in several Federal Register Notices and these were
referenced in section (B) of the proposed language. Since the
public hearings, EPA has summarized and consolidated the
information from these publications into one document, Quality
Criteria for Water (1986), In the final language, Quality

Criteria for Water {1986) replaces the list of Federal Register

publications,

The criteria values included in Quality Criteria for Water

(1986) can be divided into two categories. The first category
consists of priority pollutants for which EPA has published
numeric criteria. EPA has published 26 aquatic life criteria and

123 human health criteria for the 126 priority pollutants on the
list. These criteria are based on results from rigorous tests
conducted on many sensitive species, and are considered {¢ be the
best available scientific information. EPA requires that the
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states adopt these criteria as standards not to be exceeded in
order to protect aquatic 1ife and human health.

The second category consists of priority pollutants for which EPA
has published recommended guidance values. These guidance values
are based on fewer tests, rather than values derived based on a
series of rigorous tests with many corganisms, These values are
meant to serve as guidelines, and should be evaluated on & gite
specific basis in conjunction with bio-assessment techniques, if
they are used as standards.

Scientifically Valid Studies

If no numeric ceriteria or guidance values exist for a toxic
substance of concern, the Department consults the EPA Water
Quality Advisories for human health and aquatic life, and any
site-specific "scientifically valid" studies, if available.
These guidances values from these sources, in combinatioh with
biomonitoring, are used to establish appropriate limits for
specific toxicants, as well as for whole effluent toxicity. The
Department defines "scientifically valid" as those studies where
data have been systematically collected and statistically
analyzed, and the results are reproducible, defensible, and
statistically significant.

If a numerical criteria value is challenged by a discharger as
inappropriate for a permit based on site specific conditions, it
is their responsibility to submit the necessary supporting
evidence to the Department for review and evaluation. If the
Department concurs, the criteria value may be adjusted
conditional upon follow-up biomonitoring studies to assure full
protection of beneficlal uses.

Nonpoint Sources of quies

Several respondents expressed concern that the reduction or
elimination of toxic substances should apply to both point and
nonpoint sources. The proposed language stated that the
Department would consider measures necessary to reduce toxicity
through "permit modification®, which implied point source control
strateglies, The Department has modified the language in the final
rule by deleting the reference to permit modification, and
inserting that toxicity reduction would be evaluated on a case-
by-case basis. This revision would apply to both point and
nonpoint sources.

Toxicity Evaluation and Reduction

The new Clean Water Act of 1987 passed by Congress mandates
implementation of programs $to control the discharges of certain
toxic pollutants to surface waters where water quality is now
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impaired. In carrying out the requirements of the toxics control
provisions in the CW4, the Department will be developing and
implementing a progressive program to inventory waterbodies that
may require controls for toxic pollutants, to determine the
specific point sources suspected of impairing water quality by
discharging toxics, to determine the amount of each toxic
pollutant discharged by each of these point sources, and to
develop control strategies for toxic pollutant load reduction
that focuses on high priority areas where improvements will
result in the greatest environmental benefit. In additicn, the
Department needs to assess where additiocnal water quality
information is necessary to determine the contribution of toxics
from nonpoint sources as well as point sources. During 1987-
1988, the Department will complete a Toxie Control Implementation
Plan,

RULE REVISIONS BY SECTION

The following discussiocns compare the proposed rule language that went
to hearing, with the final recommenided rule language. The final
recommended rule language is based on staff evaluation of testimony
and requirements for consistency with federal and state laws and
Department policies. The [bracketed] phrases are those that will be
eliminated from the proposed rule language, and the underlined phrases
are those added, based on testimony. Explanations for the changes
follow each secticn.

Section (a)

Proposed Rule Lanhguage:

340-41-_ (2)(p)

(a) Toxic substances shall not be present in the waters of the state
at levels which are or may become injurious to public health,
safety, or welfare; aquatic life; or other designated beneficial
uses.,

Final Rule:

(A) Toxic substances shall not be [present] introduced above natural
background levels in the waters of the state [at levels] in
amounts, concentrations or combinations, which [are or may
become injuricus to] may be harmful, may chemically change to
harmful forms in the environment, or may biocaccumulate to levels
that adversely affect public health, safety, or welfare; aquatic
life; or other designated beneficisl uses.
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Discussion:

These changes were made to recognize that certain toxic substances may
be present under natural conditions, and the intent is to prevent
introduction above background concentrations, The phrase "or may
become" was unclear in terms of whether it meant a chemical may be
toxic in the future, or whether a chemical may degrade to a more toxic
form. This language was clarified by explaining that toxic substances
that may chemically change to more hammful forms, or may bicaccunulate
would be prohibited. The section (a) was changed to (A) to be
consistent with rule ncmenclature.

Section (b)

Proposed Rule Language:

(p) Levels of toxic substances shall not exceed the most recent
criteria values for organic and incorganic pollutants established
by EPA and published in Quality Criteria for Water (1976), 40 CFR
Parts 141-143 (1985) for drinking water; and the Federal
Registers November 28, 1980, 45 FR 79318 for sixty-four
pollutants, February 15, 1984, 49 FR 5831 for dioxin, and
July 29, 1985, 50 FR 30784 for nine pollutants.

Final Rule:

(B) Levels of toxic substances shall not exceed the most recent
criteria values for organic and inorganic pollutants established
by EPA and published in Quality Criteria for Water (19[7186).[40
CFR Parts 141-143 (1985) for drinking water; and the Federal
Registers November 28, 1980, 45 FR 79318 for sixty-four
pollutants, February 15, 1984, 49 FR 5831 for dioxin, and
July 29, 1985, 50 FR 30784 for nine pollutants.] List of the
eriteria values are presented in Table 20.

Discussion:

The Quality Criteria for Water (1986) document includes summaries of
all the contaminants for which EPA has developed human health and
aquatic life criteria recommendaticns, so all the references for the
Federal Registers and CFR are no longer necessary. The list of
contaminants included in the Quality Criteria for Water (1986) will be
added to the rule., Section (b) was changed to (B) for correct rule
nomenclature.
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Proposed Rule Language:

(¢} These criteria shall apply wnless data from scientifically valid
gtudies show conclusively that beneficial uses will not be
adversely affected by exceeding a criterion by a specific amount
or that a more restrictive criterion is warrented to protect
beneficial uses.

Final Rule:

(C) These criteria shall apply unless data from scientifically valid
studies [show conclusively] demonsirate that the most sensitive
desighated beneficial uses will not be adversely affected by
exceedlng a criterion, as evaluated by the Department on a site
specific basis [by a specific amount] or that a more restrictive
eriterion is warrented to protect beneficial uses. Where no
published EPA criteria exist for a foxic substance; public health
advisories and other published scientific literature may be
considered and used, if appropriate, to set guidance values.

Discussion:

As was mentioned in previously, scientifically valid studies can be
defined as those studies where data was statistically sigpnificant,
reproducible, and defensible, The Department retained the language
from the proposed rule to the final rule to assure that information
considered in any regulatory decision is of the highest quality and
¢redible. The Department chose to change "show conclusively"
to"demonstrate" since this indicates a more realistic and appropriate
term.

Respondents also suggested that health advisories and published
reports be included as part of the rule to address substances where no
published EPA criteria exists. Since the Department considers health
advisories as "scientifically valid" information, these documents will
be consulted prior to any decisions regulating toxic substances in the
absence of criteria, Section (c¢) was changed to (C) to be consistent
with rule nomenclature.

Section (d)
Proposed Rule Language:
(d) Bio-assessment studies shall be conducted, as the Department

deems necessary, to monitor the toxicity of complex effluents or
other suspected discharges to aquatie life., If toxiecity ocecurs,
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the Department shall consider measures necessary to reduce
toxicity through permii modification.

Final Rule:

(D)

Bio-assessment studies such as Jaboratory bioassays or instream
megsurements of indigenous biclogical communifies, shall be
conducted, as the Department deems necessary, to monitor the
toxicity of complex effluents [or], other suspected discharges,
or chemical substances without numeric eriteria, to aquatic

life, These studies, properly conducted in accordance with
standard testing procedures, will be considered as scientifically

valid for the purposes of (C). If toxicity occurs, the
Department shall [consider] evaluate and implement measures
necessary to reduce toxicity [through permit modification] en a
case-by-case basis.

Discussion:

KUW:h
WH2115

The Department agrees that toxicity studies could be used as
scientific evidence in evaluating whether a permit limit or best
management practices should be modified to protect beneficial
uses. By adding "evaluate and implement"™, the Department
demonstrates a commitment to action to reduce toxicity in the
most feasible and practical manner, on a case-~by-case basis.
Deleting "permit modification"is necessary to indicate that the
policy will apply to both point and nonpoint sources of toxic
aubstances,

Section (d) was changed to (D) for correct rule nomenclature.
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MEMORANDIM

TO: Environmental Quality Commissicn

FROM: Directo?

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. H June 13, 1986 EQC Meeting,
Request for authorization to conduct public hearings on proposed
amendments to the Water Quality Standards Regulation, QAR 340,

Chapter 41: Antidegradation Policy, Mixing Zone Policy, and
Toxic Substance Standards

Background

OR 468.735 provides that the Environmental Quality Commission, by rule, may
establish standards of quality and purity for waters of the state. Present
water quality standards contained in Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR
Chapter 340 Division 41) were adepted in December 1976. The Commission
adopted revisions to these standards in September 1979, July 1985, and
added nuisance aquatic growth standards in March 1986.

The Clean Water Act (Public Law 92-50C, as amended)} requires the state to
held public hearings, at least once each three years, to review applicable
water quality standards, To comply with provisions of the Act, the
Department conducted statewide hearinge in Spring 1984 to solicit comments
on a concept to modify the fecal coliform standard from year-round
application to a seasonal application. In addition, the Department
solicited suggestions for proposing amendments or modifications to the
present standards,

At the July 19, 1985 Environmental Quality Commission meeting Agenda Item
I, Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Water Quality Standards Repulation,
was considered by the Commission, The repott presented the public
testimony from the 1984 public hearings. The Departiment received specific
proposals from the public on changes to the water quality standards
including mixing zones, antidegradation, dissolved chemical substances,
pesticides and organic toxics, and nutrients.

While the public hearings were in progress to discuss whether the fecal
coliform standard should apply year—-round or just during the water contact
recreation season, the Department received a microbiological criteria
document from EPA discussing two bacterial indicator species that better
relate human fecal contamination to bathing water quality. Based on that
information, the Department chose to postpone consideration of specific
changes to the fecal coliform standard. Instead, the Department will
measure E.Coli or entercococci on a trial basis in addition to fecal
coliform to detemmine their potential as indicator organisms. After
sufficient data have been collected, the Department will re—evaluate the
fecal coliform standard,
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To address the specific proposals on the other water quality standards
received from the public, the Department recommended that issue papers be
prepared and circulated for public review. Based on this recommendation,
the EQC directed the Department staff to prepare issue papers dealing with
potential rule amendments for the following.

a) Antidegradation Policy: Imnclude reference to scenic waterways
and more specific protection of existing uses. '

b) Mixing Zone Policy: Expénd criteria for defining mixing zones
for point source discharges.

¢} Dissolved Chemical Substances: Update the standards to include
donsideration of a2 hardness factor and incorporate the most
recent EPA criteriz,

d)  Pesticides and Other Organic Toxic Substances: Update the
stendards to reflect the latest scientific and technical
information.

e) Nutrient Standards: Add standards for surface waters to limit
' nuisance aquatic weed and algae growths.

Development of nuisance aquatic growth standards was the first issue paper
to be completed and taken out for public hearing. After extensive review
of the public testimony, the Department proposed adoption of a nuisance
aquatic growth rule at the March 14, 1986, Environmental Quality Commission
meeting. The Commisgsion adopted the proposed rule as OAR 340-41-150.

The remaining issue papers are presented in this staff report. They
include: a) Antidegradation Policy; b) Mixing Zome Policy; and c¢) Toxic
Substance Standards, The Toxic Substances paper combines discussion of the
standards for Dissolved Chemical Substances, and Pesticides and Other
Crganic Toxic Substances. Each of these issue papers are presented in
Attachment A with descriptions of the current standard, analyses of the
current standards, summaries of public and agencies' comments related to
the individual standards, alternatives for revising the standards to
address concerns and clarify the intent of the standards, and finally
evaeluation of the alternatives. A summzry of each of the issue papers
follows:

A. Antidegradation Policy

The purpose of an entidegradation policy is to limit activities or
discharges to those that will not permanently. affect water quality and
threaten or impair the designated beneficial uses of 2ll waters of the
state. The policy allows some water quality degradation to accemmedsate
necessary development, but uses must be protected. Special protecticn
is provided for high quality and outstanding national resource waters
to maintain and protect the water quality at the hipghest level poseible
and to preserve the value of the resources,
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The Department is proposing to amend the current antidegradation
policy OAR 340-41-026(1}(a}. The proposed changes are summarized as
follows:

1. Include language to protect the water quality necessary to
support all designated beneficial uses in waters of the state,
The current policy includes protection for only high quality and
outstanding quality waters of the state,

2. Modify the lanpguage to include lowering water quality only where
it is necessary to accommodate important and justifiable social
or economic development. The current policy allows EQC to lower
water quality standards for necessary and justifiable economic or
gocial development. The proposed language change to include
"important" would be more rigorous and emphasize "important and
significant development" instead of only "justifiable
devel opment™,

3. Add State Scenic Waterways, and areas of special ecological
significance to the outstanding waterways list to provide the
highest level of protection of water quality and beneficiel
uses for these waters.

4, Include a provigion that is intended to prevent cumulative
impacts from a series of permitted short-term water quality
disturbances in high quality waters.

Mixing Zones

A mixing zone is a portion of a stream that serves as a zone of
initial dilution where waste waters and receiving waters mix, and
nugeric water quality criteriz can be legally exceaded. Chronic and
acutely toxic conditions must be prevented in this zone and water
quality standards must be met at the mixing zone boundary even under
lowest flow conditions. The intent of the current policy 1is to state
when a mixing zone is defined and how it is established, without
delinearing precise methodology. This approach has aliowed the
Department to set mixing zohes on a site-specific basis but it has not
provided clear enough guidance in defining mixing zones.

After evaluating the current policy and its implementation, the
Department is proposing revisions and additions to clarify both the
intent of the policy and the procedures used for establishing mixing
zones., The policy is the same for each basin and the rule reference
is included in Attachment F. The proposed changes are gummarized as
follows:
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1. Re-organize the mixing zone policy to include these components:

Statement of Policy

Methodology for Assessing Approprlate Mixing Zonhes
Egtablighing Mixing Zone

Applicant Responsibilities

Menitoring Mixing Zones

Modification of Mixing Zones

2. Include specific biological, chemical and physical factors to be
considered in assesging receiving waters and effluent
characteristics. Incorporating these factors in the standard
would aegsist in determining where mixing zones should be located
in fresh and marine waters. Alternative language is also proposed
that would reference mixing zone guidance instead of incorporating
the factors directly into the rule,

3. Include a statement that addresses how mixing zones are defined
and what conditione must be met in the mixing zone., These
conditions must be such that aesthetics, aquatic life, public
health, and other bemeficial uses are protected.

4, Add a provision that authorizes the Department to direct the
permit applicant to submit the information on receiving water and
effluent characteristics necessary to define mixing zones.

5. Add a provision for biclogical momitoring in the mixing zone to
insure protection of all beneficial uses and water quality.

6. Add a provision that authorizes the Department to re—evaluate the
mixing zone designation or outfall location if unforeseen adverse
effects to beneficial uses cccur before a permit expires.

Toxic Substances

The Department is propesing to combine the standards for "Pesticides
and Other Organic Toxic Substances™ with "Dissolved Chemical
Substances" gince the topics are closely related and criteria levels
are based on many of the same EPA references. Until 1980, the
standard reference for inorganic and organic toxic substances was the
1976 Quality Criteria for Water, published by EPA. Since then, a
considerable amcunt of applied research in toxics has been completed
and new information on toxicity has been published. The current
standards on toxic substances should be amended to incorporate new and
updated toxice criteria published by EFA.

The proposed lanpuage modifications for the new Toxzc Substences
standard is summarized as follows:
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1. Include a general statement of policy that prohibits injurious
levels of toxicse in the water to protect beneficial uses, and a
reference to the most recent EPA criteria values.

2. Include authorization for the Department to allow either more or
less restrictive values for site-specific situations., Due to the
unique nature of mseny waters within the state, established
criteria values (or guide concentrations) may not always be set
at the appropriate level to protect the designated beneficial
uges of certain waterways. The Department should have the
ability to make site—-specific judgements based on the data from
scientifically wvalid studies.

3. Include & provision for bicassessments to monitor situations
where the toxic components or toxicity of an effluent is unknown.
Due to the intricate chemical reactions within complex effluents,
chemical snalyses for known or suspected toxic substances may not
gufficiently address the lethal potential of a wastewater.
Through toxicity bicassays or in-—stream monitoring, the effects
of the effluent on aquatic communities can be assessed. If
toxicity cccurs, the Department may then initiate corrective
actions.

The proposed language changes for each of the standards discussed are
included within the issue papers of Attachment A, and the new proposed rule
amendmente are included in Artachment F. The Department will continue to
evaluate proposals submitted and will propose future rulemaking actions as
appropriate. Hearing testimony will undoubtedly raise additional issues
which will be discussed as part of the hearing record evaluation and
response. ‘

Alternatives and Evaluation

The alternatives are as follows:

1. Authorize the Department to conduct public hearings on the
propeosed amendments.

2. Do not authorize public hearings.

The Department believes that public hearings are needed to golicit comments
and to raise important issues involving water quality standards
development., Public testimony assists the Department staff in preparing
the propesed rule amendments to be presented for Commission consideration
and poseible adoption.

Summation
1. Water Quality standards are reviewed by Department ztaff and

taken out to public hearing periodically to incorporate updated
information,
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During the 1984 public hearing process, several proposals for
standards revision were received from the publie,

The Commission has requested the Department to prepare issue
papers for public review on the antidegradation policy, the
mixing zone policy, and the toxic substances standards,

Issue papers are presented with propesed rule amendments to
clarify the intent and aspplication of the standards.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summaticn, the Department requests authorization from the
Commission to proceed to public hearing to take testimony on the proposed
amendments for the Antidegradation Policy, the Mixing Zone Policy, and the
Toxic Substances standards, as presented in Attachment F.

Fred Hansen

Atrtachments:
A. Igsue Papers
B, Hearing Notice
c. Statement of Need for Rulemaking
D. Fiscal and Economiec Impact
E. Land Use Consistency Statement
F. Proposed Rule Amendments & Rule References

Krystyna U. Wolniakcwski:c

229-6018

May 15, 1986
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ATTACHMENT A

ISSUE PAPERS

ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY

INTRODUCTION

This review evaluates the Oregon Antidegradation Policy and proposes
revisions and addition to the language to clarify the intent of the policy.

The purpose of an antidegradation policy is to limit activities or
discharges to those that will not permanently affect water quality and
threaten or impair the designated beneficial uses of all waters of the
state. The policy allows some water quality degradation to accommodate
necessary development, but beneficial uses must be protected. BSpecial
protection is provided for high quality and outstanding naticnal resource
waters to maintain and protect the water quality at the highest level
poseible and to preserve the value of those resources.

ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY

Section 340-41-026(1) (a) under "Policies and Guidelines Generally
Applicable to All Basins™ gtates the policy as follows:

"Existing high quality waters which exceed those levels necessary to
support the propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife and recreation in
and on the water shall be maintained and protected unless the environmental
Quality Commission chooses, after full satisfaction of the
intergovernmental coordination anrd public participation provisions of the
continued 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 protect public health and welfare. 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:
(B) National Wild and Scenic Rivers;
(C) National Wildlife Refuges}

(D) State Parks.™

WC535 A-1




ANALYSIS QF THE ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY

The three parts in the current antidegradation policy are 1) the provision
for maintaining and protecting high quality waters, 2) the provision for
lowering water quality for emergency situations, and 3) special protection
for exceptional waters within the state.

1) MExisting high quality waters which exceed those levels necessary to
support propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife and recreation in
and on the water shall be maintained and protected unless the
Environmental Quality Commission chooses after full satisfaction of
intergovernmental coordination and public provisions of the continuing
planning process to lower water quality for necessary and justifiable
economic or social development." ’

Existing high quality waters are defined as those waters that are above the
set standards designed to protect designated beneficial uses. For example,
if a stream is 100% saturated with dissolved oxygen, and is desigpated as a
cold water fish stream, the stream would qualify as high quality water
because the standard only requires a dissolved oxygen saturation of 90% to
meet the cold water fish use. According to this provision, the water
quality must be maintained and protected at the existing 1007 level and
cannot be degraded to the 90% level by any activities. However, this
provision also allows some flexibility to accommodate development. If the
public shows that the development is necessary and important through the
public hearing process, and the EQC judges that the development will ‘
preserve the water quality to protect the beneficial uses, limited
degradation may occur,

The definition of "necessary and justifiable economic and social
development" is not clearly stated in the rules, and has been questioned as
to what factors are considered in judging a development t¢ be necessary,
justifiable, economical or sacially important enough to degrade water
quality. No one definition or set of factors apply, but the lenguage
provides the Commission the opportunity to make individual site-specific
decisione based on evidence presented by the persons seeking the change and
the public., The benefits of the projects are always weighed against the
costs to a community and the environment. This is not intended to be a
license t¢ degrade water quality.

The key is that a strong tie should be established between lower water
quality and "significant" economic or social development.

The following criteria may be used as guidance in the decision making
process., Demonstration of important economic and social development
entails two separate tasks. First, the person seeking change should
describe and analyze the current state of economic and social development
in the area that would be affected. The purpcse of this step is to
determine the "baseline" economic status of the affected community, i.e.,
the measure against which the effect of the water quality downgrade is
judged. The following factors should be ineluded in the baseline analyais:

- population
- area employment {numbers empleyed, earnings, major employers);
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- area income {(earnings from employment and transfer payments, if
known) ;

- manufacturing profile: types, value, employment, trends;

- government fiscal base; revenues by source (employment and sales
taxes, etc.).

Second, the person seeking the change in water quality should then
demonstrate the extent to which the sought-for level of water quality would
¢reate an incremental increase in the rate of economic and social
development and why the change in water quality is necessary to achieve
such development., The person should provide analysis, along with all
gupporting data used in its preparation, showing the extent to which the
factors listed above will benefit from the change in water quality
requested. The analysis should specially demonstrate why such economic and
social development is contingent upon the water quality change. The
following factors may be included in the analysis of incremental effects
expected to resuit from the degradation in water quality.

- expected plant expansion;

- employment growth;

- direct and indirect income effects;
- increases in the community tax base.

The requirements for a given ahalysis will be site-specific, depending upon
factors such as data availability, conditions specific to the relevent
water body, and the area of impact (whether city, county, or State-wide, )

For example, if a community using septic systems was growing rapidly, a
waste water treatment facility would scon be required to accommodate the
growth, prevent possiblie groundwater contamination, and provide better
services to the community. The treatment facility would need to discharge
the effluent into a river, but in doing so may add BOD loading, lower the
disgolved oxygen, or alter water chemistry in some way, The Commissicn
would need to judge whether the project is truly needed, what the community
costs and benefits are, and if groundwater quality or surface water quality
would be threatened or beneficial uses impaired, based on testimony
presented by the person seeking the change and the public.

2) The Director or his designee may allow lower water quality on a short-
term basis in order to respond to emergencies or_ to_otherwise protect
publiec health and welfare.

Occasionally, a situation arises where temporary degradation of water
quality must occur to accommodate & necegsary project or to respond to
emergencies. If a water supply line crossing z stream is broken and needs
to be repaired or replaced, this provision allows the Director to set less
stringent standards on a temporary basis, or permit activities that in the
long-term would be a benefit to the community.
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3) In no event, however, may degradation of water gquslity interfere with,
or become injurious to the bereficial uses of water within surface
waters of the following areas: (A) National Parks, (B} National Wild
and Scenic Rivers, (C) National Wildlife Refuges, and (D} State Parks.

This provision in intended to give special protection for classified
exceptional waters of the state, The Commission does not have the
authority to allcw any permanent degradation of these waters for any
reason., The water quality and beneficial uses must be protected to
preserve the unique resource values of these areas. FEven though this is a
very strict provision, it is not intended to be "non—degradation" clause.
If, for example, development might be proposed upstream of an area
classified as a State Park, the developer would need to show conelusively
that the development would not in any way diminish the value of the State
Park located downstream, although some temporary disturbasnce may cceur
during the construction activity. The Commiseion would then judge, based
on technical evidence and public testimony, that the development would not
only protect and maintain existing water quality, but all beneficizl uses
and unique resource values would be protected, If the provision was .
strictly & non—degradation statement, then even temporary disturbance would
not be allowed under any circumstances. Thus, the intent of this provision
is to protect existing water quality in special areas. The actual wording,
however, does not clearly state this objective. Merely atating that water
quality degradation may not interfere with beneficial uses only re—states
the basic policy of maintaining and protecting beneficial uses, without
emphasizing maintaining and protecting the existing water quality. In some
cases, the existing water quality may be of much higher guality than ie
necessary to support the uses. In addition, defining "interfere" and
"injuricus™ is difficult and subject to misinterpretation. Alternative
wording would serve to clarify the intent and level of protection for
special national resource waters. :

Although temporary degradation of water quality can be permitted to
accommodate a short-term activity, the Department needs tc consider the
cumulative effects from numerous short—-term disturbances in close proximity
on a particular water way. It is possible that consecutive disturbance or
degradation in water quality may impact aquatic life communities, or other
beneficial uses to a poimrt that recovery mey not cccur as predicted.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF 1984 PUBLIC TESTIMONY ON ANTIDEGRADATION

Three respondents described their concernsg as follows:

1) Oregon State Parks requested that the Antidegradation Policy be
amended to include designated "State Scenic Waterways" (ORS 390.825)
to ensure that scenic waterways remain unpolluted and the ocutstanding
water quality and beneficizl uses be maintained,

The Department alse recommends including State Scenic Waterways in the
policy since special protection of these waters is consistent with the
scenic waterways statutes (ORS 390.835}.

2) Oregon Shores Conservation Coalitionm expressed that the current Anti-
degradation policy is not consistent with Oregen Public Law ORS
468,710(2) which declares that the public policy of the state is
toMprotect, maintain, and improve the quality of the waters of the
state... beneficial uses." they contend that the provisiocn for
lowering water quality for "necessary and justifiable economic or
social development", is inconsistent with the intent of the Oregon
Public Law gince the ztatute does not specifically include that
provision.
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The Attorney General for Oregon reviews and evaluates the Oregon Water
Quality Standards to assure consistency between the statues and the
corresponding rules, The current water quality standards were
certified by the Attorney General as consistent with the intent of
public law when they were filed with EPA. In addition, that provision
is consistent with a similar provision in the Federal EPA Anti-
degradation Poliey.

3) EPA recommended that the current policy should be amended to reflect
the 1983 revisions of the federal water quality regulations, The
following changes were requested to provide more consistency between
the federal and state antidegradation policies:

a) Add a new paragraph which requires the protecticn of
existing uses and the water quality necessary to ensure the
preservation of those uses for ALL waterways:

"Existing instream water uses and the level of water quality
necegsary to protect the existing uses shall be maintained
and protected,”

b)  Modify the first sentence of the policy "...for necessary

and justifiable economic or social development.” to read
"where it is necesgsary to accommodate important economic or

gsocial development in the areas in which the waters are
located.™ EPA stated that this phrase is intended to convey
a general concept regarding what level of social or economic
development could be used to justify a change in high
quality waters. More exact meanings will only be possible
on a case-by-case basis. EPA further stated that"necessary
and justifieble.." was not as rigorous'as "necessary to
accommodate important...". :

e) Delete reference to specifiec outstanding waters and amend
the last sentence to include all surface waters of the
gtate,

The Department concurs with the first recommendation. Since existing water
quality in all waterways should be maintained and protected, it should be
explicitly stated in the policy. In response to the second recommendation,
the Department agrees that including the word "important" would strengthen
the language in the provision. TFor a development to be important, it would
have to be significant, noteworthy, and carry a great deal of weight.
Justifiable implies a well-founded or valid development., Instead of
replacing justifiable with important, the Department proposes to include
both in the language to insure that 2 development is necessary,

significant and well-founded. The Department does not agree that adding
"... in which the waters are located" is necessary. This phrase is vague
and does not define just what the boundaries are or where the waters are
located (i.e., communities near the waterway, in the same city, county,
region or state). In response to the third recommendation, the Department
prefers to specifiy the waters that should receive special protection for
the information of the public, the regulated communities, and the resource
developers.
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In addition, the Department proposes to change the Director and "his
designee” to "a designee" to make the provision gender neutral.

ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS

In analyzing the intent of the antidegradation policy, and the language to
gupport it, and evaluating public testimony, the Department recommends that
four additional provisione be included in the policy:

1) Protection of existing water quality for all waters of the state, not
Just the high gquality waters. II water quality of a particular
waterway 1s just above the standard, that water quality should be
maintained and not allowed to be depgraded down to the standard level
without a review process. In addition, if water quality of a stream
ig below the standard, the goal should be to improve the water quality
or at least maintain it at a minimum, Thie provision would align the
antidegradation policy closer to the state statutes ORS 468,710 that
define the policy of the state which is to conserve the waters of the
state, and to protect, maintain, and improve the quality of the waters
for designated beneficial uses.

2) Addition of a statement that would limit the amount of allowable water
guality degradetion when the Commission chooses to lower water quality
to accommodate development. This provieion would assure that water
quality may never be degraded to lese than is necessary to fully
protect all designated beneficial uses.

3) Addition of other exceptional waters to receive gpecial protection.
State Scenic Waterways, and important ecological areas as designated
by appropriate state agencies (i.e., South Slough Sanctuary, Salmon
River Estuary, or Research Natural Areas) should alsc be included to
encourage preservation,

4) Limit temporary disturbances in high quality waterways to prevent
cumulative effects on the beneficial uses. This provision would
allow the Department to consider cumulative effects from numerous
short—term disturbances in water quality in the same stream segment.

PROPOSED RULE MODIFICATIONS

If the public and EPA suggestions were incorporated into the Anti-
degradation Policy, the following modifications would be necessary. The
underlined phrases are new proposed language additions, or in some cases
replacement of bracketed phrases.

340-41-026(1)(a) ™ Existing instream water uses and the level of water
quality necessary to protect the existing uses shall be maintained and

protected, "

Existing high quality waters which exceed those levele necessary to support
propagation of fish, shellfish end wildlife, and recreation in and on the
water shall be maintained and protected unless the Environmental Quality
Commission chooses, after full satisfaction of the intergovernmental
coordination and public participaticn provisions of the continuing planning
process, to lower water quality for necessary, important and justifiable
economic or socizl development. Water quality, however, may not be
degraded to less tham is necessary to fully protect all designated
beneficial uses.
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The Director or [his] a designee may allew lower water quality on a short—
term basis in order to respond to emergencies or to otherwise protect
public health and welfare.

[In no event, however, may degradation of water quality interfere or become
injurious to the beneficial uses of water] Existing water quality shall be
maintained and protected within surface waters of the following areas:

(A) National Farks; (&) National Wild and Scenic Rivers; (C) National
Wildlife Refuges; (D) State Parks; (E) State Scenic Waterways; and (F)
other state desipgnated exceptional waters of ecological or recreational

significance.

The Department shall not approve any activities where it is determined that
a_sgeries of temporary disturbances to water quality in the same stream
system may cumulatively affect the beneficial uses in high quality and
outstanding quality waters of the state.

OPTIONS
1) RETAIN THE CURRENT ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY AS WRITTEN

The intent of the policy is adequately set forth in the current
language, and appears to be congistent with state law. However, EPA
states that the current policy is not fully consistent with federal
policy. The new regulations (40 CFR Section 131.12(a)(l) requires
protection of existing uses and water quality necessary to ensure
preservation of designated uses on all waterways. The Oregon policy
only specifies high quality waters, and waters officially designated
as exceptional. In addition, EPA strongly suggests strengthening the
language on the provision for lowering water quality to assure that
the development is important .

2) ADOPT THE REVISED ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY

The revised antidegradation policy as proposed would be consistent
with state law and the federal EPA antidegrasdation policy, and would
incorporate the suggested changes requested by the public. The intent
for protecting and maintaining water quality and beneficial uses in
all waterways, and provisions for lowering water quality in high
quality waters is clearly stated., In addition, special waters are
protected from any permanent degradation to water quality under all
circumstances.

3) ADQOPT THE REVISED POLICY AND INCLUDE A NON-DEGRADATION CLAUSE

The Commission and the public may wish to consider a non—degradation
clause for the specially designated waters of the state tc prevent any
temporary disturbances or degradation of the water quality within
those waters. This could be accomplished by modifying the last
sentence to read "In no event, however may degradation of water
quality occur [interfere with or become injurious to the beneficial
uses of waterlwithin surface waters...". Although the federal policy
does not include a non—degradation clause, EPA allows the state to set
more restrictive standards if the state decides to do so.
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A non-degradation provision would assure nom—degradaticn

under any circumstances. For certain waters cof the state, however, if
may be so restrictive as to eliminate any necessary or desirable
maintenance or development, and precludes any corrective action to
protect public health and welfare.
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MIXING ZONES

INTRCDUCTION

This review evaluates the Qregon Mixing Zone Policy and proposes revisions
and additions in language to clarify both the intent of the policy and the
procedures used for establishing mixing zones.

A mixing zone, by definition, is a portion of & stream that serves as a
zone of initial dilution where waste waters and receiving waters mix and
where numeric water quality criteria can be legally exceeded. However,
chronic or acutely toxic conditions must be prevented in this zone and
water quality standards must be met at the mixing zone boundary ever under
lowest flow conditions to assure protection of the ambient receiving water
quality and designated beneficial useg. The intent of the current policy
is to state when a mixing zone is defined and how it is established,
without precise methodology. This hag allowed the Department to set mixing
zones on a site-specific basis, but it has not provided clear enough
guidance in defining mixing zones.

During the public review of the Oregon water quality standards in 1984, EPA
commented on the QOregon Mixing Zone Policy and suggested that more detail
on mixing zone methodology should be added to the standards. They
recommended following the guidance available in the EPA Water Quality
Standards Handbook (1983) on mixing zones. However, EPA also recognizes
that specific mixing zone regulations should be a matter of state
digcretion to suit the water quality needs of each state. No other public
comments were received on this topic.

CURRENT MIXING ZONE POLICY

Although the Oregon Mixing Zone policy is the same for each basin, it is
referenced separately as part of the specific basin stendards. The rule
references for each basin are included in the footnote (*) on A-l4.

OAR 340-41- _ (4) states the policy as follows:

Mixing Zones:

{a) The Department may suspend the applicability of all or part of
the water quality standards set forth in this rule, except those
standards relating to aesthetic conditions, within a defined
immediate mixing zone of specified and appropriately limited size
adjacent to or surrounding the point of waste water discharge.

(b} The sole method of establishing such mixing zones shall be by the
Department defining same in a waste discharge permit.

(¢) In establishing mixing zones in a waste discharge permit, the
Department:
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{A) May define the limits of the mixing zone in terms of
distance from the point of the waste water discharge or the
area or volume of the receiving water or any combimation
thereof;

(B) May set other less restrictive water quality standards to be
applicable in the mixing zone in lieu of the suspended
standards;

(C) Shall limit the mixing zone to that which in all probability
will:

(1) Not interfere with any biological community or
population of any important species to a degree which
is damaging to the ecosystem; and ‘

(ii) Not adversely affect other benefiecial uses
disproportionately.

AﬁALYSIS OF CURRENT MIXING ZONE POLICY

Analysis of the mixing zone policy follows:

1'

Subsection (4) (a) states that the Department may suspend the
applicability of all or part of the water quality standarde set forth
in this rule, except those standards relating to aesthetic conditioms,
within a defined immediate mixing zone of specific and appropriately
limited size adjacent to or surrounding the point of waste water

discharge.

In subsection 4(¢)(B), the policy further states that the
Department may set less restrictive water quality standards to be
applicable in the mixing zome in lieu of suspended standards,

It appears unnecessary to have these two statements as two sections in
the policy, since trhey both refer to applying less stringent criteria
in the mixing zones. In addition, the tem "applicability" is
redundant since standards are applicable by definition. These two
statements can be combined into one provision that would allow for
either suspension of standards or setting less restrictive standards,
as the Department determines is necessary on a case-by-case basis.

Section {4)(b) states that the sole method of establishing such
mixing zones shall be by the Department deflnl_g same in a4 waste
discharge permit.

Uge of the term "gole method" seems inappropriate, since defining a

mixing zone in a permit is an administrative action by the Department
rather than a method, This statement also establishes the Department
as the only authority to decide when and how & mixing zone is defined.
By defining that the mixing zone is only established in a pemmit, the
policy does not consider cases where evidence is presented that would
warrant az re-consideration of the mixing zone location or size. If
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beneficial uses were adversely affected in a mixing zone, the
Department should have the flexibility to address the problem and make
the necessary changes immediately without waiting until the waste
discharge permit expires. The language can be clarified to state that
the Department shall assign a mixing zone during the waste discharge
permit review process, unless technical evidence supports modification
before permit expiration, The actual method of defining the mixing
zone should be included in another gection.

3. Section (4)(c) states in establishing mixing zones in a waste discharge
permit, the Department:

(A) May define the limits of the mixing zone in terms of distance from
the point of the waste water discharge or the area or the volume of
the receiving water or any combination thereof:

Although (4){(c}(A) allows for defining the mixing zone limits using either
distance from the point of discharge, area or volume or receiving water, or
a combination thereof, it does not clearly delinezte what factors are or
should be taken into consideration in defining the mixing zone zize.
Establishing the mixing zone location is stated back in (4)(a) as being
adjacent tc or surrounding the point of waste water discharge. For
consistency, location of the mixing zone should be included in the same
gection as the definition of size and the factors used for establishing
mixing zones (for example stream flows, discharge rates and volumes,
aquatic life communities present)., In addition, a provision for passage of
figsh and other aquatic organisms should be added to assure that mixing zone
lecation and size does not interfere with migration. A section can be
developed that would address the factors to consider in assesging an
appropriate mixing zone location, in addition to a section that describes
how & mixing zone is defined in a waste discherge permit.

4, Section {(4)(c)(C) states that (the Department) shall limit the mixing
zone to_that which in all probability will:

(i) Not interfere with any biological community or population of any
important sgpecies to a degree which is damaging to the ecosystem;
and

{ii) Not adversely affect other beneficial uses disproportionately.

(4) (c) (C} esteblishes the provision for (i) protection of aquatic life and
(i1) other benefiecial uses, but the language used does not adeguately
identify to what level aquatic life and other uses are actually protected.

The first statement (i) reads that the mixing zone shall in ail probability
"not interfere with any biological community or population of any important
species (emphasis added) to a degree which may be damaging to the
ecosystem." Several questions can be raised in analyzing this statement.

WC533 A-11




1. How is "probability" defined? The term “probability" implies
judgement of effects on the beneficial uses. Prediction of levels
of effect usually holds some uncertainty and does require
judgement by the Department., This statement could be
strengthened, however, by adding a provision that states judgement
of the effects will be based on consideration of certain factors
(such as the biclogical and chemical characteristics of the
gtream).

2. What level of jmpact to a bioclogical community constitutes
"interference? The term "interference™ requires some definition
if it is used in reference to a biological community. Usually,
the term is defined as meddling or hindering an action. We
recommend using the term "measurably affect™ to describe an
allowable level of effect, based on quantifiable information.
Although "measurably" can also be questioned in temms of how
statistically significant the results need to be to measure an
impact, we are using the term to indicate general trends that can
be detected with a reasonable sampling effort (obvious shifts in
dominant species, or elimination of species entirely). '

3. If a mixing zone is not to interfere with any biclogical
community, why is protection for only important species specified
in the next part of the sentence? Protection of biological

- communities includes protection of important species within that
community. Some epecies may in fact be more important for
economic or ecological reasons, and should receive special
protection, but without losing sight of the importance of
considering the biological community as 2 whole. We recommend
replacing "or ..." with "eapecially when important species are
present.”

4(c)(C) (ii) states that mixing zones shall "not adversely affect other
beneficial uses disproportionately". Again, a problem occurs with defining
disproportionate adverse effects. Since a mixing zone is technically
considered a small area of sllowed degradation where water quality may be
lower than required by the standards, the beneficial uses may not be
protected at the fullest level in that area, The question remains on what
are proportional effects and how much impact to the bemneficial uses is
actually allowed, Since every mixing zone site will have specific water
quality, stream habitat, land use and discharged effluent characteristics,
and costs associated with the level of treatment required to protect
beneficial uses, it is unrealistic to attempt to define a uniform level of
allowable degradation and impact., A list of factors to be used in
assessing streams and establishing mixing zones, wouléd assist in evaluating
the impact to the streams on a site-specific basis, and the costs involved
in protecting the uses to the higheat ievel possible.
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To address the points discussed above, the language could be clarified and
provisions included specifying that water quality within the mixing zone
must
*# not be chronically OR acutely toxic to aquatic life;
* not measurably affect the biological communities,
especially when important species are present;
* not threaten public health; or
* not cause adverse effects to other beneficial uses, as
determined by the Department, based on the best available
information,

DEVELOPING DEQ MIXING ZONE GUIDELINES

EPA has recommended that the Department specify the methodology involved in
establishing mixing zones, and incorporate that into the standards. Since
the receiving waters in Oregon range from creeks to major rivers,
estuaries, and oceans, with varying biological, chemical, and hydrological
conditions, a uniform methodology or universal mixing zone dimensions
firmly established in the standards is not practical nor desirable.
However, it would be useful to develop guidelines that would specify the
factors to consider for assessing and establishing the dimensions of the
mixing zones for permit issuance. These would be used as necessary

for the major source dischargers or for minor discharges intc streams with
low flows and with critical habitats or sensitive bicleogical communities
present. The mixing zone criteria would be useful to the Department as a
toocl for evaluation, as well as to the public as an information source for
defining and regulating mixing zones.

CRITERIA NEEDED TO DEFINE MIXING ZONES

The following elements are recommended to assist with establishing
apprapriate mixing zones:

1) Location: Biologically importent areas need to be identified and
protected. Where necessary a zone of pagsage for migrating fish or
other organisms in a water course needs to be established.

2) §Size: Various methods and techniques are available for defining the
gurface area and volume of mixing zones. The area or velume of an
individual zone or group of zomnes should be limited to an area or
volume as small as possible and that will not adversely affect
designated beneficial uses or the established aquatic lLife communities.
Factors such as depth profiles, stream velocity, seasonal flows,
instream water quality, and resident fish and aquatic life communities
need to be considered in determining the size of the zone.

3) Outfall design: Prior to designating the mixing zone, the best
technically feasible engineering design for the outfall structure needs
to be evaluated. The outfall should be placed in a location with
sufficient stream current and minimum effect on the aquatic resources
and water quality.
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4) In-Zone Water Quality: Although water quality standards may be
suspended in the mixing zone, in-zone water quality must comply with
aesthetics standards, and not be acutely or chronically toxic to

aquatic life,

METHODOLOGY FQR ASSESSING AN APPROPRIATE MIXING ZONE AREA

In determmining the location, surface area and volume of a2 mixing zone, the
Department may use and evaluate the following factors, based on
recommendation in the EPA Mixing Zone Guidelines:

A). RECEIVING WATER CHARAGTERISTICS

* Hydrologic Factors:

* Water Quality Factors:

* Bielogical Factors:

B) EFFLUENT CHARACTERISTICS

* Effluent Discharge:

# Effluent Composition:

* Effluent Effects:

Seasonal low flow rates
Current direction and velocity
Depths

Width

Channel morphology

Groundwater aquifers

Tidal fluctuations

Shoreline configuration

pH, Conductivity, Alkalinity,
Temperature, Dissolved Oxygen, Salinity,
Nutrients, Toxics, and other chemical
constituents that may be present in
effluents.

Resident and migratoxry fish populations
Migratory passage requirements

Aquatic commumity composition

Sengitive or critical habitat (nursery
or spawning, wetland or shellfish
harvest areas,.)

Discharge rates and volume
Dilution water volume available
Frequency of discharge

Individual contaminant concentraticns
Total contaminant concentrations and
mass loading to receiving stream

Potential synergistic effects with other
pollutants in receiving stream.
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C) OUTFALL DESIGN AND PLACEMENT

The Department may evaluate the most technically feasible
engineering design for an outfall to be located in an area of
gufficient curreat and minimum effect on water quality, publie
health, and aquatic resources. No exposed outfalle will be
permitted at any time.

D) IMPACT ANALYSIS AND ASSIGNING MIXING ZONES

The Department shall consider the potential impact of the
discharge on water quality, public health, and the effects on
present and anticipated beneficial uses, based on the evaluation
of the above guidelines before assigning mixing zones.

COMPONENTS OF A MIXING ZONES POLICY

The following components are suggestions for improving the organization and
language of the current mixing zone policy. Each component is divided into
a description and the proposed language changes shown in quotes.

1. Statement of Policy

This statement should include the following parts to establish the
pelicy for mixing zones:

a} Allowing mixing zones

"The Department may allow a defined porticn of a stream to serve
as a zone of initial dilution for wastewaters and recelving
waters to thoroughly mix."

b) Suspension of standards

"The Department may suspend all or part of the water quality
standards, or set cther less restrictive standards in the defined
mixing zone. However, the water quality in this zone must
preserve aesthetic conditicns at all times and must not adversely
impair any designated beneficial uses. Water quality standards
must be met zt the mixing zone boundary even under lowest flow
conditions,

2. Methoddlogy For Assessing An Appropriate Mixing Zone

This statement should include or provide & reference to mixing zone
guidelines. Including this methodelogy in the standards or referring
to the methodology would assist in assessing where a mixing zone

should be lccated for streams, rivers, estuaries or nearshore coastal
areas.

If the methodology was included in the mixing zone policy, the
following language could be used:
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The Department may evaluate the following factors in assigning the
location, surface area and volume of a mixing zone:

1)

2)

3)

Receiving Water Characteristics

Hydrologic Factors: Seasonal low flow rates, current
direction and velocity, depths, width, channel morpheology,
groundwater aquifers, tidal fluctuations, and shoreline
configuration.

Chemical and Physical Factors: Conductivity, pH, alkalinity,
temperature, dissclved oxygen, salinity, nutrients, toxics, and
other chemical constituents that may be present in effluents.

Biological Factors: Resident and migratory fish populations,
Migratory passage requirements aquatic community composition, and
gensitive or critical habitat (nursery or spawning, wetland or
cshellfish harvest areas.)

Effluent Characteristics

Effluent Discharge: Discharge rates and volume, dilution water
volume available, and frequency of discharge.

Effluent Composition: Individual contaminant concentratioms,
total contaminant concentrations and mass loading to receiving
gtreams.

Effluent Effects: Potgntial synergistic effects with other

pollutants in the receiving stream.

Outfall Design and Placement

The Department may evaluate the most technically feasible
engineering design for an outfall to be located in an area of
sufficient current and minimum effect on water quality, public
health, and aquatic resources. No exposed cutfalls will be
permitted at eny time,

If a reference was made to the mixing zone guidelines, then the following
language could be used:

WC533

"In determining the location, surface area, and volume of a mixing
zong area the Department may refer to appropriate mixing zone
guidelines, to assess the biological, physical and chemical character
of receiving waters and effluent, and the placement of the outfall,

whenever necessary to protect instream water quality, public health,

and other beneficial uses.

Establishing Mixing Zones

A gtatement that addresses how mixing zones are defined and what
conditions must be met in the mixing =zomne.
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"Based oh receiving water and effluent characteristies, the Department
shall assign & mixing zone in the immediate area of & waste water
discharge on a case-by-case basis in the waste water discharge
permit., The mixing zome shall:

a) be as small as feasible;

b) be less than the total stream width as necessary to allow
passage fish and other aquatic organisms;

¢} not measurably affect the indigenous biological community
especially when important species are present;

d) not threaten public health;

e) not adversely affect other designated beneficial uses; and

£) be free of:

#*Materials in concentrations sufficient to injure, produce
adverse physiological responses or cause chrenic or acute
toxicity to aquatie life (50% mortality after a 96 hour
exposure), _

*Materials that will settle to form objectionable deposits.

#*Floating debris, oil, scum, or other materials that cause
nuisance conditions,

*Substances in concentrations that produce objectionable
color, odor, taste or turbidity.

%#5ubstances in concentrationa that produce nuisance aquatic
growth,

Applicant Responsibilities

A provision should be added that gives the Department authority to
direct the permit applicant to submit the information necessary to
define a mixing zone.

"The Department may request the applicant for a permitted discharge
for which a mixing zone is required, to submit all information
necessary to define a mixing zone, such as:

1}  Type of operation to be conducted

2) Characteristics of the effluent flow rates and composition
3) Characteristics and low flows of receiving waters

4}  Description of potential environmental effects

5) Preoposed design for outfall atructures."

Monitoring Mixing Zones

A provision should be stated for monitoring the mixing zone to insure
protection of beneficial uses and water quality.

"The Department may, as necessgary, require mixing zone monitoring
studies and/or bicassays to be conducted at any time to evaluate
water quality or biological status within and outside the mixing zone
boundary."
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6. Modification of Mixing Zones

A provieion should be added that would give the Department authority
to re-~evaluate the mixing zone designation or outfall location if
unforeseen environmental impacts occur,

"The Department may change a mixing zone designation or outfall
location if it determines that the water quality within the mixing
zone unreasonably and measurably affects any existing or potential
beneficial uses in the receiving waters."

SUMMATION

In summary, two versions of a revised mixing =mone policy have been
proposed. Version A includes factors to comnsider in defiming appropriate
mixing zones, while Version B only refers to the factors that may be used
in defining appropriate mixing zonea. The two versions in their entirety
follow:

VERSION A

340-41- _ (4) MIXING ZONES

(a) "The Department may allow a defined portion of a stream to serve as a
zone of initial dilution for wastewaters and receiving waters to
mix."

{b) "The Department may suspend all or part of the water quality
standards, or set less restrictive standards in the mixing zone.
However, the water quality in this zone must preserve aesthetic
conditions at all times and not adversely affect designated
beneficial uses. Water quality standards must be met at the mixing
zone boundary even at lowest stream flow conditiecns,™

{¢) "Based on the evaluation of the following factors, the Department
ghall assign a mixing zone in the immediate area of z waste water
discharge on a case-by-case basis in the waste water discharge
permit. Mixing zone locatjon, surface area, and volume may be
defined by the Department after consideration of the following:

1} Receiving Water Characteristics

Eydrologic Factors: Seascnal low flow rates, curreat
direction and velocity, depths, width, channel morphology,
groundwater aquifers, tidal fluctuations, and shoreline
configuration.

Chemical and Physical Factors: Conductivity., pH, alkalinity,
temperature, dissolved oxygen, salinity, nutrients, toxiecs, and
other chemical constituents that may be present in effluents.
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Biclogical Factors: Resident and migratory fish populations,
migratory passage requirements, aquatic community composition,
and sensitive or critical habitat (nursery or spawning, wetlands,
or shellfish harvest areas.)

2) Efifiluent Characteristies

Effluent Discharge: Discharge rates and volume, dilution water
volume available, and frequency of discharge.

Effluent Composition: Individual contaminant concentrations,
total contaminant concentrations and mass loading to receiving
streams.

Effluent Effects: Potential synergistic effects with other
polliutants in receiving stream.

3) oOutfall Design and Placement

The Department may evaluate the most technically feasible
engineering design for an outfall to be located in an area of
sufficient current and minimum effect on water quality, public
health, and aquatic resources. No exposed outfalls will be
permitted at any time.

(d) The mixing zone ghall:

1) be as small as feasible:

2) be less than the total stream width as necessary to allow
passage fish and other aquatic organisms;

3) not measurably affect the indigenous biological community
especially when important species are present;

4) not threaten public health;

5) not adversely affect other designated beneficial uses; and

6) be free of:

*Materials in concentrations sufficient to injure, produce
adverse physiological responses or cause chronic or acute
toxicity to aquatiec life (50% mortality after a 96 hour
expogure) .,

*Materials that will settle to form objectionable deposits.

*Floating debris, oil, scum, or other materials that cause
nuisance conditions,

*Substances in concentrations that produce objecticnable
color, odor, taste or turbidity.

*3ubstances in concentrations that produce nuisance aquatic
growth.

(e} The Department may also request the applicant for a permitted

discherge for which a mixing zone is required to submit all
information necessary to define a mixing zome, such as:
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(£)

(g)

1} Type of operation to be conducted

2) Characteristics of the effluent flow rates and compesiticn
3) Characteristics and low flows of receiving waterg

4) Description of potential environmental effects

5) Proposed design for outfall structures."

The Department may, as necessary, require mixing zone monitoring
studies and/or bicassays to be conducted at any time to evaluate water
quality or biclogical status within and outside the mixing zone
boundary.

The Department may change & mixing zone designation or outfall
location if it determines that the water quality within the nixing
zone unreasonably affects any existing or potential beneficial uses
in the receiving waters,"

VERSICN B

(4)
(a}

(b)

{c)

(d)

WC533

MIZING ZONES

"The Department may allcew a defined portion of a stream to serve as a
zone of initial dilution for wastewaters and receiving waters to
mix."

"The Department may suspend all or part of the water quality
standards, or set less restrictive standards in the mixing zone.
However, the water quality in this zone must preserve aesthetic
conditions at all times and not adversely affect designated
beneficizl uses. Water quality standards must be met at the mixing
zone boundary even at lowest stream flow conditions.”™

"In determining the location, surface area and volume of a mixing zone
area, the Department mey refer to appropriate mixing zome guidelines
to assegs the biological, physical, and chemical character of
receiving waters and effluent, and the placement of the cutfall,
whenever necesgary to protect instream water quality, public health,
and other beneficial uses. Based on receiving water and effluent
characteristica, the Department shall assign & mixding zone in the
immediate area of a wastewater discharge on a case-by—case basis in
the wastewater discharge permit."™

The mixing zone shall:

1) be as small as feasible; _

2) be less than the total stream width as necessary to allow
passage fish and other aquatic organisms;

3) not measurably affect the indigenous biclogical community
egpecially when important species are present;

4} not threatem public health;

5) not adversely affect other designated beneficial uses; and

6) be free of:
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{e)

(£)

(g)

*Materials in concentrations sufficient te injure, produce
adverse physiological responses or cause chronic or acute
toxicity to aquatic life (50% mortality after a 96 hour
exposure).

*Materials that will settle to form objectionable deposits.

*Floating debris, oil, scum, or other materials that cause
nuisance conditions.,

*Substances in concentrations that produce objectionable
color, oder, taste or turbidity.

*Substances in concentrations that produce nuisance aquatic
growth.

The Department may alsc request the applicant for a permitted
discharge for which a mixing zone is required to submit all
information necessary to define a mixing zone, such as:

1) Type of operation to be conducted

2) Characteristics of the effluent flow rates and compesition
3) Characteristics and low flows of receiving waters

4}  Description of potential environmental effects

5) Proposed design for outfall structures,"

The Department may, as necessary, require mixing zone monitoring
studies and/or bicassays to be conducted at any time to evaluate water
quality or biological status within and outside the mixing zone
boundary.

The Department may change a mixing zone designation or outfall
location if it determines that the water quality within the mixing
zone unreasonably affects any existing or potential beneficial uses
in the receiving waters."

OPTIONS

1.

WC533

RETAIN THE CURRENT MIXING ZONE POLICY,

The current mixing zone policy is adequate, and mixing zones have been
defined using the policy as it is written in the rules. After
analyzing the current policy, several modifications could be made to
clarify the language and provide a2 more organized policy with more
provisions for the reeponsibilities of the Department and the
regulated community.

ADOPT VERSION A

Version A provides a mixing zone policy that incorporates the
guidelines used to establish a mixing zone intc the administrative
rules. Any future changes, modifications, or variance in the adopted
guidelines, would require Commission approval. This option would
allow the regulated community to be aware of the procedures and
requirements for mixing zone determinations, and provide input as
necessary for any changes through the public hearing process.
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3. ADOPT VERSION B

Version B provides a mixing zone policy that refers to using the DEQ
mixing zone criteria as needed, without specifically stating them in
the standards. This option would enable the Department to make
necessary updates, revisions or modifications in the guidelines or
factors to consider as needed without Commission approval for each
technical change. However, this option would eliminate the public
notice procedure for each proposed change, so the public and the
regulated community would be responsible for consulting with the
Department about most recent guidelines.

* RULE REFERENCES BY BASIN

Basin Mixing Zone Rules

North Coast

340~41~205(4)

Mid Coast 340-41-245(4)
Umpqua 340-41-285 (4)
South Coast 340-41-325(4)
Rogue 340-41-365(4)
Willamette 340-41-445(4)
Sandy 340-41-485 (4)
Hood 340-41-525(4)
Deschutes 340-41-565(4)
John Day 340-41-605(4)
Umatilla 340-41-645(4)
Walla Walla 340-41-685 (4)
Grande Ronde 340-41-725(4)
Powder 340-41-765 (4)
Malheur River 340-41-805(4)
Owyhee 340-41-845(4)
Malheur Lake 340-41-885 (4)
Goose and

Summer Lakes 340-41-925(4)
Klamath 340-41-965(4)

WC533
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TOXIC SUBSTANCES

INTRODUCTION

Since the 1980 revisions to Oregon's water quality standards, a
considerable amount of applied research has been done nationally in the
development of water quality criteria for toxic substances. -Oregon's
present standards for "Pesticidee and Other Toxic Substances™ and
"Dissolved Chemical Substances" need to be amended to incorporate new and
updated toxice criteria recently published by EPA., Until 1980, the
standard reference for organic toxics, pesticides and dissolved chemical
substances criteria had been the 1976 EPA publication "Quality Criteria for
Water". On November 28, 1980, EPA published a series of ambient water
quality criteria documents. These provided information for 64 toxic
priority pollutentg. Criteria values for dioxin were published on February
15, 1984 and new criteria for nine pollutants were published on July 19,
1985,

This paper will discuss both standards since the topics are closely related
and based on the same EPA references. Pesticides and other organic toxic
gubstances will be discussed first, and will then be followed by the
inorganic dissolved chemical substances.

CURRENT PESTICIDE AND OTHER ORGANIC TOXIC SUBSTANCES STANDARD

The current standard is the same for each of the nineteen basins. Rule
references for each basin are referenced as a footnote (¥),
OAR 340-41- _ (2)(p) was adopted in 1980 and reads as follows:

"Pesticides and other organic toxic substances ghall not exceed those
criteria contained in the 1976 edition of the EPA publication "Quality
Criteria for Water". These criteria shall apply unless supporting data
shows conclusively that beneficial uses will not be adversely affected by
exceeding a criterion by a specific amount or that a more stringent
criterion is warranted to protect beneficiel uses.™

ANALYSIS OF THE CURRENT STANDARD-

1. " Pesticides and other organic toxjc substances shall not exceed those
criteria contained in the 1976 edition of the EPA publication "Quelity
Criteria for Water. " The current rule is considered a narrative
water queality standard as opposed to a numerical standard which would
have absolute values specific for a list of toxic organic substances.
The "Red Book", az the document above is commonly called, was used as
a reference because it contained the most updated informatrion
available on toxics during the last standards revision. By
referencing the book, it was not necessary to list all the chemicals
and their criteris values.
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Although numerical criteria may be preferred because they are more
easily interpreted in defining specific control requirements, rapid
advances in the field of toxicology precludes the Department from
stating each value in the standards. If numerical criteria were
included in the standards, every update and change in the criteria
from EPA would require new rule amendments. Using the narrative
approach where the most updated EPA information was referenced would
allow the Department to enforce the most scientifically updated
information without requiring a hearing and Commission action for
every change, By including the reference to Quality Criteria for
Water (1976}, and including language to support use of the most recent
criteria for EPA's list of priority pollutants, many chemicals of
concern would be addressed.

These criteria shall apply unless_supporting data show conclusively
that beneficial uses will not be adversely affected by exceeding
criterion by a specific amount or that a more stringent criterion is
warranted to protect beneficial uses. This provision was included to
allow either more or less restrictive wvalues then the "Red Book"
recommended, to make site-specific judgements based on recelving water
and effluent characteristics, and the beneficial uses of a particular
stream segment, Since the field of toxicology is expanding and
becoming more complex, and each state's waters have unique biological,
hydrological, and chemical characteristics, in addition to varied
designated beneficial uses, it may not be appropriate to apply EPA
criteria values in all cases.

The criteria values were primarily derived under laboratory conditions
and are guidance values, not standards that can be applied to every
water body in every state.

To clarify and strengthen the intent of this provision, and assure
that more or less restrictive values are not just arbitrarily applied,
a wording change would be helpful. Be deleting “supporting data" and
inserting "data from scientifically valid studies®, the provision
becomes more specific and enforceable.

Many industries discharge complex effluents, which are process
wastewaters that may contain more than one toxic substance, and where
wany of the individual components cannot be specifically identified,
Applying specific criteria to the toxic components of the effluent
during the permit process may not be a "scientifically wvalid" apprcach
due to the complex interactions among chemicals when they are mixed.
Some chemical mixtures exhibit a synergistic effect, becoming more
toxic together than the individusl components. Other chemicals may
exhibit an antagonistic (cancelling) effect where individually they
are toxic, but together become less-or non—toxic. It would be helpful
to include a narratrive provision for bicmonitoring and chronic and
acute bicassays (bioassessments) for aquatic life, to apply to
situatione where no numerical criteria exist for a substance, or when
multiple toxicants are present in a waterbody and synergistic or
antagenistic effects may be expected.
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CURRENT DISSOLVED CHEMICAL SUBSTANCES STANDARD

Although the standard is generally the same for each of the nineteen river
bagins, total digsolved solids do change by basin. Rules for each basin
are referenced in a footnote (%*).

OAR 340-41- - (2) (o) reads as follows:

"Dissclved Chemical Substances: Guide concentrations listed below shall not
be exceeded unless otherwise specifically authorized by DEQ upon such
conditions as it may deem necessary to carry out the general intent of this

plan to protect the beneficial uses set forth in rule 340-41-  : (mg/1)
(A) Arsenic(Ag) . + 4 e 4 v 4 o+ 4o & o & 4+ 0.01
(B) Bariwn(Balds . ¢ « 2 & « « 2 & s+ + ¢ « « 1.0
(C} BoronfBo) . v ¢ v ¢ = « & s s o« « « « « 0.5
(D) Cadmium(Cd} o « v o « o o o + o « « « . 0.003
(E) Chromium(Cr)e « o o« o s « « « o« o« » o« « 0,02
(F) Copper{Cu): « + + « o ¢ « s '« &« « « « o 0.005
(G) Cyanide(Cr) « + « 4 4 « + « + o « » « « 0.005
(HY Fluoride(F) « v o« o « 4 o« o s « = « « « 1.0
(I} Irom(Fe)s o « o o o« o ¢ o 2 o » « o+ « 0.1
(J) Lead(Ph)lue v v « o o & s o 5 o« o « « &« « 0.05
(K) Manganese(Mn) +« + « « o « « « o« o« o +» o 0,05
(L) Phenols(totzl), « & 4 « « « « o « « « » 0.001
(M) Total Dissolved Solids—Columbie River . 500
(N} Total Disscived Solids - other. . . . . 100
(0) Zinc(Zm). v v v o o & o o o ¢ o« o « «» o« D017

ANALYSTS OF THE CURRENT STANDARD

The guide concentrations listed in the standards are values derived from
the drinking water standards for those substances of concern in drinking
water supplies, or the EPA priority pollutant criteria. Many of the values
listed do not reflect the most recent EPA criteria values published in 1980
and 1985, In addition, the toxicity of a number of the inorganic
substances listed is dependent on the hardness (expressed as mg/l CaC03) of
the receiving water. EPA has published formulas for deriving the proper
criteria values based on a hardness factor for Cadmium, Chromium III,
Copper, Lead Nickel, Silver, and Zinc for aquatic life. For example, the
current criteria value for Cadmium is listed as 0.003 mg/l. Using the new
formula, hardness values of 50 mg/l (typical of Willamette River and other
westexrn Qregon streams), would limit Cadmium to 0.00066 mg/l, or a hardness
value of 200 mg/l (Eastern Oregon streams) would limit Cadmium to 0.002
mg/1. To address human health protection, the most current drinking water
standards for pollutants of concern in drinking water should be referenced
and included in this section.

Since many of the same EPA documents apply to both organic and inorganic
toxics, the two sections could be combined and the table of values deleted
to eliminate the outdated information. However, the total dissclved solids
concentrations are specific for each basin. These values will remain the
same for each basin and will remain in the present subsection.
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CCOMPONENTS OF A REVISED TCXIC SUBSTANCES STANDARD

The following components are suggestions for improving the organization ard
language of the current standards for pesticides and other organic toxic
substances, and for dissolved chemical substances., Each component is
divided into a description and proposed language changes in quotes.

1.

General Statement and Criteria Reference

This statement should include language provisions prohibiting
injuricus levels of toxic substances in the waters of the state to
protect public heslth, aquatic l1ife, and other beneficial uses, and a
reference to the most recent EPA criteria values. These references
include hardness factors for the inorganic pollutant concentrations,

"Toxic substances shall not be present in the water of the state at
levels which are or may become injurious to public health, safety, or
welfare; aquatic life; or other designated beneficizl uses. Levels of
toxic substances shall not exceed the most recent criteria values for
organic and inorganic pollutants established by EPA and published in
Quality Criteria for Water (1976), 40 CFR Parts 141-143 (1985) and the
Federal Register (November 28, 1980, February 15, 1984 and July 29,
1985)."

Provision for Site Specific Determination

This statement should be included to aliow either more cr less
restrictive values for unique situations:

"These criteria shall apply unless data from scientifically valid
studies show conclusively that beneficial uses will not be adversely
affected by exceeding criterion by a specific amount or that z more
restrictive criterion is warranted to protect beneficial uses.™

Provigion for Bicassessments

Due to the intricate chemical interactions that may occur withinm
complex industrial and other effluents, chemical analysis for known or
suspected toxic ccomponents may not sufficiently address the lethal or
chronic petential of the wastewater., Bicassessments (instream and
legboratory biocassays) are needed to adequately monitor these
gituations. The following statement could be added:

"Bicassessment studies which include instream monitoring and
laboratory biocassays, shall be conducted, as the Department deems
necessary, to monitor the toxic effects of complex effluents or other
suspected toxic discharges. If toxicity occurs, the Department shall
consider measures necessary to reduce toxicity through permit
modification.™
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PROPOSED REVISIQON OF LANGUAGE FQOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES

The following language is proposged to replace "Pesticides and Other Organic
Toxic Substances" and "Dissolved Chemical Substances" with a standard on
"Toxic Substances":

Toxic Substances

{a)

(b)

{e)

(d)

Toxic substances shall not be present in the water of the state at
levels which are or may beceome injurious to public health, safety, or
welfare; aquatic life; or other designated beneficial uses,

Levels of toxic substances shall not exceed the most recent criteria
values for organic and inorganie pollutants established by EPA and
published in Quality Criteria for Water (1976); 40 CFR Part 141-143
(1985) for drinking water; and the Federal Registers November 28,
1980, 45 FR 79318 for sixty—-four pollutants, February 15, 1984, 49 FR
5831 for dioxin, and July 29, 1985, 50 FR 30784 for nine pollutants,

These criteria shall apply unless data from scientifically valid
studies show conclusively that beneficial uses will not be adversely
affected by exceeding a criterion by a specific amount or that & more
restrictive criterion is warranted to protect beneficial uses.

Bicassessment studies which include instream montoring and laboratory
bicassays shall be conducted, as the Department deems necessary, to
monitor the toxic effects of complex effluents or other suspected
toxic discharges. If toxicity occurs, the Department shall consider
measures necessary to reduce toxicity through permit modification.

OPTIONS

1.

WC536

RETAIN CURRENT STANDARDS

This coption would not be feasible because the narrative references are
outdated for both the pesticides and organic toxic substances, and
dissolved chemical substances. To provide the best protection to
bereficial usesg and public health, the most recent scientific
information needs to be used.

ADOPT FROPOSED REVISION

This option would combine the inorganic and organic pollutants into
one standard and use the same approach in enforcing allowable levels,
Although numerical informatiom is not presented in table form, it
would be readily accessible to those interested from Department staff.
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* RULE REFERENCES BY BASIN

Basin

North Coast
Mid Coast
Unpgua
South Coast
Rogue
Willamette
Sandy
Hood
Deschutes
John Day
Umatilla
Walla Walla
Grande Ronde
Powder
Malheur River
Ouyhee
Malheur Lake
Goose and.
Summer Lakes
Klamath

WC536

Dissolved Chemical

Substances

Pesticides

340-41-205(2) (o)
340-41-245(2) (o)
340-41~285{2) (o)
340-41-325(2) (o)
340-41-365(2) (o)
340-41-445(2) (o)
340-41-485(2) (0)
340-41-525(2) (o)
340-41-565(2) (o)
340-41-605(2) (o)
340-41-645(2) (o)
340-41-685(2) (o)
340-41~725(2) (o}
340-41-765(2) (o)
340-41-805(2) (o)
340-41-845(2) (o)
340-41-885(2) (o)

340-41-925(2) (o)
340-41-965(2) (e)

A-28

340-41-205(2) {p)
340-41-245(2) (p)
340-41-285(2) (p)
340-41-325(2) (p)
340-41-365(2) (p)
340-41-445(2) (p)
340-41-485 (2) (p)
340-41-525(2) (p)
340-41-565(2) (p)
340-41-605(2) (p)
340-41-645(2) (p)
340-41-685(2) (p)
340-41-725(2) (p)
340-41-765(2) (p)
340-41-805(2) (p)
340-41-845(2) (p)
340-41-885(2) (p)

340-41-925(2) (p}
340-41-965(2) (p}
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b WATER QUALITY STANDARDS J
Date Prepared: 5/28/86
Hearing Dates: Noted below
Comments Due: 8/8/86
WHO IS A1l businesses, residents, industries and local goverrnment in the
AFFECTED: state of Oregon.
WHAT I3 The Department proposes to amend the Antidegradation Policy, the
PROPOSED: Mixing Zone Policy, and the standards for Toxic Substances as
contained in the Qrepgon Water Quality Standards Chapter 340, Division
41.
WHAT ARE THE The Department of Epvironmental Quality recenitly conducted its
HIGHLIGHTS: triennial review of the Water Quality Standards. During this review,

the public suggested modifications and additions to the current water
quality standards. At the July 17, 1985, Environmental Quality
Commission meeting, the Commissicn directed the Department staff to
prepare issue papers dealing with potential rule amendments for the
following:

a) Antidegradation Policy: Include reference to State Scenic
Waterways, and mcre specific protection of existing uses,.

b) Mixing Zone Policy: Expand criteria for defining mixing zones
for point source discharge.

c) Dissolved Chemical Substances: Update the standards to include
hardness factors and incorporate the most recent EPA criteria.

d) Pesticides and Other Organic Toxic Substances: Update the
standards to reflect the latest scientific and techniecsl
informatien.

These issue papers were presented at the June 13, 1986 EGC meeting.
The Commissicn directed the Department to conduct public hearings on
the proposed rule amendments presented in the issue papers. The
public is invited to comment on the proposed rule amendments, suggest
alternatives, or provide information on potential fiscal and economic
impact.



HOW TO COMMENT:

WHAT IS THE
NEXT STEP:

WC539

Public Hearings Schedule

Portland — July 21, 1986 at 9:00 am
DEQ Conference Room (1400)
14th Fleor, 522 SW 5th St. Portland, OR

Eugene — July 21, 1986 at 7:00 pm
Lane County Courthouse
South Harris Hall
Public Service Building
125 E. 8th Avenue
Eugene, CR

Medford July 22, 1986 at 1:00 pm
Jackson County Courthouse Auditorium

10 5. Oaksdale, Medford, OR

Bend w~-  July 23, 1986 at 1:00 pm
City Council Chamber, City Hall
710 MW Wall St, Bend OR

La Grande — July 24, 1986 at 6:30 pm

Room 309, Hoke Hall,

Eastern Oregon State College

8th and "K"™: Avehue, La Grande, OR
A Department staff member will be appointed to preside over and
conduct the hearings. Written comments should be sent to:

Gepartment of Environmental Quality
Water Quality Division

P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

The comment pericd will end on Friday August 8, 1986 at 5:00 p.m.

For more information or copies of the Department issue papersg, contact
Ms Krystyna Wolniakowski at 229-6018 or toll-fee 1-800-452-4011.

After the public testimony has been received and evaluated, the
proposed amendments will be revised as appropriate, and will be
presented to the Envirconmental Guality Commission in the Fall of 1986
for their consideration. The Commissicn may adopt rule amendments as
propesed, adopt modified rule amendments, or decline to adopt rule
amendments znd take no further action.




Attachment C

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 rules.

(1) Legal Authority

ORS 468.735 provides that the Commission by rule may establish
standards of quality and purity for waters of the state in accordance
with the public policy set forth in ORS 468.710. ORS 183.545 requires
a review every three years of state agency administrative rules to
minimize the economic effect these rules may have on businesses. ORS
193,550 requires, among other factors, that public comments to be
considered in the review and evaluation of these rules.

(2} Need For Rule

The Environmental Quality Commission, at its July 19, 1985 meeting,
directed the Department to prepare issue papers pertaining to
potential rule amendments to the antidegradation policy, mixing zone
policy, and toxic substances standards, after the public requested a
review of these standards specifically. At the June 13, 1986 EQC
meeting, the Commission authorized the Department staff to hoeld
hearings on the proposed rule amendments and to comsider public
testimony in developing final rule amendments. .

Options described in the isstue papers will be presented to the
Commission after all public testimony has been received. Adoption of
proposed rule amendments, modification of those amendments or no
action may be taken by the Commission after the hearing record has
been evaluated.

(3) Principal Documents Relied Upon in this Rulemaking

Clean Water Act amended in 1981.

Federal Register, Vol. 48, No. 217, November 8, 1983, Water Quality
Standards Regulation,

Federal Register, Vol. 45, No. 231, November 28, 1980, Water Qualiry
Criteria Documents; Availability {64 priority pollutants),.

Federal Register, Vol. 49, No. 32, February 15, 1984, Water Quality
Criteria Documents; Availability (dioxin).

Federal Register, Vol. 50, No. 145, July 29, 1985, Water Quality
Criteria; Availability of Documents (nine pollutants).

Quality Criteria for Water, 1976, EPA. US GPO: 0-222-904,

Water Quality Standards Handbeok, December 1983, EPA,
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Technical Support document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control,
September 1985, EPA.

Agenda Item No. F June 13, 1986, EQC Meeting: Request for
authorization to conduct public hearings on proposed amendments to the
Water Quality Standards Regulation, QAR 340, Chapter 41:
Antidegradation Policy, Mixing Zone Policy, and Toxic Substances
Standazrds.,

ORS 468.735, 468.710, 183.545, and 183,550,
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Attachment D

FISCAL AND ECONOMIGC IMPACT

Adoption and implementation of the proposed revisions to water quality
gtandarde could result in increased costs to local governments, small
businesses, and individuals for treatment and control of point and non—
point source wastes. Specifically, increased costs for wastewater
treatment could be incurred by municipalities, private utilities, and
industries to reduce toxic substances leading to surface waters, or to
provide specific outfall designs to minimize impacts on beneficial uses.
These costs could break down into two categories: (1) capital construction
costs for advanced wastewater treatment facilities to improve toxic
substance removal, or build or extend ocutfalls into areas of minimal
impact, and (2) increased operating costs.

In addition, increased costs could be incurred by 2 wide range of
individuals and governmentel entities for the improvement of management
practices. These costs would relate to improving management practices to
better control non-point sources to prevent degradation of water quality
and maintain and protect all designated beneficial uses in agricultural,
forest harvest, and urban areas.

In summary, the fiscal and economic impacts are not well defined, Public
comment on any fiscal and economic impact is welcome and may be submitted
in the same manner as indicated for the testimony on this notice.
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Attachment E

LAND USE CONSISTENCY

The Department has concluded that the proposal conforms with Statewide
Planning Goals and Guidelines.

Goal 6 (Air, Water, and Local Resource Quality): The proposed revisions
to the water quality standards are designed to more clearly protect

and maintain water quality statewide.

Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services): To attain complience with the
revised standards, additional costs for capital improvements and
operation of wastewater treatment facilities may be incurred
depending on which revisions may be adopted and on the specific
water body. Additional plamning to insure timely, orderly and
efficient arrangement or construction of facilities to provide
needed level of treatment to meet the standards may be required in
certain cases.

Goal_19 (Ocean Resources): The proposed revisions are designed to protect
and maintain water quality in nearshore and estuarine waters.

The rules do not appear to conflict with other Goals,

Public comment on any land use issue invelved is welcome and may be
submitted in the same manner as indicated for testimony im this notice. It
is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the proposed
action and comment on possible conflicts with their programs affecting land
use and with Statewide Planning Goals within their expertise and
jurisdiction. The Department of Environmental Quality intends to ask the
Department of Land Conservation and Development to mediate any appropriate
conflicts brought to our attention by local, state and federal authorities.
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Attachment F

PROPOSED RULE AMENDMENTS

Antidegradation Policy

If the public and EPA suggestions were incorporated into the anti-
degradation policy, the following modifications would be necessary. The
underlined phrases are new proposed language additions, or in some cases
replacements of bracketed phrases:

340-41-026(1) (a) " Existing instream water uses and the level of water
quality necessary to protect the existing uses shall be maintained and

protected.

Existing high quality waters which exceed those levels necegsary to support
propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife, and recreation in and on the
water shall be maintained and protected unless the Environmental Quality
Commission chooses, after full satisfaction of the intergovernmental
coordination and public participation provisions of the continuing planning
process, to lower water quality for necessary, important and justifiable
economic or social development. Water quality, however, may not be
degraded to less than is necessary to fully protect all designated
beneficial uses.

The Director or [his] a designee may allow lower water quality on a short-
term basis in order to respond to emergencies or to otherwilse protect
public health and welfare, '

[In no event, however, may degradation of water quality interfere or become
injurious to the beneficial uses of water] Existing water quality shall be
maintained and protected within surfaece waters of the following areas: (4)
National Parks; (B) National Wild and Scenic Rivers; (C) National Wildlife
Refuges; (D) State Parks; (E) State Scenic Waterways; and (F) other state
designated exceptional waters of ecological or recreational significance,

The Department shall not approve any activities where it is determined that
a_series of temporary disturbances to water gquality in the same stream
system may cumulatively affect the beneficial uses in high quality and
outstanding quality waters of the state.
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Mixing Zones

Two similar versions of a revised mixzing zone policy have been

proposed., Version & (C) includes factors to consider in defining
appropriate mixing zones, while version B (C) only refers to the factors
that may be used in defining appropriate mixing zones. This proposed
language is intended to replace the current mixing zone policy for each
basin, (Shown in brackets). Rule references are included as & fooctnote

(*}.
[340-41- _ (4) Mixing Zones:

(a) The Department may suspend the applicability of &ll or part of
the water quality standards set forth in this rule, except those
standards relating to aesthetic conditions, within a defined
immediate mixing zone of specified and appropriately limited size
adjacent to or surrounding the point of waste water discharge.

(b} The sole method of establishing such mixing zones shall be by the
Department defining same in a waste discharge permit,

(¢} In establishing mixing zones in & waste discharge permit, the
Department:

(A) May define the limits of the mixing zone in terms of
distance from the point of the wapte water discharge or the

area or volume of the receiving water or any combination
thereof;

(B) May set cther less restrictive water quality standards to be
applicable in the wmixing zone in lieu of the suspended
standards;

(C) Shall limit the mixing zone to that which in all probability
will:

(i} Not interfere with any biological community or
population of any important species to a degree which
is damaging to the ecosystem; and

{ii) Not adversely affect other benefieial uses
disproporticnately.]

VERSION A

340-41- (4} MIXING ZONES

(a) "The Department may allow a defined portion of a stream to serve as a
zone of initial dilution for wastewatere and receiving waters to mix."
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(b)

(e)

WC53 8

"The Department may suspend all or part of the water quality
standardse, or set less restrictive standards in the mixing zone,
However, the water quality in this zonme must preserve aesthetic
conditions at z2ll times and not adversely affect designated beneficial
uses. Water quality standards must be met at the mixing zone boundary
even at lowegt stream flow conditions."

"Based on the evaluation of the following factors, the Department
shall assign & mixing zone in the immediate area of a waste water
discharge on a case-by-case basis in the waste water discharge permit.
Mixing zone location, surface area, and volume mey be defined by the
Department after consideration of the following:

1) Receiving Water Characteristics

Hydrologic Factors: Seasonal low flow rates, current
direction and velocity, depths, width, channel morphology,
groundwater aquifers, tidal fluctuations, and shoreline
configuration.

Water Quality Factors: Conductivity, pH, alkalinity, temperature,
dissolved oxygen, salinity, nutrients, toxics, and other chemical
constituents that may be present in effluents.

Biological Factors: Resident and migratory fish populations,
migratory passage requirements, aquatic community composition,
sensitive or critical habitat (nursery or spawning, wetland or
shellfish harvest areas.)

2) Effluent Characteristics

Effluent Discharge: Discharxge rates and volume, dilution water
volume available, and frequency of discharge.

Effluent Composition: Individual contaminant concentrations,
total contaminant concentrations and mass loading to receiving
streams.

Effluent Effects; Potential synergistic effects with other
pollutants in receiving stream.

3) Outfall Design and Placement

Evaluate the most techmnically feasible engineering design for an
outfall to be located irn an area of sufficient current and minimum
effect on water quality, public health, and aquatic resources. No
exposed cutfalls will be permitted,




(d) The mixing zone shall:

1) be as small as feasible;

2) be less than the total stream width as necessary to allow
passage fish and other aquatic organisms;

3) not measurably affect the indigenous biological community
especially when important species are present;

4) not threaten public health;

5) not adversely affect other designated bereficial uses; and

6) be free of:

#Materials in concentrations that will cause acute (96HLC50)
or chronic toxicity to aquatic life

*Materials that will settle to form objectionable deposits.

*#Floating debris, oil, scum, or other materials that cause
nuisance conditions.

*Sybstances in concentrations that produce objectionable
color, odor, taste or turbidity.

#*Substances in concentrations that produce puisance aquatic
growth.

(e) "The Department may request the applicant for a permitted discharge
for which a mixing zone is required, to submit all information
necessary to define & mixing zone, such as:

1) Type of operation to be conducted

2) Characteristics of the effluent flow rates and composition
Ky Characteristics and low flows of receiving waters

4) Description of potential environmental effects

5)  Proposed design for outfall structures.,"

(£) "The Department may, as necessary, require mixing zone monitering
studies and/or bicassays to be conducted at any time to evaluate
water quality or biclegical =status within and outside the mixing zone
boundary."

(g) '"The Department may change a mixing zone designation or outfall
location if it determine that the water quality within the mixing
zone unreasonably and measurably affect any existing or potential
beneficial uses in the receiving waters."

VERSION B

340~41~  (4) MIXING ZONES

(a) "The Department may allcw a defined portion of & stream to serve as a
zone of initial dilution for wastewaters and receiving waters to
thoroughly mix."
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(b) "The Department may suspend all or part of the water quality
standards, or set other less restrictive standards in the defined
mixing zone. However, the water quality in this zohe must preserve
aesthetic conditions at all times and must neot adversely impair any
designated benefiecial uses., Water quality standards must be met at
the mixing zone boundary even under lowest flow conditions,

(¢) "In determining the location, surface area, and volume of a mixing
zone area, the Department may refer to appropriazte mixing zomne
guidelines to assess the biological, phyeical, and chemical character
of receiving waters and effluent and the placement cf the cutfall,
whenever necessary to protect instream water quality, public health,
and other beneficial uses. Based on receiving water and effluent
characteristics, the Department shall assign a mixing zone in the
immediate area of waste water discharge on a case-by—-case basis in
the waste water discharge permit.

(d) The mixing zone shall:

1) be as small as feasible;

2) be less than the total stream width as necessary to allow
passage fish and other aquatic organisms;

3) not measurably affect the indigenous biological community
especially when important species are present;

4} not threaten public health;

3) not adversely affect other designated beneficiagl uses; and

6) be free of: .

#*Materials in concentrations that will cause acute (96HLC50)
or chronic toxicity to aquatic life

*Materials that will settle to form objectiomable deposits.
#*Floating debris, oil, scum, or other materials that cause
nuisence conditions.

*Substances in concentrations that produce objecticnable
color, odor, taste or turbidity,

*Substances in concentrations that ptoduce nuisance aquatic
growth,

(e) "The Department may request the applicant for a permitted discharge
for which a mixing zone is required, to submit all information
necessary to define a mixing zone, such as:

1) Type of operation to be conducted

2) Characteristics of the effluent flow rates and composition
3) Characterigtics and low flows of receiving waters

4) Description of potential environmental effects

5) Proposed design for outfall structures.”
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(f£) "The Department may, as necessary, require mixing zone monitoring
studies and/or bicassays to be conducted at any time to evaluate
water quality or biological status within and outside the mixing zone
boundary." .

(g} ™"The Department may change & mixing zome designation or outfall
location if it determine that the water quality within the mixing
zone unreasonably and measurably affect any existing or potential
beneficial uses in the receiving waters."

* RULE REFERENCES BY BASIN

Basin Mixing Zone Rules

North Coast

340-41-205 (4)

Mid Coast 340-41-245(4)
Umpqua 340-41~285 (4)
South Coast 340-41-325(4)
Rogue 340-41-365(4)
Willamette 34041 -445 (4)
Sandy 340-41-485 (4)
Hood 340-41-525(4)
Deschutes 340-41-565(4)
John Day 340-41-605(4)
Umatilla 340-41-645 (4)
Walla Walla 340-41-685 (4)
Grande Ronde 340-41-725(4)
Powder 340-41-765(4)
Malheur River 340-41-805(4)
Owyhee 340-41-845(4)

Malheur Lake

Goose and
Summer Lakes

Klamath
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340-41-885 (4)

340-41-925(4)
340-41-965(4)
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PROPOSED REVISION OF LANGUAGE FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES

The fﬁllowing language is proposed to replace "Pasticides and Other Organic
Toxic Substances" and Dissolved Chemical Substances"™ with a standard on
"Toxiec Substances" for each basin.

included as a footnote (*).

remain the same for each basin.

Bule references for each basin are
Total dissolved solids concentrations will

[("Pesticides and other organic toxic substances shall not exceed those
criteria contained in the 1976 edition of the EPA publication "Quality
These criteria shall apply unless supporting data

Criteria for Water".

shows conclusively that beneficial useg will not be adversely affected by
exceeding a criterion by 2 specific amount or that a more stringent
criterion is warranted to protect beneficial uses.']

{"Dissolved Chemical Substances: Guide concentratione listed below shall
not be exceeded unless otherwise specifically authorized by DEQ upon such
conditiong as it may deem necessary to carry out the gemeral intent of this

plan to protect the beneficial

uses set forth in rule 340-41-202: (mg/l)

—

. . *

OO0 OO OO0 O
.
SO OO0 O0OOOoOWwmOO

0.01"]

Toxic substances shall not be present in the waters of the state at
levels which are or may become injurious to public health, safety, or
welfars; aquatic life; or cother designated beneficial uses.

Levels of toxic substances ghall not exceed the most recent criteria
velues for organic and inorganic poliutants estabiished by EPA and
published in Quality Criteria for Water (1976), 40 C¥R Parts 141-143

(1985) for drinking water; and the Federal Registers November 28,
1980, 45 FR 79318 for sizxty-four pollutants, February 15, 1984,
49 FR 5831 for dioxin, and July 29, 1983, 50 FR 30784 for nine

These criteria shell apply unless datz from scientifically valid
studies show comclusively that beneficial uses will not be adversely
affected by exceeding a criterion by a specific amount cr that a more
restrictive criterion is warranted to protect beneficial uses.

(A) Arsenic(As) « ¢ o+ « o v « « + 4
(B} Barium(Bal. « & ¢ &+ « « o « = &
(C) Borom(Bo) v v v v v o « & o «
{D) Cadmim(cd} & r 2 2 s o ¥ ® * u
(E) Chromium(Cr). + « & v « o « «
(F) COPPEI(Cu). « & 8 &8 & 3 & ¥ & &
{G) Cyanide(Cr) . 4 « v ¢« 4 o »
{H) Fluorida(F) « +« v v « « o« + « &
(I) IrQn(FE} . . . L] . L] . * . . . -
(J) Lead(Pb). « 8 & 4 8 & & 4 w e «
(K) Manganese{(Mn) . . + « ¢« & « + .
(L} Phenols(total). . . & « « o 4+ .
(M) Total Dissoived Solids-Columbia
(N) Total Dissolved Solids - other,
(O} Zine{Zn)s v v v v v v v e e e .
340-41-  {2) (p) Toxic Substances
(a)
(b)

pollutants.
()
wCs38
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(d) Bio—-assessment studies shall be conducted, as the Department deems
necessary, to monitor the toxicity of complex effluents or other
suspected toxic discharges to aquatic life. If toxicity occurs, the
Department shall consider measures necessary to reduce touieity
through permit modification,

# RULE REFERENCES BY BASIN

Diggolved Chemical

Basin

North Coast
¥Mid Coast
Umpqua
South Cosast
Rogue
Willamatte
Sandy
Hood
Deschutas
John Day
Ugatilla
Walla Walla
Grande Ronde
Powder
Malheur River
Qwyhea
Mazlheur Lake
Goese and
Summer Lakes
Klamath

WCE38

Substances

Pesticides

340-41-205(2) {o)
340-41-245(2) (o)
340-41-285(2) (o)
340-41-325{2) (o)
340-41-365(2) (o)
240-41-4435(2) (o)
340--41-485(2) {o)
340-41-525(2) (o)
340-41-565{2) (o)
340-41-505{2) {o)
340-41-545(2) (a)
340-41-585(2) (o)
340-41-725(2) (o)
340-41-765(2) (o)
340-41-805(2) (o)
340-41-845(2) (o)
340-41-385(2) (o)

240-41-925(2) {a)
340-41-965(2) (&)

340-41-205(2) (p)
340-41-245{2) ()
340-41-285(2; (p)
340-41-325(2) (g)
340-41-365(2) (o)
340-41-445(2) ()
340-41-485(2) (p)
340-41-525(2) (p)
340-41-3565(2) (p)
340-41-605(2) (p)
240-41-645(2) (p)
340-41-635(2) {p)
340-41-725(2) (g)
340-41-765(2) (p}
340-41-805(2) (p)
340-41-845(2) (p)
340-41-885(2) {p)

340-41-925(2) (g}
340-41-365(2) {p)



Environmental Quality Commission
Bk BOLLSEHMIDT 811 SW BIXTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

TERNOR

MEMORANDUM

To: _ Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item H, July 17, 1987, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Rules Concerning
Hazardous Waste Management Fees, OAR 340=102-065, and
340-105=-113, and Proposed Repeal of QAR 340-120-030.

Background

During the Department’'s current budget period, fiscal years 1985-87, the
Department's hazardous waste program suffered a revenue shortfall of
approximately $550,000. The Department took immediate steps to temporarily
fix the problem. However, it was clear that other measures would be
necessary to provide a long-term solution.

in Advisory Committee made up of representatives from the regulated
industries in Oregon {see Attachment I) was appointed to review the overall
hazardous waste program and recommend an appreoach for long-term funding of
the program, including sclutions for addressing the 1985-87 revenue
shortfall. The advisory committee locked at the required activities and
effort necessary to maintain an authorized state program and also evaluated
other aspects of a good hazardous waste program for Oregon. The committee
found that the current Department program was understaffed and underfunded
to adequately cover the demands of the program. The committee agreed that
in addition to a strong regulatory program, it was important to provide
education and technical assistance on hazardous waste management to the
public and the regulated community. The committee looked at funding
options for a comprehensive program and recommended a more balanced funding
approach. They agreed that there should be increases in the fees paid by
generators of hazardous waste and by facilities that treat, store or
dispose of hazardous waste. They alsoc felt that an increase in state
general funds was warranted. Historically, the program has received almost
no general fund support and has primarily been funded by federal grant
money and industry paid fees, The commititee's proposal provides for
overcoming the current deficit, plus some enhancement of the program in the
areas of enforcement and technical assistance.

The Department included a request for increased general funds
(approximately $800,000) in its proposed hazardous waste program budget for
fiscal years 1988 and 1989. The budget was recently approved by the
Legislature. The Department is now seeking to implement the second part of
the Committee's recommended couwrse of action - an increase in the fees paid
by generators and handlers of hazardous waste. Specifically, the
Department is proposing to amend OAR 340-102-065 and 340-105=-113.
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Another issue concerning hazardous waste fees is the current inconsistency
between the fees listed in Divisions 105 and 120 of the Department's rules.
The permit application processing fees described in OAR 340-105-113 have
been syperseded by the more recent fees in OAR 340-120-030, which were
adopted pursuant to ORS 466.045 (Senate Bill 138, 1985 Legislature). To
maintain consistency and to avoid confusion, OAR 340-105-113 needs to be
updated to include the fees in Divisiom 120. Also, QAR 340-120-030 should
be repealed, to aveid redundancy in the rules and Lo Keep all the permit
fee requirements in one location in the rules {(i.e., in Division 105).

In addition to these needs, the Department wishes {0 take this opportunity
to change the wnits of measure by which hazardous waste generator fees are
calculated, to be consistent with the units used in other sections of the
hazardous waste rules. These changes do not affect the overall ratio of
waste volume to the amount of fee. The Department also wants te elarify
the manner in which hazardous waste generation rates are determined for

purposes of calculating fees.

On May 19, 1987, a public hearing on these proposed rule smendments was
held in Portland. Four people testified, In addition, written lestimony
was received from five parties after the hesring. Summaries of all
testinmony received and the Department!s responses are included in
Attachments III and IV. As a result of the testimony, the Department’s
proposal has been modified.

The Department now reguests adoption of the attached proposed rule
amendrents. A Statement of Need for Rulemaking is Attachment II. The
Commisgion is authorized tc adopt hazardous waste management rules by ORS
166 .020 and to adopt hazardous waste fees by ORS 466.165,

Discussion

The proposed rule smendments are intended to address three basic issuves:
increasing annuzl compliance determination fees o relieve a revenue
shortfall and provide some program enhancement, in accordance with the
recommendations of the funding commiitee; clarifying and updating the rules
concerning hazardous waste psrmit application fees, to incorporate the
requirements of Sepate Bill 138 as passed by the 1985 Legislature; and
eclarifying the rules concerning waste volume calculations for assessing
fees for bhazardous waste generators. These issues are discussed separately

below.

A, Compliance Determination Fee Increase:

The Department's hazardous waste progran iz very costly to administer:
1t covers a broad range of activities and the rules are very detailed
and complex, Also, as a result of smendments to the federal program
in November 1984, EPA has been developing and adopting new regulations
at a rapid rats. Concurrent with this expansicn, federal Funding of
state programs has been decressing. A change in EPA's allocation
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formula and passage of the Gramm-Rudman Bill by Congress resulted in a
reduction in federal funds during fiscal years 1985-87. This
reduction in finds is expected to continue, baszed on discussions with

EPA.

Another important factor which contributed to the shortfall was that
the Department had underestimated the magnitude of the federal
requirements for program authorization. In 1985, an sudit of the
Department's program, by EPA, was very critical, particularly in the
areas of compliance, enforcement and permit issuance. Based on the
Department's own evaluation and the comments in the EPA audit, a
decizion wes made to try to overcome the defliciencies by temporarily
shifting funds and expernding more effort in the asreas identifiesd by
EPA., Fajlure to make these jmmediate program changes and assoCliated
increased spending could have resulted in the state being denied final
authorization t¢ manage the federal hazardous waste program.

Last year's shortfall was overcome by & permanent transfer of two
ataf'f positions and their associated funding from the Solid Waste
Program to the Hazardous Waste Progrem, Also, additional dollars were
made available by holding vacant positions in hazardous waste and
transferring funds from other programs to the critical areas in the
hagardous waste program. These actions hendicapped the Department in
several program areas, bui were deemed necessary to obtain final
authorization. However, this was only a temporary solution. The
Depariment must find a permanent funding source to replace the:
decreased federal funds and must continue this increased level of
performance required by EPA for program authorilzation. It was to this
end that the above-referenced advisory committee, comprised of
industry representatives, was appeinted. & copy of the commitiee's
membership list is attached.

The committee esvaluated the Department's program and determined that
the budget should not be balanced by reducing program spending. In
fact, the committee recommended that the program be expanded in the
areas of compliance assurance and technical assistance. The commitiee
alse recompended that the Department seek additional state General
Funds and that fees be increased as the Department is now proposing.
Specifically, the committee'’s recommendation included:

1. Increasing the annual fees paid by generators and amending the
fee schedule to require fees from even the smallest generators:

2. Establishing base and graduated components to the abnual fees
paid by generators and by owners and operators of treatment,
storage or disposal (I8D) facilities; and

3. Increasing the annual compliance fees for TSD facilities and
amending the fee schedule to reguire fees for facilities
undergoing closure.



EQC Agenda Item H
July 17, 1987
Page 4

In accordance with these recommendations, the Department!s proposal
includes splitting the existing compliance determination fees for
generators and nmanagement facilities into base and graduated
components. The fixed base fee reflects the basic oversight cost to
the Department of any hazardous waste handling activity, irrespective
of the aumcunt of waste generated or managed. The graduated component
refiects the added costs of overseeing larger, more complex
operations. These fees increase with the amount of waste generated or
managed. In response to comments received, the proposed

new fee schedules display only the total fees due. It must be
remembered that those totals include the base and variable componenis
which are discussed below.

In summary, the proposed amendments would:

1. Include a new, fixed, base component of the annual compliance
determination fees for all generators and for hazardous waste
treatment, storage and disposal facilities. The base component
would be $100 annually for generators, including small quantity
generators, $500 annually for treatment and storage facilities,
and $1,000 annually for disposal facilities (See note below).

2. Establish new annual compliance determination fees for hazardous
waste treatment, storage and disposal (TSD) facilities undergoing
alosure.

3. Increase the existing graduated component of the compliance
determination fees for hazardous waste treatment and storage
facilities by 25 to 40 percent, depending upon the size of the
facility.

q, Increase the graduated component of the annual compliahce
determination fees for hazardous waste generators by 22 to 100
percent, depending upon the amount of waste generated.
Generators of no more than 1,000 kg of waste per year would
continue to be exempt from this component of the fees.

Note: The Commission adopted fee increases for hazardous waste
disposal sites, in December 1986, which incorporated the base
and graduated components. Today's proposed action
does not impose any further increases in annual compliance
determination fees for disposal sites.

& number of comments were received regarding the proposed changes in annual
compliance determination fees for generators and for TSD facilities. A
complete list of the comments received and the Department's responses is
included in attachment IV, Areas of major concern included the following:

1. Commentors argued that the base and graduated components of the fees
did not need to be displayed in the fee schedule (i.e.; only the total
fees due should be listed);
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2‘

3.

Commentors argued that very small gquantity generators and TSD
facilities should not be subject to generator fees; and

There were several questions and comments about fees for TSD
facilities in closure or post-=closwre.

In general, the Department was not persuaded to change the proposed fee
gchedules. However, the Department did agree to delete the base and
variable components and display only the total fees due.

B.

Clarification and Updating of Permift Processing Fees:

In 1985, the Legislature passed Senate Bill 138, concerning siting
and permitting requirements for hazardous waste and PCB treatment and
disposal facilities. The portion of that bill concerning permit
application processing fees for new and existing facilities has been
codified as ORS U466 .045.

On April 25, 1986, the Commission incorporated the requirements of SB
138 into Division 120 of the Department's rules. Rule 340-120-030 -
incorporates the fee requirements of ORS 466.045. These fees and the
manner in which they are assessed are substantially different than the
existing permit application fee requirements in OAR 340-105-113. The
Department did not propose to amend QAR 340-105-113 when Division 120
was adopted, because other fee related rule changes were under
congideration at that time. A decision was made to postpone the
amendment of rule 340-105-113, until a complete fee amendment package
could he proposed. Today's action fulfills that intent.

The current differences between rules 340-105-113 and 340-120~030 can
be summarized as follows:

1. New Facilities:

Rule 340-105=113 provides for fixed fees, ranging from $150 to
$5,000, depending uponh the type of facility.

Rule 340-120-030 provides for variable fees. A fee of up to
$70,000 must be paid for any new facility, regardless of type.
However, the Department must refund to the applicant any portion
of the fee that is not expended in the Department's review and
processing of the application.

2. Existing Facilities:

Rule 340-105=113 provides for fixed fees, ranging from $50 to
$5,000, depending upon the type of facility.

Rule 340-120-030 provides for graduated fees of up to $50,000.
As in the case of new facllities, the Department must refund any
mspent monies.
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3. Authorization to Proceed Requests:

Rule 340=-105-113 does not state that fees must be submitted with
each Authorization to Preoceed request (these requests are
required for new facilities, under rule 340-120-005).

Rule 340-120-030 states that fees are required.

The fees and requirements in OAR 3U40-105-113 are superseded by those
in OAR 340-120-030. OAR 340-120-030 is taken directly from the
statute and clearly reflects the intent of the 1485 Legislature. For
this reason, and to avold confusion, the Department proposes to
incorporate the requirements of OAR 340-120-030 into OAR 340-105-113.
The Department also proposes to update the fee schedule by simplifying
the listings, establishing fees for disposal site post-closure
permits, and increasing the fee for modification of permits for
treatment facilities. The proposed changes may be summarized as
follows:

1. The fixed permit application processing fees in OAR 340=105-113
are proposed to be deleted and replaced with the variable fees
described in OAR 340-120-030, including the initial fees of
$70,000 for new facility permits and of up to $50,000 for
existing facility permits. Note: In cases where an applicant cah
demonstrate financial need, the Department intends to allow the
payment of this fee in installments, over gz reasonable period of
time.

2. The fixed, non-refundable application filing fee of $50 in OAR
340-105-113 is proposed to be retained, to offset the
Department’s clerical costs in receiving an application or
Authorization to Proceed request. These costs are incurred even
if an application or request is withdrawn before detailed staff
review and processing has begun. Such fees are assessed in each
of the Department®s other permit programs as well.

3. The requirement that fees must be paid upon submission of an
Authorization to Proceed request, if such request is required
under OAR 3%0-120-005(1), is proposed to be added to rule 340-
105-113.

4, The listing of various types of facilities in GAR 340-105-113 is
proposed to be simplified. However, the Department proposes to
retain separate listings for treatment, st orage and disposal
facilities and for disposal sites wndergoing closure, to be
consistent with current hazardous waste permitting rules.

5. The Commission will note that there are currently no fees
associated with permit issvance or rei ssuance for hazardous waste
storage facilities. On December 12, 1986, the Commission
temporarily deleted those fees on the recommendation of the
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state's Legislative Counsel Committee. This committee had
determined that statutory authority for such fees was unclear.
At the Department's request, Senate Bill 116 was introduced in
the 1987 Legislature. Among other things, it would amend ORS
466 .045 to confirm this authority. The Bill recently passed.
Accordingly, the Department intends to return to the Commission
shortly and restore the permit application processing fees for
hazardous waste storage facilities.

6. Senate Bill 138, and therefore Division 120 of the Department's
rules, do not specifically address post-closure permits for
disposal sites. The Department believes that the rules should be
consistent and that the fee regquirements for processing permit
applications should be the same for both operating and poste-
closure permits. Also, the effort and expertise required to
process posat-closure permits is expected to be the same as that
required to process operating permits. Accordingly, the
Department is proposing to apply the Division 120 requirements
to post=closure permit applications.

Te Note: There was an error in the fee schedule which the
Department submitted for public comment. In rule 340-105=
113(2) (¢ )(B), the Department proposes to increase the fee for
major modification of a treatment facility permit from $50 to
$500. The public review draft failed to display that proposed
change. The proposed increase is necessary to more accurately
ref’lect the Department's costs and to be more consistent with the
fees for modifying permits for other facilities.

8. The Department proposes to add PCB treatment and disposal
facilities, to the fee schedule in Rule 320-705-113, to be
consistent with the requirements of ORS 466.045 and Division 120
of the rules. This proposal was also inadvertently omitted from
the publiec review draft.

In conjunction with amending OAR 340-105-113, the Department is also
proposing to delete QAR 340-120-030. If 340-105-113 1s amended as
proposed, rules 330-105-113 and 340-120-030 would be redundant. Also,
the Department believes that, for clarity, all of the requirements
concerning permit fees should be in one location in the rules (i.e.,
in Division 105).

The Department received several comments concerning this proposal.
Some commentors argued that the permit processing fees should not be
set at the maximum amounts allowed by the statute. The Department
agreed to revise the proposed rules for permit reissuance, but not for
initial permits. We believe that ORS 466.045 diprects the Department

.
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to estimate its costs for permit reissuvance and to set fees
accordingly. However, for new permits, the statute clearly indicates
that the maximum fee is to be paid up front.

The Department alsc rejected requests to establish separate fee
categories for incinerators and for on-site and off-site treatment
facilities., The Department finds no basis for establishing separate

fee categories in either ORS 466.045 or in Division 120 of the rules.
Both differentiate only between new and existing facilities and

indicate that all types of facilities, in either category, are subject

to the same fee requirements. A summary of the comments received and the
Department's responses is included in Attachment IV.

Clarification of Hazardous Waste Generation Rates for Determining Fees

The current schedule of fees for hazardous waste generators, in 0AR
340-102-065, lists the fees in terms of the volume of waste generated
(i.e., cubic feet per year). However, other requirements in the rules
are bpased upon the weight ¢of the waste generated. For example, under

the new federal rules, generators of less than 100 kg per month of
hazardous waste are essentially exempt from regulation. Also,

generators of between 100 and 1,000 kg of waste per month are subject

to requirements and fees that are different than those for generators

of more than 1,000 kg per month. To be consistent, and in response to
comment s received, the Department proposes to change the units of
measurement for generator fees from cubic feet per yvear to metric tons per
year {a metric ton is 1,000 kg). These changes do not affect the overall
ratio of the amount of waste generated to the amount of fee.

In addition, to avoid possible confusion in the regulated community about
which wastes should and should not be counted when determining generation
rates, the Department proposes to add new sections to OAR 340-102-065,
which specifically identify the types of waste to be counted or not
counted. The Department receives many inguiries, from generators of all
sizes, indicating uncertainty about what wastes tc count for fee purposes.
Since the fee schedule is now proposed to include a new group of very
small generators, the need for clarification is even more urgent.

Commentors agreed with the need to change the units of measure, for
calculating fees, from cubic feet of waste generated per year to something
else. The Department had proposed to use pounds per year, but commentors
have pasrsuaded the Department to change the proposal to metric tons per
year. Commentors also questioned various elements of the proposed list of
what or what not to count for purposes of calculating fees. The
Department argues that these are the same criteria used, wder the federal
rules, to determine what is and is not hazardous waste. The Department
believes that fees should be paid on all hazardous waste generated. A
summary of all comments received and the Department's responses is
ineluded in Attachment IV.
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Summation

1. The Department®s hazardous waste program is currently suffering a revenue
shortfall of approximately $550,000 for the biennium. An advisory
comnittee on program funding has recommended an approach for overall
funding of the program. Included in their recommendations were fee
increases to offset this shortfall and to provide some program enhancement
in the areas of enforcement and technical assistance. The recommended
increase for hazardous waste disposal sites was adopted by the Commisaion
in December 1986,

2. With the passage of Senazte Bill 138 by the 1985 Legislature, the permit
application processing fees in Divisions 105 of the Department's hazardous
waste management rules have been superseded. The fees in Division 120
prevail and those in Division 105 should be amended accordingly. Alse, the
fee schedule needs to be updated to more accurately reflect the
Department's costs. If OAR 340-105-113 is amended as proposed, OAR 340
120-030 would be redundant and should be deleted.

3. There is currently inconsistency in the rules concerning the units of
measure upon which rees and other requirements are determined. Also, the
Department believes a better explanation is needed regarding how waste
generation rates are calculated.

4. The Department drafted amendments to rules concerning hazardous waste
management fees, 0AR 340-102-065 and 340-105-113, to address these
concerns. A public hearing has been held and comments have been received
and evaluated. Some revisions to the Department's proposal have been made,
as a result. The Department now requests adoption of the proposed
amendnents and the repeal of QOAR 340-120~030.

5. The Commission is authorized to adopt hazardous waste management rules by
ORS 466 .020 and to adopt hazardous waste fees by ORS 466.165 and 466.215.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commiasion adopt the
proposed amendments to rules concerning hazardous waste managenent fees, OAR
340-102-065 and 340-105-113, and repeal OAR 340-120-030.

——

Y et QZﬁij é&k/

Fred Hansen

Attachments I. Funding Task Force Membership List
II. Statement of Need for Rulemaking
III. Hearing Officer's Report
IV. Department's Response to Public Comment
V. Draft Rules, OAR 340-102-065, 340-105=113
and 340-120-030.

Bill Dana
ZF1821
229-6015

June 23, 1987
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Hazardous Waste Program Funding Committee Membership List

Tom Donaca, Chairperson - Associated Oregon Industries
Jason Boe -~ Oregon Petroleum Markets Asscciation

Frank Deaver - Tektronix

Loren Fletcher - Tektronix

Bob Gilbert - Crown Zellerhach

Tom Mche - Oregon 3teel Mills

John Pittman - Wacker Siltronics

Jerry Schaeffer - Wacker Siltronics

Bill Van Dyke - Chenm-Security Systems, Inc.

WD:f

ZF1821 .1
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Before the Environmental Quality Commission
of the State of Oregon

In the Matter of Amending ) Statement of Need for Rule
OAR 340-102-065, 340-105-113 ) Amendment and Fiscal and
and Repealing OAR 340-120-020 ) Econcomic Impact.

1.

Statutory Authority

ORS 466 .165 provides that fees may be reguired of hagardous waste
generators and of owners and operators of hazardous waste treatment,
storage or disposal sites. The fee shall be in an amount determined
by the Commission to be necessary to carry on the Department's
monitoring, inspection and surveillance program established under ORS
466 .195 and to cover related administrative costs.

ORS U466 .045 sets limits on permit application processing fees for new
and existing hazardous waste treatment and disposal sites and
establishes the manner in which such fees are to be assessed.

ORS 466 .020 requires the Commission to adopt rules pertaining to
generators of hazardous waste and to facilities for the treaiment,
storage and disposal of hazardous waste (TSD facilities). ORS 466.215
provides that the Comnission may by rule establish a post-closure
permit application fee.

Statement of Need

Fee increases are needed to offset a current biennial revenue
shortfall of approximately $550,000 in the Department's hazardous
waste program and to provide some program enhancement in the areas of
enforcement and technical assistance. The shortfall is the result of
cuts in federal funding and federal program requirenents which have
resulted in increased spending. The proposed fee increases have been
recommended by an advisory committee comprised of industry
representatives.

The other amendments that are proposed are primarily for purposes of
clarification.

Principal Documents Relied Upon

a. Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter U466
b. Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Divisions 105 and 120.

Fiscal and Economic Impact

The proposal would amend the existing annual compliance determination
fees for generators of hazardous waste and for owners and operators of
hazardous waste TSD facilities. Currently, the fees for generators

vary from zerc to $5,000 annually, depending upon the volume of waste
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generated. The fees for TSD facilities range from $250 to 200,000
annually depending upon the size and type of facility. Under the
proposed new rules, the fees would have both a fixed and a graduated
component.

The proposed fixed, base fees would be $100 annually for generatars
$500 annually for treatment and storage facilities and $1,000 annually
for disposal facilities, including facilities undergoing closure.

The proposed graduated fees would range from zero to $6,250 annually
for generators and from $350 to $199,000 annually for TSD facilities.

The recommended fee increases for hazardous waste disposal sites,
except for facilities undergoing closure; were adopted by the
Environmental Quality Commission on December 12, 1986. No further fee
increases for disposal sites are proposed at this time.

Annual compliance determination fees, ranging from $1,500 to $6,000,
are proposed for TSD facilities undergoing closure.

Application processing fees for disposal site post-closure permits are
proposed to be increased from $2,500 up to $70,000 for new permits and
from $800 up to $50,000 for permit reissuance. These are the amounts
authorized by the Legislature for the issuance and reissuvance of other
types of hazardous waste facility permits.

The other propossd rule changes are for clarification only and should
have no econcmic impact.

ZF1821.2
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Environmental Quality Commission
811 SW BIXTH AVERNUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-56896

GEQ-48

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: William H. Dana, Hearing Officer
Subject: Report on Public Hearing Held May 19, 1987,

Concerning Proposed Amendments to the
Hazardous Waste Fee Rules.

Summary of Procedure

Pursuant to public notice, a public hearing was convened at 9:00 a.m., on
May 19, 1987, in the Department's offices at 811 S.W. Sixth Avenue, in
Portland. Notice of the hearing was published in the Secretary of State’s
Administrative Rules Bulletin on May 1, 1987. In addition, notice was
mailed, on May 4, 1987, to 624 individuals and firms who had previously
requested notice of any proposed changes to the hazardous waste rules. On
May 19, 1987, notice was mailed to all registered generators and handlers
in the state, and the deadline for receipt of written testimony was
extended until June 10, 1987,

The purpose of the hearing was to receive testimony concerning proposed
amendments to the hazardous waste fee rules. Five people attended the
hearing, in addition to Department staff. Four people testified. An
attendance list is attached. In addition, written testimony was received
from five parties after the hearing.

Summary of Verbal Testimony

Terry Virnig, District Engineer, Chem-Security Systems, Inc., questioned

whether or not his company'’s disposal site at Arlington, Oregon would be
subject tc the proposed new generator fees. He stated that any hazardous
waste generated at the facility was only incidental toc the handling of
other people's wastes. He noted that the facility is already paying annual
feeg for being a disposal site.

Mr. Virnig also questioned whether or not the proposed closure fees would
apply to closure of individual waste management units (i.e., landfill
trenches, surface impoundments, ete.) at a facility, or just to final
closure of the entire facility. Mr. Virnig said he was opposed to fees
for closure of individual uwnits.
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Tom McCue, Environmental Programs Manager, Tektronix, Inc., complained that
he had net received adequate notice of the proposed rule changes. He
thanked the Department for extending the comment period until June 10. Mr.
MeCue gquestioned where his company stood with regard to the $70,000 and
$50,000 permit processing fees, currently described in Division 120 and
proposed to be moved to Division 105. He stated that having to pay fees
whenever a company adds treatment capability is wnacceptable; since it is
the intent of the Department that industries develop on-site treatment,
alternative technology and waste minimization whenever possible.

Mr. McCue also questioned how long a permit for his company's treatment
facility might be issued for. He stated that he was cpposed to $70,000 and
$50,000 fees for on-site treatment facilities, particularly if the permit
has to be reissued within a short period of time (e.g. within three years
as opposed to ten years).

Gene Tienken, President, Western Compliance Services, Ine., expressed
concern about the permit processing fees and requested a list of the
companies that would be affected by these fees. He questioned whether or
not PCB storage facilities would be subjeot to these fees. Mr. Tienken
also requested a copy of the data the Department used in arriving at the
$70,000 fee and asked how much annual revenue the Department expected to
raise from permit processing fees. He stated that a $70,000 permit
processing fee for a storage facility was somewhat excessive.

Charles Farrell, Tillamook PUD questioned whether or not the proposed fees
applied to used oil or PCBs.

Summary of Written Testimony

Jean €., Meddaugh, Associate Director, Oregon Environmental Council, stated
that the OEC basically supporis the proposed amendments to the fee rules.
She said that such fee increases are necessary to fund a strong regulatory
and technical assistance program. Ms. Meddaugh suggested only one change
in the proposed amendments. She stated that the phrase "any period of
time", in rule 340-102-065(3)(a)(A) is too vague and that some minimum
time period for storage (before a fee would be assessed) should be
specified.

Duane Ohlsen, St, Vincent Hospital and Medical Center, requested that
generator fees be reduced for wastes that are recycled or burned for energy
recovery, as opposed to being sent to a disposal site. He also

requested that the current exemption from fees, for very small

generators, be retained. He stated that the proposed fees for this group
may encourage more illicit dumping inte local landfills.

Bob Gilbert, Ted Molinari, et al, representing Associated Oregon
Industries (AOI) and the Oregon Council of the American Electronics
Asscciation (AEA), requested that the Department review its mailing
procedures to assure that members of the two assoclations receive timely
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notice of rulemaking hearings. The associations thanked the Department for
extending the comment period to June 10. The two groups suggested the
following changes in the proposed rule amendments:

1.

10.

11.

In rule 340-102-065, change 1bs./yr. to metric tons/yr. They believe
this is more consistent with the small quantity generator rules which
refer to 100kg./mo. and 1,000 kg./mo.

In rules 340-102-065 and 340-105-113, delete the terms "base fee® and
Yeraduated fee' and list only the total fees.

In rule 340-102-065(3)(a)}(C) delete the words "treatment or". They
believe it is inappropriate to assess fees on waste that will be
treated by the generator to reduce volume or toxicity.

In rule 340-102-065(3)}(b)(B), delete the proposed exemption for wastes
that are continuously treated without storage. They find this
subsection to be inconsistent with federal rule 40 CFR 261.2. Also,
they note that this provision will impact generators using batch or
other non-online treatment methods.

In rule 340-102=065(3)(b)(D), delete the proposed exemption for wastes
discharged to a publicly owned treatment work without storage. They
feel that wastes stored prior fo discharge should not be assessed
fees.

In rule 340-102-065(3)(b)(E), delete the words "prior to being
recycled." They believe that wastes held prior to recycling should
not be assessed fees, since waste minimization is required.

In rule 340-102-065(4), change the set of conversions to comply with
the use of metric tons instead of pounds.

In rules 340-105-113(2){a) and (b), insert the words "a fee of not to
exceed" after the words "permit® and ¥reissuance". They believe that
permit processing fees should be set on & case-~by-case basis.

In rules 340-105-113(2)(a) and (b), retain the existing fee categories
that differentiate between incineration and other forms of treatment.
They believe the proposed fee schedule is a deterrent to on-site
treatment.

They believe the proposed fee of $50,000 for a disposal facility
post=closure permit is excessive, when post-closure plans are already
approved as part of a facility permit.

In rules 340-105=113(3)(a)(D) and (3)(c)(D)}, establish two levels of
closure fees, to differentiate between permitted and non-permitted
facilities.
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12. In rule 340-105-113(3)(d}, delete the annual compliance determination
fee for disposal sites with post-closwre permits. They believe the
proposed $6,000 fee is excessive.

The two groups also raised two issues of concern to their members:

1. They are uncertain about the Department's responsibility in permit
issuance. They believe EPA has the respongibility and that DEQfs
actions are duplicative. Accordingly, fthey believe that the
Department's costs for permit issuance are far less than the proposed
fees suggest.

2. They are uncertain about the level of compliance the Department has
achieved in fee collection. They urge the Department Lo assure that
all persons subject to the hazardous waste rules are brought into
compliance,

Diane G. Stockton, Bnvironmental Engineer, Omark Industries, submitted many
of the same comments submitted by ACI and AEA. In addition, she questions
whether or not the annual compliance determination fee for facility closure
applies to any facility required to have a cleswre plen or only to those
facilities actually undergoing closure, She states that closure fees
should not be listed under the annual fees category, since closure is &
che-time event.

Donald A, Haagensen, representing Chem-Security Systems, Inc., requested
that the Department provide a list of the number of facilities in each of
the proposed fee categories and the estimated annual revenue, He also
requested additional time to comment on this list, Mr. Haagensen further
requested that only his letter and verbal testimony by Mr. Terry Virnig
should be construed as representing Chem-Security's position in this
matter. (Note: During the public hearing, Tom McCue of Tektronix made a
comment about how one aspect of the proposal might affect CSSI.) Mr.
Haagensen requested two specific changes in the proposed rules, as follows:

1. In rule 340-102-065, a provision should be added to exclude a TSD
f'acility from payment of generator fees, unless the generator fees
would be greater than the feea paid by the TSD facility under rule
340-105-113. He argues that treatment, storage and disposal
facilities already pay annual compliance determination fees and that
additional generator fees should not be necessary.

2. In rule 340-105-113, provision should be made to reduce the post-
closure permit processing fees for disposal sites that already have
an approved post-closure plan. Alsc, any uvnused portion of the post-
closure permit processing fee shcould be returned to the applicant.
Mr. Haagensen believes these changes would make the rule more
consistent with legislative intent and better reflect the Department's
actual costs.
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Copies of all written testimony are attached.

Respectfully submitted,

Wikl Lfe FDsn

William H. Dana
Hearing Officer

Attachments

William H. Dana:f
ZF214%0.3

229=6015

June 17, 1987




"GON ENVIRONA , COUNCIL

2037 5. W. Water Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201
Phone: 503/222-19063

EMORANDUM
May 18, 1987

TO: The Department of Environmental Quality
FROM: The Oregon Environmental Council

SUBJECT: Proposed Amendments to Rules Concerning Hazardous Waste
Management Feesg, OAR 340-102-065 and OAR 340-105=113

The Oregon Envircnmental Council (QEC) kasically supports
the amendments to OAR 340-102-065 which propose to increase fees
paid by generators of hazardous waste and by treatment, storage,
and disposal facilities. Such fee increases are necessary to
fund both a strong regulatory program and a technical assistance
program for both the public and the regulated community.
Generators should see these fees as investments to offset future
liability and disposal costs.

OEC also supports the need to revise OAR 340=105-113 in
order to make it consistent with Divigion 120.

OEC suggests only one change in the proposed amendments,
under QAR 340-1C2-065 (3} (a){A) which suggests that wastes to be
counted for purposes of this section include wastes "accumulated
on site for any period of time pricr to subsequent management."
We suggest that the phrase "any period of time" is too vague and
should be more specific for purposes of this rules. Is there a
minimum period of time? (Maximum on-site storage ig already
defined by regulations.)

Thanking you for the opportunity to comment, I remain,

S‘ncerely YOUurs,

R/f?ﬁzét_ & a/)/;3%2{4h4?§ﬁ\5 _

ean C. Meddaugh
Associate Director

Hazarlinus & Sobld Wasto Divislon
Dept. of Environmental Quality

DEGE IV E

MAY 19 1887




ST VINCENT HOSPITAL & MEDICAL CENTER

2205 SOUTHWEST BARNES ROAD
PORTLAND, OREGON 97225
PHONE: (503} 297-4411

May 22, 1987

SISTERS OF
PROVIDENCE

SERVING IN THE WEST SINCE 185¢

Rarariious & Solid Waste Division

Environmental Quality Commission rhpwaoﬁQW@mmmemmj
811 Southwest 6th Avenue [D &:“B W-‘I“U[E
Portland, OR 97204 4 EAL, by

MAY 26 1987

Attention: Bill Dana

Dear Mr. Dana,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed fee
changes for Hazardous Waste Facilities.

The facilities classed as hazardous waste generators would pay
the same fee whether they ship their waste to a disposal site
or to a recycling center. Since cone of the major objectives of
the hazardous waste program should be to reduce the volume of
hazardous materials we would like to see a fee differential for

recycled wastes, or those wastes which can be used as fuel for
heat or power generation.

The removal of the small generator limit, which would not
require a fee, may encourage more illicit dumping into land-~
fills. We feel this exemption should he retained.

I will be happy to provide additional information or comments
if needed.

Very truly yours,

s /j}/
by

Puane Ohlsen

DO:br

SISTERS OF PROVIDENCE INSTITUTIONS~ALASK At FROVIDENCE HOSPITAL, ANCHORAGE—OUR LADY OF COMPASSIOM CARE CENTER, ANCHORAGE ~WASHINGTON:
PROVIDENCE CENTRAL MEMORIAL HOSPYIAL, TOPPENISH--PROVIDENCE HOSPITAL, EVERETT—PROVIDENCE MEDICAL CENTER, SEATTLE—THE DePAUL RETIREMENT
RESIDENCE AND MOUNT ST. VINCENT NURSING CENTER, SEATTLE—ST ELIZABETH MEDICAL CENTER, YAKIMA—ST PETER 1HOSPITAL, OLYMPIA—ST. JOSEPH HOSPITAL,
ABERDEEN—5T, HELEN HOSPITAL, CHEHALIS—OREGON: PROVIDENCE CHILD CENTER, PORTLAND—PROVIDERCE MEDICAL CENTER, PORTLAND—ST. VINCENT HOSPI-
TAL ANT) MEDICAL CENTER, PORTLAND—SEASIDE GENERAL HOSPITAL, SEASIDE—PROVIDENCE HOSPITAL, MEDFORD—PROVIDENCE MILWAUKIE HOSPITAL,
MILWAUKIE—CALIFORNIA: PROVIDENCE HOSPITAL, OAKLAND-PROVIDENCE HIGH SCHOOL, BURBANK--SAINT JOSEPH METHCAL CENTER, BURBANK,
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Comments on DEQ) Draft Rules Regarding
Hozardous Waste Management Fees
on behalf of Associated Oregon Industries
and the Oregon Council, American Electronics Association

Bitl Dana

Hearings Cfficer

Hazardous and Solid Waste Division
Department of Environmental Quality
811 W &th

Portland, OR 97204

Drear Mr. Dana;

The following comments are submitted on behalf of Assoclated Oregon
Industries (AOD and the Oregon Council of the American Electronics
Association (AEA), and their members who will be affected by this
proposad rule

The Hazardous Materials Comunittees of AOCI and AEA met jointly on
Tune 2, 1987 to consider the draft rules concerning hazardous waste
management fees as propased by the DECQ).

These rules were considered at a public hearing on May 19, but most
members of our two associations did not receive notice of the hearing
and, thus, were unable 1 appear fo provide either oral or written
comments, We appredate your willingness to extend the comment
period to June 10th. However, we also hope that you will review your
mailing procedures to assure that members of our two associations
receive timely notification of future hearings, as they have in the past.

To illustrate the breadth of member companies that reviewed the draft
rules, we are attaching a list of those who attended our June 2nd
maeeting.

The fellowing are our recommendations for changes in the proposed fees:

65, We agree with subsection (1) which changes the
fee base fmm volume to weight. We support the "Total Fee" column in
subsection (2). However, we recommend that the "lbs/year" be
converted to "metric tons~ and, further, that you eliminate both the
"Base Fex" and "Graduated Fee" columns which would leave only the
"Total Fee". The new schedule would then look like the following:




Hazardous Waste Generation Rate

(Metric tonsfyear) Total Fee
0.1 but less than 1 $100
1 but less than 3 300
3 but less than 15 550
15 but less than 30 875
30 but less than 150 1,975
150 but less than 300 4475
Over 300 6,350

Use of the metric ton is consistent with the small quantity generator provisions, and
as presented above does not include the unregulated small quantity generator which
your original draft proposed.

In paragraph (3)(a}{C), the state has always encouraged generators to reduce both the
quantity and toxicity of wastes generated. In many cases this means some type of
on-site treatment, reuse or reclamation. A large part of the reuse and reclamation are
not subject to regulation under Rules 261.4 and 261.6. We believe it is inappropriate
to include hazardous waste treated by a generator to reduce quantlty and toxicity to

In paragraph (3)(b)(B), we find the subsection to be inconsistent with Rule 261.2. This
inconsistency will lead to confusion as to which materials are exempt from regulation
under Rule 261.2, but possibly subject to fees under this subsection. Also, this
approach will impact those generators using batch and other non online technologies
which are widely used, parhc:ularly by (but not excluswely by) our smaller members.

W

In paragraph (3){b){D), we find that this provision will confuse both the generator and
the agency about the fee agsessment for discharges that are held for testing prior to
discharge to a publicly owned treatment work (POTW). We believe that such
discharges to POTW's are best regulated under the Clean Water Act and should not

be subject to fees under the Oregon hazardous waste program.
delaton of n')'mm‘ﬂﬂh (YT,

In paragraph (3)(b)(E), since all generators are required to have in place a waste
minimization program and the recycle of otherwise hazardous waste is encouraged, it
is inappropriate to imply that fees have been or should be paid on materials prior to
recycle. Since materials held prior to recycle are to be managed in accordance with
Rule 261.6, generator funds should be expended to complete the use, reuse or recycle
of these matenals and not to pay fees. We recom ;

I Subsection 4 you will need to do another set of conversions if you follow our
recommendation to use "metric tons”. They would be: 1 metric tone = 2200 1bs. =
35.20 cubic ft. = 264 gallons = 1.10 tons {(English) = 4.84 drums.




Rutle 34 13. The new fees proposed under Subsections (2)(a) and (b) of
$70 000 and $50, 000 do not, in our opinion, square with the statutory provisions of
ORS 466.045(3) and (4). Both of those sections of the law state "which shall not
exceed" the amount stated. It appears that the legislature intended that the fee not be
a set fee, but, rather, determined on a case by case basis. The statute, as does your
proposed rule, indicates that any overage should be returned to the applicant. We
suggest that even when set on a case by case basis, the legislature understood that the
fee would be set on the high side, and they provided for return of the overage. We
do not believe that this statute can be read to suggest that the legislature mandated
the maximum fees provided by statute. We suggest that they expect the agency to
make a judgment call on the estimated costs in advance, and if those estimated costs
were less than the maximurm that a lower fee would be established.

We recommend that both subparagraphs (a) and (b) be modified by adding after in
{a) after "permit” insert "a fee of not ic exceed” and in (b) after "reissuance” insert "a
fee of not to exceed".

In paragraph (2)(a), placing all treatiment operations or facilities in one category for
fee assessment does not differentiate between incineration and other forms of
treatment either onsite or offsite as we believe was intended by SB 138.1. We strongly
suggest that the fee schedule as proposed, can only be viewed as a deterrent to onsite
treatment. Further, it should be dear that "treatment facilities” do not cover facilities
of a generator that would include the batch treatment of materials held in tanks for
not more than 90 days, or other applicable period, for solidification or awaiting
operation of a still. We believe the original categories should be retained by
removing the brackets from (B), (C), (D), (E) and (F), and changing the fees as follows:

(B) Treatment facility - recycling $150
(C) Treatment facility - other than incineration 5,000
(D) Treatment facility - incineration 50,000
(E) Disposal facility 70,000
(F) Disposal facility - post closure 5,000

The proposed post closure fee of $50000 for a disposal facility is excessive when post
closure plans are already submitted and approved as part of the facility permit.

In paragraph (2)(b), the same argument applies as in (2)(a) above. The existing
categories should be retained and the fees modified to better reflect the intent of 5B
138.1 and the adopted rules, as follows:

(B) Treatment facility - recycling $ 50
(C) Treatment facility - other than incineration 1,000
(D) Treatment facility - incineration 50,000
(E) Disposal facility 50,000
(F) Disposal facility - post closure 5,000

In subsection (3}a) and (b} we recommend that you delete both the "base fee" and the
"graduated fee" as we suggested for Rule 340-102-065(2), and show only the "Total
Fee",




In paragraph (3)(a)(D), Closure, we recommend two levels of fees. For permanent
closure of a permitted storage facility - $2500, and for closure of a non-permitted
storage facility of a hazardous waste generator (due primarily to failure to meet the
90 day or other applicable time limitation for storage by the generator) - $250.

In paragraph (3)(c)(D), Closure, we again recommend a two level fee. For RCRA
permitted disposal facilities - $¢3 000, and for non-permitted disposal facilities (arising
for spills or releases of hazardous wastes or materials to the environment) - $1500.

In paragraph (3)(d), we believe that the annual compliance determination fee of $6000
for a disposal facility - post closure, which applies to all categories is excessive. Since
post closure is required for 30 years or longer, and is required for spills and other
release the post ciocure fee on an annual basxs amount to a potential fee of $180,000.

In closing, we would like to call to your attention two issues of some concern to cur
combined memberships.

First, we are still uncertain as to the actual responsibility that DEQ has for issuing the
permits for which the proposed fees are to be assessed. It is our understanding that
EPA has reserved permit issuance to themselves. Any actions of the DEQ in the
permit review process are duplicative, and the actual cost to the DEQ for permit
issuance is far less than the proposed fees suggest.

Second, we are still uncertain that the DEQ has achieved a level of collection from all
persons subject to the existing fee schedule that clearly indicates the total amount of
fees that may be collected. We urge the DEQ to establish a high priority for achieving
a high level of compliance with the hazardous waste program by makmg sure that all
persons subject to the law are brought under its control.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment, and we lock forward o reviewing the
proposed final rules before their subinission to the Commission.

Sincerely, ’

e Ll el
Bob Gllbert

Chairman, Associated Oregon Industries
Hazardous Materialy Committee

/ﬂé

Mohnarl
Chairman, erican Electronics Association
Hazardous Materials Committee

Enclosure




AQTI - AEA Hagaydous Materials Committes Meating

Ge2=87

FIRM
Peter M. Petter Gecrgla=Pacific
Richard L. Barrett Willamettes Industries
Jack Brown Crown Zellerback/Jameg River
Ted Molinarl Praegitzer Industries
Lolita Carter PGE
Tom MoCua Tektronilx
Irvin Hafford Pannwalt Corp
Rob Btubbs PlanTek
Jake Cate Chevron Chemical Company
Wayne Coppsl Pegagus Waste Management
Walt Rosenberdy Hewlatt-Packard
Joknne Schmitz OECO Corp.
Allan Mick Boise Cascade Corp.
Lse Archambesau omni Environmental
Bob Gilbert James River
Jim Brown Bogle & Gater
Murray Tilson Wacker Siltronhic
Chuck Enoll Taledyne Wah Chang
Doris Lyler 0881
Gena Tienken Western Compllance
Jerry Fisher Hewlatt-Packard
Dave Fialhum AEA

Pat MoCormick AEA




OMARK INDUSTRIES

A BLOUNT COMPANY

OREGORN SAW CHAIN DIVISION

4908 §.F, INTERNATIONAL WAY, £.0. BOX 22127, PORTLAND, OREGON 97222-0080, (503] 653-8881, TELEX: 277306 OMARK UR, FAX: (503) 654-2889

June 10, 1987 Hararfous & Solid Waste Division
Dept. of Envirenmental Quality

DECEIVE M

JUN 1 0 1387

Mr. Bill Dana
Hazardous Waste Saction
DEQ

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

RE: Proposed Amendments To Hazardéus WésteﬁFeeé
QAR 340=102=065 and 340-105-113

Dear Mr. Dana:

Omark Industries, Oregon Saw Chain Division appreciates
the opportunity to comment on the DEQ's proposed amendments to
QAR 340~102~065 and 340-105-113. We also appreciate and thank
the DEQ for extending the comment period until June 10, 1987.

In addition to our comments which will be set forth
below, Omark concurs with and supports comments which the DEQ
will receive from Associated Oregon Industries and the American
Electronics Assoclation. We would ask the DEQ to carefully
consider and adopt these comments.

As the DEQ is aware, Omark has consistently supported
necessary and workable environmental regulations in the state of
Oregon, However, Omark believes that clarity of meaning is
essential in the rules, thereby avoiding potential conflicting
interpretations by various parties. In addition, Omark believes
the rules should consistently support established public policy
pertaining to hazardous waste management (e.g., Encouragement of
waste minimization practices, on-gite treatment rather than off-
site treatment or disposal, etc.)




Mr. Bill Dana

June 10,

Page 2

1987

In furthering these objections Omark submits the

following specific comments and/or asks for clarification of the
propesed language:

1.

OAR 340~102-065 (2)

Rather than change the existing Hazardous waste
Generation Rate measuring criteria from "cubic
feet/year® to "pounds per year®, Omark suggests that
the measuring criteria be in "Metric Tons per Year®.
Usage of the metric system, rather than the Englicgh
welghts and measure system, is consistent with
measuring criteria for establishing generation
¢lassifications (e.g., <100 Kg/mo, 100 to 1,000 Kg/mo,
and »1,000 Kg/mo).

Also, it is our understanding that the actual fee to be
charged HW generators will be the amount set forth
under the "Total Fee" column of OAR 340-102-065 (2)
Table 1. Since there is not intent to graduate the fee
within a given range (e.g., 31,101 to 62,300 1lbs. per
year) there is no practical need to set forth the Y“Base
fee" and “Graduated Fee® amounts in Table 1. A simple
listing of the Total fee for each range is adequate.

Omark, recommends that Table 1 be amended by:

a) Deleting cubic feet per year [(cu. ft/year)] and
inserting metric ton per year (metric ton vear), and

b) Delete columns for Base Fee and Graduated Fee and
have total fee column simply read, "Fee®.

OAR 340-102=065(3)

Inasnuch as the EPA does not charge fees for the
generation of hazardous waste, any regulations which
the DEQ adopts pertaining to hazardous waste fees are
more stringent than the federal regulations and DEQ can
write the rules as it deems necessary. However, Omark
believes that in drafting fee rules, the DEQ should
strive to make the fee rules consistent with
established public policy which encourages waste
minimization and on-site treatment, while discouraging
off-site treatment and land disposal.




Mr., Bill Dana

June 10,
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1987

As drafted, provisions of OAR 340-~102-065(3) do not
appear to support this broader public policy. In an
aeffort to support the broader public policy Omark
recommnends the following changes:

a) OAR 340-102-065(3) (a) (C)

Delete the werds "treatment or® from (3){a)(C). By so
doing, the DEQ will encourage the use of on-site
treatment, while using economic sanctions to discourage
on-site land disposal.

b) OAR 340-102-065(3) (b) (B)

This rule requires the generator to "continuously"
reclaim on-site hazardous wastes, without storage prior
te reclamation, in order to avoid counting the material
as a generated hazardous waste.

Many facilities desire to reclaim materials on-site,
however because these wastes are generated in small
amounts or at various locations on-site, it only
becomes economically feasible and practical to reclaim
these wastes in batches at a centralized on-site
reclamation facility. The reclamation can be done in
accordance with all applicable law and in less than 90
days, so that "storage' is not involved. OAR 340-102-
065 (3)(b) (B) should be amended to encourage this
reclamation by deleting the wording "Continuousgly" from
subparagraph (B).

¢) OAR 340-102-065 (b) (D)

Az written this rule would penalize facilities which
accumulate wastewaters at the POTW's request, so that a
continuous and even flow of wastewater is discharged to
the POTW, thereby avoiding periodic surges at the POTW.
HW generators should not be subject to economic
penalties, such as increased generator fees, when the
total amount of waste generated has been increased
because the generators are working cooperatively with
the POTW. OAR 340-~102=065(b) (D} should be amended by
deleting the clause "without first being stored or
accunmulated.” Or, at the very minimum deletion of the
words, "or accumulated.®




Mr. Bill Dana
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3. OAR 340-105-113(2) (a) (B)

This rule makes no distinction between on-site versus
off-site treatment or permitted treatment versus
allowable treatment of hazardous waste without a permit
(e.g., a generator treating hazardous wastes in a tank
in less than 90 days, see the March 24,1986 Federal
Register 10168). Consistent with earlier comments
regarding the need for DEQ to support broad public
policy on proper hazardous waste management,
clarification needs to be added to this subparagraph to
demonstrate that these $70,000 permit fees only apply
to off=-site commercial treatment facilities. The
subparagraph needs to be amended to read:

(B) Treatment facility [Recycling] off-gite facility
subiject to a permanent or interim-status TSD

permit . . . [150] $70,000
4. OAR 340-105-113(2) (b) (B)

Consistent with the rational set forth at 3 above, O0AR
340=105-113(2) (b} (B} needs to be amended to read:

{B) Treatment facility - [Recycling] off-site facility
subject to a permanent or interim status TSD permit .

[50] $50,000
5. OAR 340-105-113(3)

Consistent with comments set forth at 1(b) above, the
columns for "Base Fee® and “Graduated Fee" should be
deleted and only a single column entitle "Fee" remain,

6. OAR 340-105=113(3) (a) (D)

The propeosed annual compliance fees for storage
facility closure plans lack needed clarification. For
instance:

a}) Is the annual compliance fee assessed against any
storage facility which must have a closure plan
pursuant to 40 CFR §§264 and 265 Subpart G?7

b) Or, is the annual compliance fee only assessed
against those storage facilities which are undergoing
closure in that calendar year?
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¢} Is it the intent of the DEQ to assess the closure
fees against generators who, because of problems in
arranging for off-site treatment, storage or disposal,
exceed the 90-day accumulation rule and become an ds
facto storage facility? In situations such as this it
is our understanding that the DEQ will recquire the
storage facility to undergo closure prior to allowing
the generator to revert to a generator status and
comply with the 90-day accumulation rule of 40 CFR §
262.34, If this is so, the fee paid for these similar
facilities should be significantly less than $1,500.
In order to clarify these various situations Omark
reqgquests the DEQ to amend QAR 340-~105-113(3) (a) (D) as
follows:

D) Closure of permitted or interim
gtatus facilities £2,500

BE) Closure of generator facilities
accumulating longer than 90 days $250

Futhermore, since closure ig a one time event, this fee
should not be a subset of the Annual Compliance
Determinator Fee category. The closure fee should be
in a category indicating a one-time fee.

7. OAR 340-105-113(3) (&) (D)

Issues similar to those set forth in 6 above also exist
with closure of Disposal Facilities. Especially where
the facility becomes a de facto digposal facility
because of a spill or release which cannot be totally
cleaned up. This closure fee should bhe less than a
permitted facility.

Therefore, Omark requests the DEQ to amend OAR 340-=105-
113(3) (c) (D) as follows:

(1) (i) Clogsure of permitted or
interim status digposal facilities 56,000

(ii) Closure of disposal facilities
resulting from spills or release 51,500

As noted in 6 above, these fees should also be removed
from the subsection (3) Annual Compliance Determination
Fee, because they are a one-time event and not a
continuous on-going event.
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8. OAR 340-105-113(d)

Az written, it is unclear of whether the Post Closure
fee 1z assessed because an operating facility is
regquired to have a closure and post-closure plan
pursuant to 40 CFR §§ 264 and 265 Subpart G, or is the
fee assessed when actual post-closure care commencer,
Please clarify the DEQ's intent on this matter.

Omark thanks the DEQ for providing the extra time to
Oregon Industry to prepare comments on the fee rules. If there
are guestions regarding these comments you may either contact me,
at 653-8881 or Mr. Jim Brown, our environmental attorney, at 222-
1515,

Sincerely,

il

o Z e
) G T ey
Diane G. Stockton .
Environmental Engineer




SCHWABE, WILLIAMSON, WYATT, MOORE & ROBERTS
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
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TELEPHONE (503} 2220081

CABLE ADDRESS "ROBCAL"’
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DONALD A, HAAGENSEN TELECOPIER {503) 706-2900
TO: Department of Environmental Quality Viazsrfous & Sohd Whate Givieion
Hazardous and Solid Waste Division 9Mmo;mwmmmwmuq@mymﬂ

Attention: Bill Dbana

EGEIVE

JUN 10 1887

FPROM: Donald A. Haagensen
For Chem-Security Systems, Inc.

RE: Proposed Amendments to Rules Concerning Hazardous Waste
Management Fees, OAR 340-102-065 and 340-105-113

DATE @ June 10, 1987

Chem-5ecurity Systems, Inc. (CSSI) submits the following
comments on the proposed rules dated April 17 concerning hazardous
waste management fees, OAR 340-102-065 and 340-105-113. General
comments are presented concerning the rules as a whole. Specific
comments are also given on parts of the proposed rules. In the
specific comments the part of the proposed rule at issue is quoted
in full and then followed by a discussion of the proposed rule and
suggested changes to the proposed rule. Language recommended to
be deleted from the proposed rule is enclosed by brackets and
language to be added underlined.

GENERAT, COMMENTS

1. The Department's explanation for the proposed rules does not
provide adeguate financial information for evalwvation and

comment on the rules.

The stated purpose of the proposed rules is to increase
fees paid by those regulated by the rules and thereby to generate
additional revenues for the Department's use in operating its
hazardous waste program. Chem-Security is supportive of the
Department's having adequate funds to operate its program but is
very concernad about the impact the proposed substantial fee
increases will have on requlated companies.

So that those who will be impacted by the rules can
knowledgeably evaluate and comment on the proposed rules, the
revenues to be generated by the rules must be shown in the
Department explanation of the proposed rules. The Department
document should set forth the number of facilities in each

WASHINGTON, .G 20007 ] THE FLOUK MILLL, SUITE 302 L) OO POTOMAC ST, MW, & 1202} 9656300
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98171 8 FEOPLES NATKINAL BANK BULLDING e SUITE 900 ¢ 1415 FIFTH AVENUE e (206) G21-u164 @ (501} 2421532
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category and the fees estimated to be generated by category for
fiscal years 1988-89 under the current rules and under the
propesed rules. Certainly, the Environmental Quality Commission
cannot meaningfully evaluate and decide on the proposed rules and
the revisions offered by interested parties without reviewing such
information. HNeither can the companies that will be subject to
the proposed rules. The Department should provide the requested
information and allow additional time for comment.

2. Testimony by other persons about Chem-Securityv's pogition on
the proposed rules does not accurately reflect Chem-Security's

position.

At the public hearing on the proposed rules and public
meetings, other industry representatives may have left erroneous
impressions about CSSI's position on the proposed rules. Only
this letter and the testimony by Mr. Terry Virnig at the public
hearing on May 19 should be considered as reflecting
Chem-8ecurity's position on the rules.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
1. Proposed Rule 340-102-065

"(5) Owners and operators of hazardous
waste treatment, storage and disposal facilities
shall not be subject to the fees required by
gection (1) of this rule for any wastes
generated as a result of storing, treating or
disposing of wastes upon which an annual
hazardous waste generation fee has already been
paid. Any other wastes generated by owners and
operators of treatment, storage and disposal
facilities are subject to the fees required by
section (1) of this rule."

Comment

Although the Department does not propose that this rule
be changed significantly, it is a critical part of the proposed
rules establishing which facilities will be subject to the
increased annual fees for generators.

ORS 466.165 authorizes the Department to require annual
fees from generators "to carry on the monitoring, inspection and
surveillance program established under ORS 466.195 and to cover
related administrative costs." ORS 466.195 also allows the
Department to collect an annual fee from a treatment, storage and
disposal (TSD) facility for the same purposes. OAR 340-105-113(3)
sets the amount of the annual fees for TSD facilities. These fees
are substantial, especially for disposal facilities, ranging from
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$100,000 to $200,000 annually depending on the amount of waste
disposed of at the facility in a year.

Paragraph (5) guoted above provides that a TSD facility
does not pay an annual generator's fee for wastes brought to the
facility for treatment, storage and disposal if a generator fee
has already been paid for the wastes. However, paragraph (5) also
treats a TSD facility as a generator and requires it to pay an
annual fee for "[a]ny other wastes generated" at the facility.

This requirement for annual ¢generator fees makes little
sense for many TSD facilities. For example, Arlington's TSD
facility performs no other functions than the treatment, storage
and disposal of hazardous waste. Although some will argue that
CS8SI "generates" some hazardous wastes (for example, in its
laboratory), that waste is only "generated" because it is the
result of a process required for CSSI to operate its TSD facility.
This is reflected in the condition in CS5SI's state license (HW-1)
that prohibits (881 from conducting "any activities that are not
directly associated with the construction, operation or
maintenance of the waste management facilities at the site"
without the Department's prior written approval.

Thus, all of C8SI's activities (including any
*generation" of hazardous waste) are under the Department's
regulatory power because of CSS8I's operation as a TSD facility.
CSSI paid an annual fee of 5150,000 in 1986 as a TSD facility and
likely will pay a similar annual fee in 1987. These fees are
based on the amount of waste CSSI disposes of each year at its
facility, including wastes "generated" at the facility and
disposed of there in a particular year. Further regulation of the
TSD facility through an annual fee for the generation of hazardous
waste is unnecessary.

Certain other TSD facilities may generate more hazardous
waste than they treat, store or dispose of so that the facility's
characterization and the Department's regulatory role focus mainly
on waste generated at the facility. In these cases an annual
generator fee, if paid, could be greater than the annual TSD fee.
The facility should pay an amount equal to the larger fee so as to
best to provide fees reflecting the Department's regulatory role.

To recognize these differences between generators and
certain TSD facilities, the proposed rule should be amended to
exclude a TSD facility from payment of annual generator fees
unless the annual generator fees would be greater than the annual
TsD fees. In that case, the facility should pay the annual TSD
fee plus the amount by which the annual generator fee exceeds that
annual TSD fee. This would ensure payment of an amount equal to
the larger fee.
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Suggested Change to Proposed Rule 340-102-065

"(5) Owners and operators of hazardous
waste treatment, storage and disposal facilities
shall not be subject to the fees reguired by
section (1) of this rule for any wastes
generated as a result of storing, treating or
disposing of wastes upon which an annual
hazardous waste generation fee has already been
paid. Any other wastes generated by owners and
operators of treatment, storage and disposal
facilities are subject to the fees required by
section (1) of this rule but only in the amount,
if any, by which those fees exceed the fees the

owners and operators of the facilities would pay
unde 40-3105-113(3)."

2. Propoged Rule 340-105-113

"(2) Application Processing Fee. An application
processing fee shall be submitted with each
application or Authorization to Proceed request,
if such a request is required under

OAR 340-120-005. For all applications except
those for disposal site post-closure permits,
any portion of the application processing fee
for a treatment and disposal facility which
exceeds the Department's expenses in reviewing
and processing the application shall be refunded
t0 the applicant. The amount of the fee shall
depend on the type of facility and the required
action as follows:"

"(a) A new permit:

(A) Storage facility .......c.e0es $No Fee
(B) Treatment facility ........... 70,000
(C) Disposal facility ...... NP 70,000
(D) Disposal facility -

post closure ......c00ucinanne 70,000

"(b) Permit Reissuance:

(A) Storage facility ............. No Fee
{(B) Treatment facility ........ ... 50,000
{C) Disposal facility ........ es.. 50,000
(D) Disposal facility -

POSt ClOSUTE oo ocrcunveros e 50,000
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Comment

The application processing fee for a disposal facility
is the same for an application for a post-closure license as it is
for an application for a new permit or reissuance of a permit.

The application processing fee should not be the same in both
cases, however, because for many posi-closure license applications
the Department has previously reviewed and approved a closure plan
and a post~closure plan as part of a new permit issuance or a
permit reissuance. Most of the "application processing" for the
post-closure license has thus already been done by the Department
when it previously issued or reissued a permit.

The rules for a hazardous waste disposal facility
reguire that a Part B permit for the facility must contain a
closure and post-closure plan. QAR 340-105-014; 40 CFR
270.14(¢(13); 40 CFR 264.112, 264.118. Under these rules the
Department is required to perform the greatest part of the
processing required regarding closure and post-closure when it
issues or reissues a Part B permit to a hazardous waste disposal
facility.

The current rules for a disposal facility provide for an
application processing fee of $5,000 for a new permit or
reissunance of a permit, and processing fees of $2,500 and $800
respectively for a new post-closure license and reissuance of a
post-closure license. When the new permit and reissuance fees are
amended to $70,000 and $50,000 as requested by the Department, a
ratio similar te that in the current rules should be maintained in
the processing fees for post-closure licenses. Using the ratios
in the current rules, the processing fee would be $35,000 for a
new post-closure license and $8,000 for reissuance of a
post-closure license. This reduction should apply, however, only
to facilities for which the Department has previously issued
permits containing closure and post-closure plans.

Finally, when the 1985 Oregon Legislature increased the
application fee from $5,000 to a maximum of 870,000 for a
hazardous waste treatment or disposal facility, it did not set
$70,000 automatically as the fee; it set $70,000 as the upper
limit or maximum fee. OAR 340-120-030 adopted by the Commission
in 1986 reflects this concept. The proposed rules do not reflect
this concept and should be revised.

The Oregon legislature also required that "Any portion
of the fee that exceeds the department's administrative expenses
shall be refunded to the applicant."” ORS 466.045(3). The
legislature made the same refund provision for the $50,000 renewal
application fee. ORS 466.045(4).
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The legislature recognized sound policy in requiring a
refund because it realized that the fees potentially could be very
substantial and that an applicant deserved the return of unused
fees. The same policy should apply to post-closure license
application fees. The proposed rule, however, dees not provide
for the return of any unused application fees for post-closure
license applications. The proposed rule should be revised to
provide for the return of unused post-closure license application
fees.

uggeste hange to Proposed Rule 340-105-11

"(2) Application Processing Fee. An
application preocessing fee shall be submitted
with each application or Authorization to
Proceed request, 1f such a request is required
under OAR 340-120-005. [For all applications
except those for disposal site post-closure
permits,] [a]Any portion of the application
processing fee for a treatment and disposal
facility which exceeds the Department's
expenses in reviewing and processing the
application shall be refunded to the
applicant. The amount of the fee shall depend
on the type of facility and the regquired
action as follows:

"(a) A new permit:

Facility Maximum Fee
(A) Storage facility ........ SNo Fee
{B) Treatment facility ...... 70,000
(C) Disposal facility ....... 70,000
(D) Disposal facility with

Part B permit contain-

ing pogt-closure plan -

pPost closSure ...c.on000 35,000
{E). Disposal facility

without Part B pexrmit

containing post-closure

plan - post closure .. 70,000
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"(b) Permit Reissuance:

acilit Maximum Fee
(A) Storage facility ........ No Fee
{B) Treatment facility ...... 50,000
(C) Disposal facility ....... 50,000
(D) Disposal facility with

t ermit contain-
i ost-closur 1 -
post closure .......c... 8,000

{BE) Disposal facility
without Paxt B permit

containing post-closure
plan - post closuxe .. 50,000
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Department's Response to Public Comment

The feollowing is a response to the comments received cohcerning proposed
amendments to hazardous waste fee rules, OAR 340-102-065 and 340-105-113.
The comments were received at a public hearing on May 19, 1987 and in
lettera received on or before June 10, 1987. A complete description of
the verbal testimony and copies of the written testimony are included in
the Hearing Officer's Report (Attachment III). The comments and responses
are grouped below in the same order in which they appear in the Hearing
Officer's Report.

Responses to Comments From Terry Virnig

Comment: Is the Chem-Security Systems, Inc. disposal site, at Arlington,
Oregon, subject to the proposed new generator fees?

Hesponse: Potentially, yes. The issue of whether or not the C3SI facility
is also a generator has only recently arisen and has not yet heen resolved.
However, in the RCRA program, generators and TSD facilities are distinct
entities subject to distinet and separate regulations. If a facility
happens to be both a generator and a TSD facility, it is subject to both
sefs of requirements. The regulation of any generatcor imposes certain
costs on the Department. The fact that a given generator is also a TSD
facility does not significantly reduce those costs.

It should be noted that the rules currently provide an exemption from fees
for “any wastes generated as a result of storing, treating or disposing

of wastes upon which an annual hazardous waste generation f'ee has

already been paid." Therefore, CSSI's generator fee liability, if any, is
only for those wastes which CSSI generates on site (such as from vehicle
maintenance) and not from the wastes it receives from other generators.

On a case-~-by-case basis,; the Department will consider arguments about what
wastes should or should not be exempted, at CSSI or at other specific TSD
facllities. However, the Department believes that the fee rules should
remain as written.

Comment: Do the proposed closure fees apply te closure of individual waste
management units at a treatment, storage or disposal facility?

Response: No. The fees apply only to closure of the entire waste
management facility.

Responses to Comments From Tom McCue

Comment: Do the $70,000 and $50,000 permit application processing fees
apply to the existing, on-site treatment facility at Tektronix, Ine?

Response: Yes and no. Since the company has already applied for a permit,
they are not currently subject to the $70,000 new permit fee (the fees are
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not retroactive). However, if at some point in the future, the company
chooses to install a new type of treaiment system, a new application and a
$70,000 fee would be required, in accordance with QAR 340-120-001. Also,
whenever an existing permit is reissued, a fee of up to $50,000 will be
required.

Comment: For how many years will the Tektronix, Inc. permit be issued?

Response: The Departmeni has authority to issue permits for up to ten
years, However, for complex facilities, the Department may wish, or EPA
may require, that the permit be issued & shorter periocd. The Department
does not intend to issuve any permits for less than five years. At this
point, a decision has not been made on the Tektronix permit.

Responses to Comments From Gene Tienken

Compent: Mr. Tienken requests a list of the companies that would be
affected by the proposed permit application processing fees.

Response: The Department will send Mr. Tienken a list of companies that
have previously submitted applications and will eventually be subjeot to
the permit relssuvance fees. The Department does not anticipate any new
permit applications at this time.

Comment: Are PCB storage facilities subject to the permit application
processing fees?

Response: No, They are specifically excluded.

Comment: Mr. Tienken requests a copy of the data used to determine the
$70,000 fee for new permits.

Response: The $70,000 fee was established by the Legislature to
approximate the Department's costs in processing permit appiications.
Based on national data, 1t requires about 1-2.5 Full-time Equivalents
(FTEs) to process a permit application for a hazardous waste or PCB
facility. An FTE is equal to the time spent by one perscn working full-
time for one year. In Oregon's hazardous waste program, one FTE for a
permit writer costs the Department approximately $60,000. ORS 466.045
states that the fee shall be in an amount "sufficient to cover the
Department's costs." Accordingly, a maximum fee of $70,000 does not seem
unreasonable, particularly when the Department must refumd any unspent
monies.,

Comment: How much annual revenue does the Department expect to raise from
permit application processing fees?

Response: None, for at least several years. The Department has issued
four permits to storage facilities none of which will require rel ssuance
for at least two years. Other permits, currently in the process of being
issuved, will not require reissuvance for at least five years. The
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Department does not expect any new permit applications at this time,

Response to Comments From Charles Farrell

Comment: Will the proposed fees apply to facilities that generate or
handle used cil or PCBs?

Response: Yes and no. The generator fees and annual compliance
determination fees apply only to "hazardous waste® as defined by law.
Currently, uwsed 0il and PCBs are not included in this definition. The
permit application processing fees apply to PCB treatment or disposal
facilities, but not storage facilities, in accordance with ORS 466 .045, and
Division 120 of the Department's rules.

Response to Comments From Jean C, Meddaugh

Comment: The phrase "any period of time", in rule 340-102-065(3)(a)(4) is
too vague. Some minimum time period (before a fee would be assessed)
should be specified.

Responge: This reguirement is taken directly from the federal regulations
(40 CFR 261.2), which the Department has previously adopted by reference.
It defines what is and what is not "waste" under the RCRA program. It is
this regulation that generators should currently be using when counting
their wastes, to determine which generator category they fall into
(generators are subject to different requirements, depending upon the
amount of waste they generate). Also, it is the rule that generators
should currently be using to determine fees. The Department is proposing
to relist these requirements in OAR 340-102-065 only for clarity. The
Department receives many inquiries from generators, particularly small
quantity generators, indicating uncertainty about what wastes to count.
To be consistent and to aveid confusion, the Department believes that the
same criteria should be used to count wastes for fee purposes as are used
to count wastes for determining generator status.

Responses to Comments From Duane Ohlsen

Comment: Generator fees should be reduced for wastes that are recycled or
burned for energy recovery.

Response: The fees in question go to support the Department®s regulatory
program for generators, as provided by ORS 466.165. The fee schedule is
not intended to be an incentive for recycling. Under the RCRA program, a
person who genesrates hazardous waste is subject to regulation, as a
generator, regardless of how the waste is ultimately managed (e.g.,
recycled, treated, disposed, etc.). Therefare, any person who is
¢lassified as a generator under the Department’s rules should pay for a
portion of the Department’s regulatory program (i.e., generator fees). OAR
340-102-065 currently states that the fees are based on the volume of
waste Ygenerated". The Department continues to believe that this is the
most appropriate basis for assessing generator fees. The fees do provide
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an incentive for waste reducticn, in that the less waste generated, the
lower the fee.

Comment: The current exemption from fees, for very small quantity
generators, should be retained.

Response: The Department has proposed to assess fees to all generators, on
the recommendation of its advisory committee on program funding. All
generators are contpibuting to the Yhazardous waste problem™ and therefore
to the Department's workload. To the extent that resources allow, all
generators should be inspected or otherwise regulated. The advisory
conmmittee suggested, and the Department agrees, that all generators should
contribute to program funding. The collection of fees from every generator
is authorized by ORS 466.165.

Responses to Comments From Bob Gilbert, Ted Molinari, et al.

Comment: The Department should review its mailipg procedures to asswre
that affected parties receive timely notice of rulemaking hearings.

Response: The Department regrets the delay in notification that occurred
with this rulemaking and has taken steps to prevent any future recccurrence
of this incident.

Comment: In rule 340-102-065, change lbs./year to metric tons/year.
Response: The Department has no objection and agrees to make this change.

Commentt: The proposed terms "base fee® and "graduated fee" should be
deleted from the fee schedules and only the total fees due should be
listed.

Response: The Department believes that the concept of a base fee and
graduated fee is an important one. The baze fee reflects the fact that
there are certain costs inherent with regulating any generator or TSD
facility, regardless of their size. The graduated fee reflects the fact
that, generally, large facilities require more oversight and regulatory
effort than do smaller facilities. Accordingly, the Department intends to
continue to use hase and graduated components in developing fees. However,
as a result of the comments received, the Department agrees to publish only
the total fees due in the fee schedules, in these rules,

Comment: In rule 340-102-065(3)(a)(c), delete the words "treatment or".
Response: This requirement is taken directly from the federal rules (40
CFR 261.2). See responses to comments from Jean Meddaugh and Duane Ohlsen
above.

Comment: In rule 340-102-065(3)(b){(B), delete the proposed exemption for

wastes that are continuocusly treated without storage.
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Response: This requirement is taken directly from the federal rules (40
CFR 261.2). 8See responses to comments from Jean Meddaugh and Duane Ohlsen
above.

Comment: In rule 340-102-065(3)(b)(D), delete the proposed exemption for
wastes that are discharged to a publicly owned treatment works without
prior storage.

Response: This requirement is taken directly from the federal rules (40
CFR 261.2). BSee responses to comments from Jean Meddaugh and Duane Ohlsen
above.

Comment: In rule 340-102=-065(3)(b){(E), delete the words "prior to being
recycled. v

Response: This requirement is taken directly from the federal rules (40
CFR 261.2). See responses to comments from Jean Meddaugh and Duane Ohlsen.

Comment: In rule 340-102-065(4), change the set of conversicns to comply
with the use of metric tons instead of pounds.

Response: The Department agrees to make this change.

Comment: In rules 340~105-113(2)(a) and (b), insert the words "a fee of
not to exceed" after the wards "permit® and "“reissuvance'.

Response: The commentors are suggesting that these fees be determined on a
case~by-case basis, and that the Department not collect the maximum
allowable fee up front. Actually, the rules already provide for a case=by=-
case determination of fees, through the refund provision. In the case of
reissuance of existing permits, ORS 466 .045 directs the Department to
estimate its costs and allows the Department to collect supplemental fees,
at a later date, if costs are wnderestimated. Accordingly, for permit
reissuance, the Department has amended its proposal such that the fee will
be based upon actual estimated costs and will not be assessed until after
the application has been preliminarily reviewed.

In the casze of new permits, there is no directive for the Department to
estimate its costs and no provision for collecting any fees except at the
time the application is submitted. Clearly, legislative intent seems to be
that the maximum fee be collected up front and that any unspent monies be
refunded. Therefore, for new permits, this is what the Department proposes
to do.

Comment: In rules 3430-105-113(2)(a) and (b) retain the existing fee
categorles that differentiate between incineration and other forms of
treatment.

Resgonse: The Department finds nothing in the statutes to indicate that
the legislature intended different fees for different types of treatment.
ORS 466.045 simply provides two categories: new permits and reissuvance of
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existing permits. Since the rules provide for a refund of any unspent
monies, the Department sses no need to establish separate fee categories
for different types of treatment facilities.

Comment: Post-closure permit application processing fees should be reduced
for facilities that already have an approved post-closure plan as part of
their operating permit application.

Response: The Department initially propesed to regulate the processing of
post=closure permit applications in a scmewhat different manner than
operating permits. In response to comments received, the Department has
reconsidered this matter and now proposes to manhage the processing of
operating permits and post-Cclosure permits in the same manner.

Issuance of a post-closwre permit to a facility that already has an
approved post-closure plan should cost the Department less than issuvance
of a permit to a facility that does net have such a plan. Under the
Department's revised proposal, any uwnspent monies would be returned to the
applicant and, in the case of permit reissuance, the initial fee would be
only the amount estimated to cover the Department's costs. The Department
believes that this proposal addresses the commentors' concernsg and that
separate fee categories, for facilities with and without approved closure
plans, is not necessary.

Comment: In rules 340-105-113(3)(a)(D) and (3)(c)(D), establish two levels
of closure fees, to differentiate between permitted and non-permitted
facilities.

Response: The Department is not persuaded that there is a need for
separate fee categories. The fees are only an approximation of the
Departnent's costs to regulate closures in general. Actual costs will vary
from facility to facility and are primarily dependent upcen the size and
complexity of the closure activity, rather than whether or not the facility
currently has a permit. Regulation of any facility undergoing closure
involves plan review, inspections, public notification and related costs.
Currently, facilities wndergoing closure pay no fees. The Depariment's
advisory committee on program funding has recommended that the Department
shif't some of the obligation for program funding to these facilities., The
Department believes that the proposed fees are reasonable and appropriate
for both permitted and non-permitted facilities.

Comment: The proposed $6,000 annual compliance determination fee, for
disposal sites with post-closure permits, is excessive.

Response: The Department has not yet issusd any post-closuwe permits, so
post=-closwre compliance determination costs are uncertain. The Department
anticipates, however, that it will be costly. Compliance determination
will involve inspections, sample collection, laboratory analysis, data
analyasis, report writing, possible enforcement action, etc. The fee is
currently $5,000. The proposed increase to $6,000 was endorsed by the
Department®s advisory committee on program funding.
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Comment: Permit issuvance is primarily EPA's responsibility. The
Department's review of permit applications is duplicative and therefore
less costly than the proposed fee schedule would indicate.

Response: Permits are currently issued jointly by EPA and DEQ. This i a
temporary situation that exists only because of the 1984 "HHA®™ amendments
te RCRA., The Department has received authorization for the base RCRA
program, but is not yet authorized for the HSWA amendments. Nevertheless,
the Department has primary responsibility for prmit issvance. The
Department has sole responsibility for base RCRA and state program
requirements and is expected to contribute significantly to EPA in
determining an applicant's compliance with the HSWA requirements.

In regard to the Department's costs, see the response to comments from G ene
Tienken above.

Comment: What is the current level of compliance with the existing fee
schedules? The Department should make fee compliance a higher priority.

Response: The Department is making a concerted effort to get more
generators registered and to collect more fees, We agree that there are
still many who have not been brought into the system., Part of the probl em
is that the wniverse of generatars is expanding as the regulations conti nue
to change. Recently, a large number of new geherators were added to the
regulated community, when the federal small quantity generator rules were
adopted. The Department is working on this problem, but it will take

time to achieve success.

Hesponses to Comments From Diane G, Stockton

Comment: Do the annual compliance determination fees for closure apply to
all facilities required to have a closure plan?

Response: No. The closure fee applies only to inactive facilities
actually involved in closure. Active facilities are assessed fees based on
the amount of waste handled annually.

Comment: Compliance determination fees for facilities involved in closure
should not be listed as apnnual fees, since closwe is a one-time only
event,

Response: It is true that closure 13 a one=time event. Also, the actual
physical closure of a facility (i.e., the removsl or disposal of the waste)
may only take a few months. However, the "closwe process" (i.e., plan
review, negotiations, monitoring, data analysis, public notice, etec.) can
and typically does take more than one year. If the proposed fees are
adopted, facilities wndergoing closure will be subject to the fees, uwntil
the closure process has been completed.

Responses to Comments From Donald A. Haagensen

Comments: The Department should identify the number of facilities in each
of the proposed fee categories and the estimated annual revenue.
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Response: The Department anticipates ne revenue from permit processing
fees during the next biennium., In regard to anmal generator and TSD
compliance fees, in many of the fee categories the exact number of
affected facilities is unkhown. However, the following is an estimate of
the total number of generators and TSD facilities and the anticipated
revenue for the 1988<89 biennium:

Number Revenue
= Gensrators 720 $830,000
- TSD Facilities 39 $609,000

Comment: Only the testimony of Mr. Haagensen and Terry Virnig represent
the position of Chem-Security Systems, Inc. in this matter.

Response: The Department understands and acknowledges that the comments of
Mr. McCue, made during the public hearing, do not represent CSSI.

Comment: A4 TSD facility should not be required to pay generator fees,
unless the generator fees would be greater than the TSD facility compliance
fees,

Response: The Department disagrees. DSee response to comment from Terry
Virnig above.

Comment: In rule 340=105-~113, post-closure permit processing fees should
be reduced for disposal sites that already have an approved post—closure
plan. Alsp, any wmused portion of the fee should be refunded to the
applicant.

Response: The Departmeni agrees, in part, see response to comment from Bob
Gilbert, Ted Molinari, et al above.
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Before the Env1ﬁmmenta1 Quality Commission of the State of Oregon

In the Matter of Ameﬂﬁng

OAR 3%0-102-065 and
CAR 340-105-113 and
Repealing OAR 340120030

Unless otherwise indiﬁxe
to be deleted and mabera

1. Rule 3aem@02m065cﬁ

240102065 h)

)
) Froposed Changes
)
)

d, materizl enclosed in brackets [ ] is proposed
i that is wnderlined is propossd to be added,

proposed to be amended as follows:

Beginning July 1, 1984, each person generating

hazardous waste Sm;l be subject to an annual fee based on the

[volume] weight of
calendar year, Ther
through June 30) ind
for fiscal year?ﬁ%

(2) For the mr

hazaprdous waste genersated during the previous

ee period shall be the state's fiscal year (July 1
shall be paid apnually by July 10, except that
the fee shall be paid by January 1, 1985].

nose of determ;nlng appropriate fess, each

of uﬂlS Division hsed upon the amount of hazapdous waste generated in
the calendar year ldentified in section (1) of this rule except as
otherwise providedin section (5) of this rule.

Table 1
Hazardous Waste Total
Generation Rate ' Fae
[{cu. ft./year)] kMetrlcTons/Year) [{doliars)]

[<+35) ...... <1 .,.e;

[35-991 ..oceve. 1 Dbut 4

L100-299] ...... 3 but ¢
[500"”’999] LI W ‘!5 but
[1,000~4,999] .. 30 but

[>10,000] .... = >28% ..

ﬂ!mfﬁ
[

cseascasanscasanensssersancsuseness N0 Fo&] $100
senevasesncessvscsncasansasnenaoaal$100] oo 300
tessvscsacessccanccasssccsnanssssol350]ease 550
venssessesacassusscscacsssacasasshB23]annss BY5
2 sieeccascosccescasssacesnenasasliB00] .. 1975

[5,000-9,9991 .. 150 but <284

B tiiievcessscasasansasccanaaassal 3500, M BTH
sneewunmew-eu‘ae&eelnnsluueoaﬂlaﬂll[EOOO]ﬂ'!‘ 63350

{3} For the puﬁnse of determining appropriate fees, hazardous

waste [that is used
in the quantity dete

reused, recycled or reclaimed] shall be included
rminations regquired by section (1) of this

rule as follows:

{a) Except as §rov1ded in subsection (b) of this ssction, all

guantities of "l;sted“ and "oharacteristic” hazardous waste shall be

counted that ape:

{4} Accumulated3onnﬁite for any pericd of time prior to

subsequent manasement)

(B) Packaged and transported off-site:

(C)_Placed directly in 2 regulated on-site treatment or dispesal

unit: or
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{D) Generated as still bottoms or sludges and removed from
product storage tanks.

(b) Hazardous wastes shall not be counted that are:

(4) Specifically excluded from regulation under 40 CFR 261.%4 or
261.6;

(B) Continucusly reclaimed on-site without storage prior to
reclamation. (HNote: Any residues resulting from the reclamation
process, as well as spent filter materials, are to be counted);

{C) Managed in an elementary neutralization unit, a totally
enclosed treatment unit, or a wastewater treatment unit:

(D) Discharged directly to a publicly-owned wastewater treatment
works, without first being stored or accumulated (Note: Any such
discharge must be in compliance with applicable federal, state and
local water quality regulations); or ' ,

(E) Already counted once during the calendar month, prior to
being recycled,

(4} In order to determine anmual hazardous waste generation
rates, the Department [intends to] may use generator quarterly reports
required by rule 340-102-041; treatment, storage and disposal reports
required by rule 340-104-075; [and] information derived from manifests
required by 40 CFR 262.20 , and any other relevant information. For
wastes reported in the units of measure other than [cubic feet] metric
tons, the Department will use the following conversion factors: [1.0
cubic feet = T7.48 gallons = 62.4 pounds = 0.03 tons (English) = C.14
drums (55 gallon).] 1.0 metric tons = 1,000 kg = 2,200 1lbs. = 35.25
cubic feet = 264 gallons = 1.10 tons (English) = 4,80 drums (55

gallon).

(5) Owners and operators of hazardous waste treatment, storage
and disposal facilities shall not be subject to the fees required by
section (1) of this rule for any wastes generated as a result of
storing, treating or disposing of wastes upon which an annual
hazardous waste generation fee has slready been paid. Any other
wastes generated by owners and operators of treatment, storage and
disposal facilities are subject to the fees required by section (1) of
this rule. '

(6) 411 fees shall be made payable to the Department of
Envircnmental Quality.

2. Rule 330-105-113 is proposed to be amended as follows:

340-105-113 (1) Filing Fee. A filing fee of $50 shall accompany
each application for issuance, [renewall reissuance or modification
of a hazardous waste management facility or PCB facility permit,
except storage facility permits. This fee is nomrefundable and is in
addition to any application processing fee or annual compliance
determination fee which might be imposed.
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(2) Application Processing Fee. An application processing fee
[varying between $25 and $5,000] shall be submitted with
each hazardous waste management facility or PCB facility permit
application or Authorization to Proceed request, if such a request is
required under OAR 340=120-005. The intent of the application
processing fee is to cover the Department's costs in investigating and
processing the application. For all applications, any portion of the
application processing fee which exceeds the Department's expenses in
reviewing and processing the application shall be refunded to the
applicant. In the case of permit reissuance, a fee is not initially
required with the application. Within sixty days of receipt of the
application, the Department will estimate its costs to reissue the
permit and will bill the applicant for those costs, up to the amount
specified in subsection (2)(b) of this rule. The application will be
considered incomplete and processing will not proceed, until the fee
is paid. In the event that the Department underestimates its costs,
the applicant will be assessed a supplemental fee. The permit shall
not be reissued until all required fees are paid. The total fees paid
shall not exceed the amount specified in subsection (2)(b) of this
rule,

(a) A new [facility (including substantial expansion of an
existing facility)] permit:

(A) Storage facility . o ¢« + « « « ¢+« o« « $ No Fee

(B) Treatment facility [- Recyclingl. . . . . [150] 70,000

[({C) Treatment facility - other than

incineration . « « s « & « o o & o© o4 8 @ 250
(D) Treatment Faeility - ineineration . . . 5001
{C) [(E)] Disposal facility =+ « « « o « « « . o« . [5,000] 70,000
{D) [(F)] Disposal facility - post closure .. . . [2,500] 70,000
{b) Permit [Renewall Reissuance:
(A) Storage facility . . « « o « o © e No Fee
(B} Treatment facility [- recycllng] . . [50] 50,000
[(C) Treatment facility - other than
incineration « . « ¢ o @ « = & 5 o 4 &« 75
(D) Treatment facility - incineration . . . 1751

Lgl [(E)] Disposal facility . . « « + = .+« - [5,000] 50,000
(D) [(F)] Disposal facility - post closure o e e [800] 50,000

{c) Permit Modification - [Changes to Perfcmmance/Technlcal
Standards] major:

(A) Storage facility . « « « « « = e v e Ho Fee
(B) Treatment facility [= recycl:.ng] . (501 500
[(C) Treatment facility - other than
incineration .« « ¢ o o« « & ¢ % & @ 5 ¢ 75
{D} Treatment facility - incirneration . . . 1751
{C) [(E)] Dispomal facility . .+ « « o ¢ « o + o 1,750
(D) [(F)] Disposal facility - post closure . . . . 800

(d) Permit Modification - [Al11 Other Changes not Covered by (2)(c)]
Minor :
411 Categories[, except storage facilities]. . . . [25] No Fee
[(e) Permit Modifications - Department Initiated . . . No Feel
ZF1821 5 -
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(3) Annual Compliance Determination Fee. Except as provided in rule
3U0-105=110(5), [(Jin any case where a facility fits into more than one
category, the permittee shall pay only the highest feel)] as follows:

Total
(a) Storage facility: Fee
(A} 5-55 gallon drums or 250 gallons total
or 2,000 pounds . . . . T =i 850

(B) 5 to 250 - 55 gallon drums or 250 to

10,000 gallona teotal or 2,000 to

80,000 pounds . + .« . o o - e e s e o s s s« o« o[ 1,000] 1,750
(C) >250 =~ 55 gallon drums or >1O 000 gallons

total or >80,000 pounds . . . . . e e e s s s e <« <[2,500] 3,500
(D) ClOSUPE  « v o o o o s o » s o « o o « o ¢ o o« o « o o 1,500

{b) Treatment Facility:
(4) <25 gallons/hour or 50,000 gallon/day
or 6,000 pounds/day . . . s e e s s s o s e o o o[250] 850
(B) 25- 200 gallons/hour or 50, 000 ta
500,000 gallons/day or 6,000 to

60,000 pounds/day . . . s s s s s e o « o o o [1,000] 1,750
(C) »>200 gallons/hour or >500, OOO
gallons/day or >60,000 pounds/day. . « - « -« « « « = 12,5001 3,500

(D} Closure . . . . . e & o s s 4 s o s s s a s s o 3,500

(¢) Disposal Facility:

(4) <750,000 cubic feet/year or

{37,500 tons/year . . . . e s 4 4 s v s = o o « « 100,000
(B) 750,000 to 2,500,000 cubic feet/yedr

or 37,500 to 125,000 tons/year . . . « « =« « s &« &« + 150,000
(C) >2,500,000 cubic feet/year or

>125,000 tons/year . + ¢« « o o & o « = o 5« < « o « » 200,000
(D) ClOSUPE o « « s v o « « o s o o a o o o a = o o » s o 6,000

{d) Disposal Facility - Post Closure:
Bl]l categories . « ¢« o ¢ o 5 o ¢ 8 o 6 @ 5 6 o 8 « ¢ o s « [55000] 6,000

Rule 340=120-030 is proposed to be deleted as follows:

[340-120-030(1) The intent of the permit application fee is to cover the
Department's costs, in investigating and processing the application. For new
hazardous waste and PCB treatment and disposal facilities, the maximum application
processing fee is §70,000. For existing facilities, the maximum fee is $50,000.
These fees include the fees required by Table 1 of Division 105.

(2) Any portion of the application processing fee for a treatment and disposal
facility which exceeds the Department's expenses in reviewing and processing the
application shall be refunded to the applicant.

(3) The fee described in Section (1) is payable upon submission of an

Buthorization to Proceed request, if such a request is required, or a permit
application. ] '
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