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AGENDA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
August 18, 1995
High Desert Museum, south of Bend

Friday, August 18, 1995: Regular Meeting beginning at 9:00 a.m.
Notes: '

Because of the uncertain length of time needed for each agenda item, the
Commission may deal with any item at any time in the meeting. If a specific
time is indicated for an agenda item, an effort will be made to consider that
item as close to that time as possible. However, scheduled times may be
modified if agreeable with participants. Anyone wishing to be heard or
listen to the discussion on any item should arrive at the beginning of the
meeting to avoid missing the item of interest.

~ Public Forum: The Commission will break the meeting at approximately
12:00 p.m. for the Public Forum if there are people signed up to speak.
The Public Forum is an opportunity for citizens to speak to the Commission
on environmental issues and concerns not a part of the agenda for this
meeting. Individual presentations will be limited to 5 minutes. The
Commission may discontinue this forum after a reasonable time if an
exceptionally large number of speakers wish to appear.

A. Approval of Minutes

B. Approval of Tax Credits

C.  Action Item: Revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan as
Amendment to the Oregon Clean Air Act State Implementation and

Rule Clarifications and Housekeeping Amendments to Divisions 25,
28, and 32

E. Information Item: Willamette River Basin Water Quality Study
Phase II

F.  DEQ v. Bolch, et al. HW-SWR-92-241




G. Commissioners’ Report (Oral)
H. Director’s Report (Oral)

10:00 a.m. - FORUM ON GROWTH IN CENTRAL OREGON: A panel

discussion between the EQC and an invited panel from Crook, Deschutes and

Jefferson Counties

"Hearings have already been held on the Rule Adoption items; therefore, any testimony received

will be limited to comments on changes proposed by the Department in response to hearing
testimony. The Commission also may choose to question interested parties present at the
meeting. '

The Commission has set aside September 28-29, 1995, for their next meeting. The location has
not been established.

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

If special physical, language or other accommodations are needed for this meeting, please

advise the Director’s Office, (503)229-5395 (voice)/(503)229-6993 (TTY) as soon as possible
but at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.

August 16, 1995
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
Minutes of the Two Hundred and Forty Third Meeting

April 14, 1995
REGULAR MEETING

The Environmental Quality Commission regular meeting was convened at
9 a.m. on Friday, April 14, 1995, in Conference Room 3A, Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ), 811 S. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon. The
following Commission members were present:

William Wessinger, Chair
Henry Lorenzen, Member
Linda McMahan, Member
Carol Whipple, Member

(Vice Chair Castie was unable to attend this meeting.)

Also present were Lydia Taylor, Interim Director, DEQ, Michael Huston,
Assistant Attorney General, Oregon Department of Justice, and other DEQ staff.

Note: Staff reports represented at this meeting, which contain the Department’s
recommendations, are on file in the Office of the Director, DEQ, 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.
These written materials are incorporated into the minutes of the meeting by
reference.

A. Approval of minutes.
Commissioner Whipple moved approval of the February 16, 1995, special

meeting minutes; Commissioner McMahan seconded the motion. The motion was
“unanimously approved.
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B. Approval of tax credits.

The Department recommended issuance of the following tax credit

($78,865)

applications.
Application | Applicant Description
Number
TC 4220 Source Recycling, Inc. | Areclaimed plastic facility consisting of a |
conveyor sorting system, roll-up door,
($65,390) forklift and baler conveyor belt for
reclaiming and recycling plastic material.
TC 4299 Carmichael Columbia A UST water pollution control facility
Oil, Inc. consisting of four doublewall fiberglass
tanks, piping, spill containment basins, a
($188,988/79%) tank gauge system, float vent valves,
automatic shutoff valves, line leak
detectors, sumps, an oil/water separator,
Stage | vapor recovery equipment and
Stage 1 vapor recovery piping.
TC 4337 Carlton Truck Stop A water pollution control facility
consisting of a Kracher wastewater
($22,110) treatment facility comprised of seitlement,
mixing and filter components.
TC 4342 Ron Larvik, aka A reclaimed plastic facility consisting of
City Garbage Service two 40 yd. drop boxes, four stellar hooks
($6,488) and ten instruction signs.
TC 4345 Portland Willamette, A water pollution control wastewater
Buyers Industries treatment facility consisting of
electroplating, mesh painting and powder
($101,328/95%) coating components.
TC 4346 Consolidated Metco, A water pollution control wastewater
Inc. treatment facility consisting of a natural
($19,500) gas fired Asendor Wastewater
Evaporator.
TC 4351 Kelly Farms, Inc. An air quality field burning facility

consisting of a 162" x 74’ x 27’ steel
structure straw storage building.
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Tax credit application review reports with facility costs over $250,000.

Application Applicant Description
Number
TC 4308 Ore-ida Foods, Inc. | A water pollution control facility consisting
of the redesign and replacement of a
($10,716,986) wastewater treatment system for a
vegetable processing plant.

The Department recommended the Commission approve certification for
the tax credit applications listed above. The Department also recommended
approval of Weyerhaeuser Company’s request for an extension to file a pollution
control facilities tax credit application and revocation of tax credit certificate
2295, Carmichael Columbia Qil, Inc.

Commissioner Lorenzen moved approval of the Department’s
recommendations; Commissioner Whipple seconded the motion. The motion
was unanimously approved.

H. Action item: National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) request for
variance from Total Dissolved Gas (TDG).

On March 27, 1995, the Commission received a petition from the NMFS
seeking a variation to the state’s water quality standard for TDG on the mainstem
Columbia River to enable spill over hydroelectric dams for outmigrating threatened
and endangered salmon smolts. The service sought the variation to allow for a TDG
standard of 115 percent as a daily (12 highest hours) average as monitored at
forebays and a daily (12 highest hours) average of 120 percent as measured in
tailrace monitors below the dams. The variation was requested to begin on April 29
through August 31, 1995,

The Department recommended the Commission grant the petition, subject to
implementation of the physical and biological monitoring regime as detailed in the
monitoring plan submitted by the NMFS dated April 7, 1995, and to:

1) -Approve arevised TDG standard for the Columbia River from midnight on
April 19, 1995, to midnight on August 31, 1995;
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2)  Approve a TDG standard for the Columbia River of a daily average of 115
percent as measured at established monitors at the forebay of the next
dam downstream for the spilling dam during this time. In the case of
Bonneville Dam, the measurement shall be taken at Camas/Washougal;

3) Approve a further modification of the TDG standard for the Columbia
River to allow for a daily average of 120 percent as measured at
established tailrace monitors below the spilling dams during this time. In
the case of Bonneville Dam, the measurement shall be taken at
Warrendale/Skamania.

4)  Approve a cap on TDG for the Columbia River during the spill program of
125 percent based on the highest two hours during the 12 highest hourly
measurements per calendar day during the time; and

5) Require the Director to halt the spill program if either 15 percent of the
fish examined show signs of gas bubble trauma in their non-paired fins or
5 percent of the fish examined show signs of gas bubble trauma in their
non-paired fins where more than 25 percent of the surface area of the fin
is occluded by gas bubbles; whichever is the less.

Chair Wessinger said that the petitioner, the NMFS would present their
position, then two panels, one supporting the petition made up of Oregon Fish
and Wildlife (ODFW) and Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission (CRITF)
and the other opposing the petition made up of Chris Anderson, Associate
Professor of Fisheries of the University of Washington and Larry Fidler, Aspen
Applied Sciences, would speak to the Commission. At the conclusion of the
panels, staff would make a presentation and recommendation. Chair Wessinger
said the purpose of the panel was to have opposing viewpoints and experts
available to assist the Commission in reaching a decision.

Dr. Witliam Stelle, Director of the NMFS for the Northwest Region, told
the Commission that the overall goal of the recovery effort is to improve salmon
survivals in the system, short and long term. Dr. Stelle said that in making a
judgment about appropriate exposure levels to gas supersaturation, he advised
the NMFS professional staff that they should analyze the risk from gas
exposures. He said a gas level and this waiver should not be treated as a
surrogate for the spill program being implemented by the U. S. Corps of
Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation and that the request should not be used
as a surrogate in regard to transportation of fish.
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Dr. Stelle concluded by saying the spill program can be improved. He
said that by improving the spillways, more fish can be moved with less water
more safely with less gas bubbles. Dr. Stelie also urged Washington, Oregon
and Idaho to agree on the decision about this waiver request.

Dr. Douglas DeHart, Assistant Director for Fisheries, Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), and Ron Boyce, Fish Passage Program Manager,
ODFW, spoke to the Commission about ODFW's review and recommendations
for the rule modification request. Dr. DeHart said that the ODFW supports the
rule modification request by the NMFS. He highlighted points of his testimony
that he gave at the public hearing held on April 7, 1995.

Dr. DeHart said the ODFW has looked at the CRiSP model analysis work
that was presented at the April 7 public hearing. He said this particular model
approach was extremely sensitive to assumptions. Dr. DeHart said that the
ODFW believes this level of uncertainty and sensitivity has not been clearly
explained to the Department and Commission.

Concluding, Dr. DeHart said that the NMFS has worked hard to develop a
comprehensive monitoring and evaluation program and have consulted ODFW
and others in the developing the program.

Ted Strong, Executive Director of the Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish
Commission (CRITFC), told the Commission that the beneficial uses of the
Columbia River have been to the detriment of the Native peoples along the river
even though treaties are not to be subordinated by any state. He talked about
the historical flows when salmon returns were substantial. Mr. Strong said that
water pollution in the forebays has affected the fish. He said that for Native
peoples salmon is their economy, culture, religion and way of life. He concluded
‘by saying that the need for the salmon to survive is a need for sovereign
governments to represent the well being of their peoples and thoughts.

Dr. Larry Fidler, Aspen Applied Sciences, and Chris Anderson, University
of Washington, spoke to the Commission. Dr. Fidler suggested an aiternative to
. the NMFS spill program which consisted of incremental spills. Jim Anderson
spoke to the Commission about the CRiSP model. He also indicated that the
" incremental approach was a good alternative.
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Commissioner Whipple moved approval of the Department’s
recommendations and findings, incorporating a revision made by
Commissioner Lorenzen to recommendation (v), page 6, of the staff report :

Old Wording
(V) Require that the Director halt the spill program if:

either 15 percent of the fish examined show signs of gas
bubble trauma in their non-paired fins;

or five percent of the fish examined show signs of gas
bubble trauma in their non-paired fins where more than 25
percent of the surface area of the fin is occluded by ga
bubbles. :

Which ever is the less.
New Wording

...that the Director halt the spill program if any outmigrating smolts,
returning adults, or resident fish populations show signs of gas
bubble trauma indicating significant risk of harm.

Commissioner McMahan seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously
approved.

Note: Agenda ltem E and G were considered next.
E. Action item: City of Portland’s combined sewer overflow final plan.

Under terms of the August 1994 Amended Stipulation and Final Order
(ASFO) signed by the City of Portland and the Commission, the City submitted a
Final Facilities Plan pertaining to control of the Combined Sewer Overflows
{CS0s). The ASFO specifies that final approval of the controi strategies and
schedules to eliminate untreated CSO discharges will be made by the
Commission.
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The Department recommended the Commission approve the Control
Strategies and Schedule set forth in the CSO Final Facilities Plan and that the
Commission emphasize that the objective of the CSO Control Program is the
attainment of water quality standards and protection of beneficial uses.

Neil Mullane, Water Quality Manager in the Department’s Northwest
Region Office, introduced this item to the Commission. Richard Santner of the
Northwest Region water quality staff presented an overview of the staff report.
Mr. Santner noted that the ASFO between the City and Commission required
Commission approval of the Final CSQO Facilities Plan.

Mr. Santner described the facilities the City proposed to build to meet
CSO control requirements set forth in the Order. In conclusion, staff
characterized the Final CSO Facilities Plan and the proposed CSO controf
program as appropriate and responsive to the requirements of the Order.

Dean Marriott, Director of the City’s Bureau of Environmental Services,
briefly addressed the Commission. He expressed appreciation to the
Department for its cooperation during development of the Final Plan. Mr.
Marriott explained the progress the City was making on the roof disconnection
program and public education concerning CSOs and clean rivers.

Commissioner Lorenzen moved adoption of the Department's staff report
recommendation; Commissioner Whipple seconded the motion. The motion was
unanimously approved (three yes votes.)

PUBLIC FORUM

Larry Tuttle indicated he would suspend promotion of his proposed bad
actor chemical mining rule until the end of the legislative session due to his
opinion that Department staff supported Senate Bill 829 (which requires that a
mine be issued a permit based on the rules in place at the time of application).
Interim Director Taylor said the bill was not created by the Department but that
the Department was asked to provide factual comments.
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G. Action item: request for Commission action on Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) between the EQC and Oregon Department of
Agriculture (ODA), regarding Combined Animal Feeding Operations
(CAFO).

Recently enacted state law (Chapter 567 Oregon Laws 1993, Senate
Bill 1008) requires the Commission and Oregon Department of Agriculture to
enter into a MOA providing for the QDA to operate a CAFO waste management
program, allowing the ODA to perform any function of the DEQ (including final
enforcement actions) relating to CAFOs and allowing the ODA to impose civil
penalties on owners or operators of CAFO facilities for failure to comply with
water quality requirements. The current MOA does not fully satisfy the
legislative intent of the 1993 law.

The Department presented a staff report and proposed MOA between the
EQC and the ODA for administration of the statewide CAFO wastewater control
program. The Department recommended the EQC enter into the MOA and
authorize the Director to sign the agreement on behalf of the Commission.

Stephanie Hallock , Administrator of the Department's Eastern Regional
Office, gave a brief overview of the background of the CAFO program and
provided highlights of the proposed MOA. Chuck Craig, Assistant Administrator,
Natural Resources Division, ODA, presented some information to the
Commission about how the ODA would administer the program. He also spoke
about the two full-time and two half-time positions available in the ODA for this
program.

Commissioner Whipple asked about enforcing the rules in regard to
hobby farms. Mr. Craig indicated that the ODA did not have enforcement
capabilities for those facilities and said that ODA would refer those facilities to
the DEQ for enforcement.

Commissicner Lorenzen moved approval of the request for Commission
action on MOA between the EQC and ODA in regard to the CAFQ;
Commissioner McMahan seconded the motion. The motion as unanimously
approved (three yes votes). Additionally, the Commission authorized the Interim
Director to sign the MOA.

Note: Chair Wessinger was unable to attend the remainder of the
: meeting. Commissioner Lorenzen presided as acting chair.

)
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C. Rule adoption: Temporary rule, revision of Divisions 94 and 95,
solid waste rules for municipal and non-municipal solid waste.

On March 31, 1995, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
amended the financial assurance rules for municipal solid waste landfills to grant a
two-year delay in the financial assurance requirements for closure and post-closure
care of solid waste {andfills. Because the federal Subtitle D landfill requirements
were adopted by reference in Oregon, the Department believes that the state should
adopt the new federal date for consistency with federal requirements and to provide
landfill permittees greater time to develop or acquire sufficient financial assurance.
The Department’s proposal will impact both municipal and non-municipal fandfills
equally.

Mary Wahi, Administrator of the Department’'s Waste Management and
Cleanup Division, introduced this item to the Commission. She said the rule
amendments would delay the effective date of financial assurance requirements to
April 9, 1995.

Commissioner Whipple moved approval of the temporary rules, along with
supporting findings on the need for temporary rules; Commissioner McMahan
seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved (three yes votes).

D. Rule adoption: Lakeview PM, control plan, revision to the Oregon
Clean Air Act State Implementation Plan (SIP).

The Lakeview PM;, Control Plan includes emission control strategies for
the town of Lakeview, whose ambient air quality violates the federal air quality.
health standard for respirable particulate (PM4g). The plan is designed to bring
Lakeview into compliance with standards by the Clean Air Act attainment
deadline of December 31, 1998. The plan also includes the following:

¢ the Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) Smoke Management Plan to
add a revisions to L.akeview Voluntary Special Protection Zone (SPZ) for
prescribed burning;

e housekeeping and conform rule amendments.

Amendments to the Smoke Management Plan also eliminate SPZs for the
Grants Pass and Eugene-Springfield PMy; nonattainment areas which have
achieved attainment with the PM;, standard.
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The Department recommended the Commission adopt the Lakeview PMy,
Control Plan and associated rule amendments as presented in Attachment A of
the staff report.

Greg Green, Administrator of the Department’s Air Quality Division, and
David Collier of the Air Quality Division, presented this item to the Commission.

Commissioner McMahan moved approval of the Department’s
recommendation; Commissioner Whipple seconded the motion. The motion was
unanimously approved (three yes votes).

L Commissioner reports.

There were no Commission reports.

J. Director’s report.

Proposal to Form a Willamette Valley Livability Council. Under a
recommendation from an advisory committee to the Oregon Transportation
Commission’s Willamette Valley Transportation Strategy (WVTS) project, the
Commission would be represented on a Willamette Valley Livability Council. This
council is envisioned as primarily educational—addressing on a valley-wide basis
growth issues related to transportation, land-use and the environment. Council
members would primarily be local and regional elected officials, plus members from
key state commissions—the EQC, Oregon Transportation Commission, Land
Conservation and Development Commission and Oregon Economic Development
Commission.

The recommendation to form the Council came from the Willamette Valley
Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (VPACT). The 24-member committee
has been meeting monthly since September 1993 to:

« Explore the need for greater transportation coordination in the valley.

» Prepare a recommendation for the Oregon Transportation Commission
on how valley-wide coordination might be instituted.

o Develop a strategy for implementing priority transportation
improvements in the valley, as outfined in the Oregon Transportation
Plan.
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Dave Bishop of Oregon Department of Transportation, project manager
for the WVTS project, briefly spoke to the Commission about this proposal.

Clackamas County Case Marks First for Environmental Crimes Act. The first
felony conviction and sentencing under Oregon’s 1993 Environmental Crimes
Act took place recently in Clackamas County Circuit Court. The company
president and corporate entity of Surgichrome Inc., a Clackamas chrome-plating
firm, pleaded guilty to two felony counts of first-degree unlawful disposal of
hazardous waste in connection with several years of chromium contamination of
soil and groundwater. Under plea agreements that included provisions
negotiated with the DEQ, the defendants were ordered to pay a $30,000 fine to a
neighbor whose well water was contaminated and $3,000 a month to the DEQ
until the contamination is cleaned up. They also were placed on five years’
probation and ordered to perform 100 hours of community service. The
agreement was designed to allow Surgichrome to stay in business so it can
repay DEQ for the cleanup costs, estimated at $1.25 million. The defendants
accepted responsibility for the contamination and have cooperated in the
cleanup.

1994 DEQ Enforcement Accomplishments Report Issued. The DEQ has issued
the 1994 Enforcement Accomplishments Report—the fifth annual report on the
agency’s enforcement activities. In 1994, the number of civil penalties issued for
violations, as well as the amount of penalties assessed, exceeded any previous
year: the DEQ issued 160 civil penalties for a total of $1,265,251 in penalties
assessed. In 1993--the next highest year—DEQ issued 146 actions for a total of
$1,228,536 in penalties.

The report also describes how enforcement activities are being complemented
with technical assistance and pollution prevention programs that help
businesses achieve compliance without the threat of a civil penalty. For
example, a 1994 DEQ Northwest Region Technical Assistance Qutreach
Program visited 470 businesses to help them obtain compliance with hazardous
waste regulations. A similar program is under way in the Western Region.

Western Region Hazardous Waste Technical Assistance “Blitz.” As mentioned
above, DEQ Western Region is in the middle of a hazardous waste technical
assistance outreach program. When completed, this “blitz” will have offered
technical assistance to every small quantity generator of hazardous waste in the
region. The Department believes this is really the most effective way to achieve
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a high degree of hazardous waste regulatory compliance. Results so far include
one company that saved $35,000 a year in disposal costs.

Lower Columbia River Nominated for National Estuary Program. The governors
of Oregon and Washington have completed nominating the iower Columbia
River to the National Estuary Program. This EPA program focuses on protecting
and restoring the health of estuaries while supporting economical and
recreational activities. If the lower Columbia is included, it will mean federal
funding for continued research and planning for specific activities designed to
protect the river. EPA will decide the nominations this summer. Oregon already
has one national estuary, Tillamook Bay, designated in 1992.

Water Conference on Bear Creek Issues. On Thursday, April 20, the DEQ will
participate in a Conference on Water sponsored by the Rogue Valley Council of
Governments. The conference will deal with Bear Creek water quality issues
and the possibility of re-using effluent from sewage treatment plants for irrigation
purposes.

Legislature Gets Feedback on Portland Air Quality Maintenance Plan. A
legislative task force chaired by Representative Tom Brian of Washington
County was convened to examine air quality strategies contained in the Portland

. . Metropolitan Area Ten-Year Maintenance Plan. (The EQC has been briefed by

Air Quality Planning Manager John Kowalczyk on elements of this plan.) Public
testimony was heavily in favor of strategies included in the plan. While many
expressed reservations about certain aspects of the plan, nearly all agreed that
the plan was well-balanced—that it targeted all sources of pollution and probably
was the best overall approach. Expanded /M boundaries and parking ratios are
the most controversial aspects of the plan. Representative Leslie Lewis of
Newberg has introduced a bill that would roll back the vehicle inspection
boundaries to its previous borders.

Oxy-Fuel Program Ends for Season. The third year of DEQ’s oxygenated fuel
program ended as of March 1 in areas where the gas blend is sold every winter
from November 1 to the end of February to help reduce local carbon monoxide
pollution problems (Portland area, Yamhill County, Jackson County, Grants
Pass, Klamath Falls). Last year, we saw reductions of up to 20 percent in
carbon monoxide emissions because of oxy-fuels. This past season, the DEQ
received only four complaints about oxy-fuels.
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Title V Update—Oregon Still Out in Front. Thanks to cooperation from Oregon
businesses and hard work by Oregon permit writers, Oregen is on its way to
being the first state to issue a Title V Operating Permit under the federal Clean
Air Act Amendments of 1990. Five draft permits have advanced through the
public comment period. The proposed permits have been forwarded to the EPA
for review—the first to be submitted from any state. The five proposed permits
are for Ash Grove Cement Company, Crown Beverage Packaging, Northwest
Aluminum, Pacific Gas Transmission Company and Portland General Electric.

DEQ Project Picked for EPA Environmental Leadership Program. A joint
proposal from DEQ and WMX Technologies Inc., operator of Arlington’s
Columbia Ridge landfill and hazardous waste disposal facility, has been
selected as a demonstration project for EPA’s new Environmental Leadership
Program. The White House has designated this program as one of its top
priorities for “Reinventing Environmental Regulations.” The DEQ-WMX project
is designed to show how a facility can work in cooperation with regulatory
agencies to achieve a high standard of compliance and environmental
performance. The project will also seek to transfer information about innovative
and successful environmental management approaches to other industries and
regulatory agencies.

Household Hazardous Waste and CEG Collection Events Under Way. The DEQ
has launched ancther season of household hazardous waste collection events,
in cooperation with local Oregon communities. Seventeen events are scheduled
around the state; the first was held April 1 in Florence. The collection events
give local residents a chance to dispose of hazardous materials properly—from
auto batteries and antifreeze to paints and pesticides. When this year's events
are completed in June, there will be only five of Oregon’s 36 counties where a
collection event has not been held.

fn connection with the household hazardous waste events, collections are also
scheduled this spring at eight locations around the state for “conditionally
exempt generators” of hazardous waste. These are businesses that generate
less than 220 pounds of hazardous waste per month. DEQ held seven CEG
collection events last year. Over 100 small business took part, safely disposing
of more than 55,000 pounds of hazardous waste. DEQ is also coordinating
special collection events this spring in Pendleton and in McMinnville where
agricultural producers can safely dispose of pesticides.
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Hearing Authorizations:

» Adoption by Reference of Federal Hazardous Waste Regulations. The
proposed rules adopt by reference federal hazardous waste regulations
enacted between July 1, 1993, and April 1, 1995, This would include
permanent adoption of the land disposal restriction universal treatment
standards for toxicity characteristic waste. The proposed rules also would
adopt housekeeping changes to state regulations, including clarification
of the legal status of the federal mixture and derived-from rules in Oregon.

F. Action item: Petition for reconsideration of limited party
status/appeal of hearings officer decision in the matter of Ross Bros.
Construction, SWP-WR-94-.274.

Petitioners are nearby land owners with interest in the outcome of a DEQ
solid waste contested case. The Petitioners were granted limited party status by
the hearings officer in this contested case. This is an appeal from the
December 28, 1994, EQC Hearings Officer Order granting limited party status,
without the right of cross-examination to the 12 intervenors. The intervenors are
seeking party status with the ability to cross-examine witnesses to the contested
case proceeding. '

On December 29, 1994 the Commission’s hearings officer, Lawrence Smith,
issued an Order granting limited party status to 12 individuals seeking party status
(intervenors) in the Contested Case SW-WR-94-274. The Order allowed limited
party status to the intervenors with one restriction being that the intervenors would
not have the right of cross examination. The intervenors appealed to the EQC,
requesting that the EQC allow them the right of cross examination.

The hearings officer presented the rationale for limiting the party status to not
include the right of cross examination to the EQC. The hearings officers' experience
was that limiting the intervenors to direct testimony only and limiting the right of
cross examination would lead to a more efficient hearings process. The hearings
officer believed that the Department's Enforcement Section representative could be
effective in presenting the intervenors' questions and concerns.

The attorney for Ross Bros. & Company, Inc. presented testimony in support
of the Hearings Officer's decision.
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Commissioner Whipple moved that the parties be granted party status; the
motion died for lack of a second. Commissioner McMahan moved approval to
uphold the hearing's officer's opinion; the motion was approved with :
Commissicners Lorenzen and McMahan voting yes and Commissioner Whipple
voting no.

Acting Chair Lorenzen suggested a compromise that would allow the
intervenors the right of cross examination with the limit placed upon the intervenors
that one intervenor be appointed by the intervenors to asked all of the questions.
Commissioner Whipple moved approval of the compromise;

Commissioner McMahan seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously
approved.

There was no further business, and the meeting adjourned at 2 p.m.
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

Minutes of the Two Hundred and Forty-Fourth Meeting
May 18, 1995

Regular Meeting

The Environmental Quality Commission regular meeting was convened at
9 a.m. on Thursday, May 18, 1995, in Conference room 3A, Oregon Department
of Environmental Quality (DEQ), 811 S. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon. The
following commission members were present:

William Wessinger, Chair
Emery Castle, Vice Chair
Linda McMahan, Member
Carol Whipple, Member
Henry Lorenzen, Member

Also present were Michael Huston, Assistant Attorney General, Oregon
Department of Justice, Lydia Taylor, Interim Director, DEQ, Langdon Marsh,
Director, DEQ, and other DEQ staff.

Note: Staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Department's
recommendations, are on file in the Office of the Director, 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.
These written materials are incorporated in the minutes of the meeting by
reference.

Chair Wessinger called the meeting to order. He welcomed new Director,
Langdon Marsh, and thanked Lydia Taylor for her tenure as Interim Director.
Carolyn Young, acting legislative liaison, gave a brief legislative status report and
talked about bills affecting the Department.
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A. Approval of minutes.

Commissioner Castle moved approval of the March 3, 1995, regular
meeting minutes and March 11, 1995, special conference call meeting minutes;
Commissioner Whipple seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously
approved.

B. Approval of tax credits.

The Department recommended the Commission approve issuance of the
tax credit certificates listed below. '

Application Number Applicant Description
TC 4106 Dinihanian A plastic product
Manufacturing, Inc. reclamation facility
($13,322) consisting of a CD-100
: Con Air plastic resin
dryer for drying
granuilated

polycarbonate bottles
for the manufacture of
plastic wreath frames.

TC 4320 Willamette Beverage A water pollution

Co. ($89,313) control wastewater
pretreatment pH
neutralization facility.

TC 4340 Weyerhaeuser An industrial solid
Company ($117,257) waste landfill facility
consisting of a french
drain system including
pumps and control
equipment to direct
leachate from the
landfill to holding
ponds, thereby
avoiding groundwater
contamination.

TC 4352 Templeton Enterprises, | A waste pollution
Inc. {($1,895) control facility
consisting of an
automobile coolant
recycling machine.
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Application Number Applicant Description

TC 4369 Roger Neuschwander An air quality field
($7,515) burning facility
consisting of an
Artsway 2400 land
leveler.

TC 4374 William J. Stellmacher | An air quality field
($56,348/86 percent) burning facility
consisting of a John
Deere 4960 225 hp
tractor.

TC 4378 Roy Dean Bowers An air quality field
($90,000) burning facility

' consisting of a John
Deere 4960 225 hp
tractor.

The Department also requested the Commission grant a request by the
Weyerhaeuser Company for an extension (to September 1, 1995) to file an
application for pollution control tax credit relief and that the Commission revoke
certificate 2295, which provided tax credit relief for a facility that is replaced by
equipment claimed in TC 4299, a tax credit request recommended for approval
in this report. '

Commissioner McMahan moved approval of the Department’s
recommendations; Commissioner McMahan seconded the motion. The motion
was unanimously approved.

C. Adopting federal hazardous waste regulations by reference,
including permanent adoption of the federal land disposal restriction
universal treatment standards and treatment standards for toxicity
characteristic waste; and adoption of housekeeping changes that
correct and clarify state regulations.

On September 19, 1994, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) promulgated a final rule amending the hazardous waste land disposal
restrictions (LDR). To reduce confusion about whether federal or state
standards were in effect in Oregon, the Commission temporarily adopted the
federal LDR rule changes on December 2, 1994. The federal rule and temporary
state rule both became effective on December 18, 1994, since, however, the
state rule is temporary, it will expire on June 16, 1995, unless adopted
permanently.
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The Department continues to align its program with the federal program
by adopting all federal regulations promulgated between July 1, 1993, and
April 1, 1995, and to correct and clarify its state-only regulations.

The Department recommended the Commission adopt the amendments
and deletions as presented in Attachment A of the staff report. Mary Wahl,
Administrator of the Department’'s Waste Management and Cleanup Division
(WMCD), and Roy Brower of the WMCD presented this item to the Commission.

Commissioner Castle moved approval of the Department’
recommendation; Commissioner Lorenzen seconded the motion. The motion
was unanimously approved,

D. Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) area source rules for the Portland
ozone maintenance plan and housekeeping amendments.

These regulations will establish limits for the amount of VOCs that can be
used in a variety of paint and consumer products available in the Portland air
quality maintenance area. The rules also require use of high-efficiency spray
guns and spray gun cleaning equipment at Portland area automotive refinishing
activities.

The proposed rule package affects motor vehicle refinishing, consumer
products, spray paint and architectural coatings and will provide the first VOC
reductions needed to support the ozone maintenance plan. Housekeeping
amendments update the definition of VOC and remove an unintended
requirement for categorical Reasonable Available Control Technology (RACT)
regulations.

The Department recommended the Commission adopt the proposed
regulations to ensure that the early VOC reductions produced by these rules are
available for the full maintenance plan period. Greg Green, Air Quality
Administrator, provided a brief summary about this issue. Dave Nordberg and
Andy Ginsburg, Air Quality Division (AQD), presented the item.

John Powell, representing the Cosmetic, Toiletry and Fragrance
Association, told the Commission that the association supports the proposed
rule. He indicated the VOC reductions could be accomplished without consumer
bans. Mr. Powell added, however, that the association did disagree with one
item which would allow the Department to inspect manufacturing plants.
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Commissioner Lorenzen moved approval of the Department's
recommendation; Commissioner McMahan seconded the motion. The motion
was unanimously approved.

E. Oregon Title V operating permit fee increase.

Costs of implementing and administering the federal operating permit
program in Oregon have increased due fo inflation. The permitting program
must remain 100 percent self-supporting through fees assessed on the regulated
facilities so that Oregon can retain federal approval status; a fee increase is
necessary to maintain this self-sufficiency.

The rule amendments will raise the annual base fee from $2,500 a year to
$2,569 a year, and the emissions fee from $29.26 a ton based on an increase of
2.7 percent in the U. 8. Consumer Price Index since the last rule adoption.
These fees are charged to regulated major industrial sources.

The Department recommended the Commission adopt the rule
amendments regarding increases in the annual fees for major industrial air
emissions sources as presented in Attachment A of the staff report. Greg Green
and Gregg Lande, AQD, presented this item.

Commissioner Whipple moved approval of the Department's
recommendation; Commissioner Castle seconded the motion. The motion was
unanimously approved.

F. Boundary descriptions: air quality control regions and
nonattainment and maintenance areas of Oregon.

This rulemaking will give the Department and public greater certainty
when dealing with air quality control areas. The proposed rules provide legal
definitions for boundaries that already exist but often only in the form of maps.

The Department recommended the Commission adopt the rules as
presented in Attachment A of the staff report.

Commissioner McMahan moved approval of the proposed rules;
Commissioner Whipple seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously
approved.

G. Adoption by reference of federal Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP)
program rules and HAP emission standards.
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The Department is proposing to adopt by reference specific federal
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS). In
addition to the general provisions common to all NESHAP standards, the
proposed rule will set Maximum Available Control Technology (MACT) for seven
industrial source categories.

The Department recommended the Commission adopt the federal
NESHAP presented in Attachment A of the staff report. Greg Green and
John Kinney, AQD, presented this item to the Commission.

Commissioner Lorenzen moved approval of the Department’s
recommendations; Commissioner Whipple seconded the motion. The motion
was unanimously approved.

H. Amendments to Division 32 Hazardous Air Pollutants and Division 33
licensing and certification ashestos requirements.

Amendments proposed in Division 32 and 33 are required to maintain
EPA approval of the Department’s ashestos certification program under the
revised Model Accreditation Program (MAP) specified by the Asbestos School
Hazard Abatement Reauthorization Act (ASHARA).

Amendments proposed in Division 32 would create an annual notification
fee option for nonfriable asbestos abatement projects. Schools, colleges and
other regulated facilities would benefit by paying annually and reducing
administrative costs. ‘

The Department recommended the Commission adopt the amendments
to Division 32 Hazardous Air Pollutants and Division 33 Licensing and
Certification Asbestos Requirements as presented in Attachment A of the staff
report. Messrs. Green and Lande, AQD, presented this item to the Commission.

Commissioner Whipple moved approval of the Department’s
recommendation; Commissioner McMahan seconded the motion. The motion
was unanimously approved.

I Commissioner reports.

Commissioner McMahan talked about a report from a national database
started by The Nature Conservancy. She said the chart had been developed on
endangered and threatened species. She said what was salient to her was the
high percentage of endangerment among water dwelling creatures such as
crayfish, mussels, freshwater fish and amphibians and how this related to the
spill program considered by the Commission.
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Note: At this time of the meeting, Mike Downs, Water Quality Administrator,
indicated that the Direct Services Industries (DS1) had wanted to speak to
the Commission during the Public Forum section of the meeting about this
issue. Chair Wessinger asked Mr. Downs to contact all the parties
involved and ask if they could attend the meeting at 10:30 instead of
11:30 so that the issue could be taken up during the Director's Report.

In the meantime, Chair Wessinger asked Mr. Marsh to talk about
States/EPA meeting. Mr. Marsh said that state programs have matured to more
of a co-equal partnership with the EPA. He said state directors have been
calling for more equality in partnering for many years. Mr. Marsh said that
emphasis would be on continuous environmental improvement while
incorporating pollution prevention, multi-media and ecosystem concermns in the
agreements negotiated between the states and EPA.

Mr. Marsh said he will participate with EPA assistant administrators to
develop national performance indicators that would be used as benchmarks in all
state programs. Each state would negotiate additional performance indicators
relevant to that state. Also, this program would allow states and the federal
government to explain to the public what work is being done and progress being
made. '

Mr. Marsh talked about the proposed changes to the Clean Water Act
(CWA). He said the greatest rollback is in wetlands protection but that the water
quality standards section gives the states more flexibility in establishing
standards relevant to a particular water body or shed. However, he said, the
standards provide no federal benchmark for assurance that minimal water quality
levels be achieved. He added that the standards also introduce a net benefits
test into technology standards.

J. Director’s report.
Lydia Taylor reported to the Commission on the following items.

DEQ and OPEU Strike

The DEQ was not directly affected by the Oregon Public Employees
Union strike since the Department is represented by AFSCME instead of
OPEU. However, ten DEQ managers volunteered and were deployed to
the Department of Human Resources to help provide critical services
otherwise performed by striking employees. The DEQ managers were
assigned to the State Hospital and Children's Services Division. They
returned to the DEQ when the strike was called. Negotiations with both
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OPEU and AFSCME are continuing. The state's contracts with both
unions expire June 30.

DEQ Budget and Legislative News

The DEQ budget for the 1995-87 biennium was passed out of the Natural
Resources Ways and Means subcommittee; no cuts were made to the
Department’s base budget. The subcommittee approved the addition of
50 positions to the base budget and required the Depariment to seek
Emergency Board approval of 12 more positions. The DEQ had
requested 84 new positions. The Willamette River Study in Water Quality
was the only program effort lost which was cut to backfill behind a roll-
back of the industrial waste permit fee. The Department’s budget will go
to the full committee and then to the full House and Senate.

Other L egislative news: A new bill on the air quality plan for the Portland
area was introduced. The bill would limit the Vehicle Inspection Program
boundary to the tri-county area and make parking ratios voluntary only.
Other important bills pending as the Legislature moves toward closure
include changes to the rigid plastic container law and changes to the
Environmental Cleanup Program. Senate Joint Resolution 12 would refer
to Oregon voters a requirement that the Legislature approve
administrative rules for all state agencies. The bill would affect rules
passed by the Commission. Because SJR 12 is a referral to the voters,
the bill cannot be vetoed by the Governor.

Columbia River Voluntary Spill Program

At this time in the Director's Report, the Commission considered the
Columbia River Voluntary Spill Program. Chair Wessinger indicated for
the record that the Commission asked for discussion of this issue as an
informational item since they granted the Director authority to make
changes in the spill program. Because this item was found to be of public
interest, the Commission indicated they wanted to hear what people had
to say.

As an introduction, Department staff said the Columbia River spill program
continues to be contentious. While the Commission granted a waiver to
the state's water quality standard for total dissolved gas, levels exceeding
the waiver limits were detected in the forebays and tailraces of spilling
dams. The Department contacted the U. S. Corps of Engineers (Corps)
and received assurances the spill program would be managed so that
dissolved gas remains within the allowed levels. The Department




Environmental Quality Commission Minutes
Page 9
May 18, 1995

contacted the Assistant Attorney General's (AAG’s) Office to develop an
appropriate compliance response should violations continue.

Additionally, the Department continues oversight of the biological
monitoring program. Although the primary means of detecting gas bubble
symptoms is still the lateral line and on-paired fins, the Department noted
that internal examinations of gill lamellae of outmigrating smolts are being
conducted. The fisheries agencies believe the lateral line and non-paired
fins provide a more reliable correlation to gas bubble trauma than internal
signs. While satisfied with the biological monitoring at this stage, the
Department continues active participation in the program. No significant
fish mortalities are evident in Oregon at this time but the Department is
concerned with the incident at lce Harbor Dam in Idaho that involved
extremely high dissolved gas levels and substantial fish deaths.

James Buchal, Ball, Janik and Novack, representing the Direct Services
Industries (DSI), said even though the Corps maintains an extensive
system of monitoring stations, measurements do not correctly reflect what
is happening on the river. Mr. Buchal said this is known due to the recent
fish kill at the Ice Harbor Dam. He said the Corps monitors (located three
to four miles upriver from the net pens) could not possibly show
compliance with the Commission’s waiver sirice fish were dying in the pen
below the monitoring station.

Mr. Buchal said the TDG level is too high and should be cut back. He
said the Commission order authorized the Director to reduce spill if
significant evidence of damage is shown; however, significant evidence of
damage has not been defined. He said the best result would be to cut
back TDG levels either to 110 or 115 percent or provide the Director with
guidance to significant evidence of harm.

Mr. Buchal concluded by saying the Corps is spilling at all eight projects
but the spills cost money and do not help the fish.
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Mike Downs, Administrator of the Department’'s Water Quality Division
(WQD), said two problems exist: first, the Commission waiver is being
exceeded in terms of TDG levels in the forebays and tailraces and,
second, a definition of significant evidence of damage is not clear. He
said the Department told the Corps that exceeding the waiver was not
acceptable and approved levels are expected to be achieved. He said the
Department has contacted the AAG’s Office about formal action to ensure
that approved levels are maintained.

Mr. Downs said that the NMFS, under the Endangered Species Act,
makes recommendations to the Corps about flow and spill levels and
about when spilling should occur; nonetheless, he said, the Corps
operates the dams and is also responsible for spill levels.

Russell Harding, WQD, said the Corps contacted the Department when
the dissolved gas levels in the forebays at McNary Dam exceeded the 115
percent level. He said the Corps tried o manage the spill further
upstream in ldaho to help reduce gas levels. He said a communications
structure has been established as a result of last year’s spill and is
working very well; all agencies have been responsive when difficulties
have occurred. '

Gene Foster, WQD, described the fish kill at the ice Harbor Dam and
talked about the studies made at the net pens below the Bonneville Dam.
He said that physical monitoring problems occurring at lce Harbor by the
Corps became apparent when net pen studies indicated the stationary
dissolved gas monitor at the tailrace at Ice Harbor was reading low. He
said the monitor was replaced but the monitor continues to read low. He
also discussed internal and external fish examination technigues.

Russell Harding concluded by saying the Department is concerned about
any fish mortalities but that the Ice Harbor fish kill had appeared to be an
isolated case. He said the concern at this point is violation of the waiver.
He said the Department would recommend halting the spill if those
conditions cited in April 17 staff report recommendations are met; that is,
either 15 percent of the fish examined show signs of gas bubble trauma or
that 5 percent of the fish examined show signs of gas bubble trauma in
the non-paired fins where more that 25 percent of the surface area of the
fin shows signs of gas bubble trauma.
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Commissioner Lorenzen asked why the Department was changing the
methodology of determining action when an expert panel could not agree
oh appropriate levels. Gene Foster said that data recently collected
indicates a low correlation between internal gas bubble disease signs with
maortality but that external signs correlate better with mortality in regard to
fall Chinook. He said this data has not been released or published and
species differences could occur, thus creating the shift from internal signs.

Mr. Downs said that due to the spring season, more water than can be
held in the basin will have to be released through the turbines. This
release may create a greater spill than the NMFS would request. He said
the Department will be working with the Corps and others on developing
recommendations since the NMFS may need to mitigate the resulting high
TDG levels.

Concluding, Mr. Buchal said that as the data show fish continue to die,
benefits of spill need to be reconsidered.

DEQ Testifies at Congressional Hearing

John Ruscigno, manager of the Air Quality Program Operations Section,
is scheduled to testify this morning before a Congressional subcommittee
in Washington, D.C. The Committee on Commerce Subcommittee on
Oversight and [nvestigation is looking closely at the Clean Air
Amendments of 1990. John was invited to testify by Oregon
Representative Ron Wyden's office in response to Congressional
attempts to re-open the Clean Air Act and, in this particular case, to alter
the Title V federal operating permit program. Our position, endorsed by
Representative Wyden, is that problems with the Act can be resolved
through greater flexibility and administrative changes at EPA.

John's testimony will show how we have successfully implemented the
Title V program in Oregon. We have worked closely with industry and
EPA Region 10 to develop a program that industry regards as workable.
We will be issuing the first Title V permits in the nation in about 45 days.
John will also discuss the intel pollution prevention permit. This is an
innovative approach that allows certain permit conditions to be pre-
approved if significant pollution prevention measures are implemented.
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Other Congressional news: Oregon Representative Wes Cooley and
others have introduced legislation in Congress that would reinstate an

exemption from groundwater monitoring requirements for landfills that are
small, dry and remote. Those landfills face a deadline of this October to
decide whether to close or stay open. This legislation could have an
impact on that decision, so it may also include an extension of the
October deadline. (The exemption was in the original Subtitie D of RCRA,
but the Sierra Club sued and won, so there are no exemptions unless
Congress acts.) DEQ supports the exemption for small landfills in Eastern
Oregon.

DEQ participated in drafting a letter from Governor John Kitzhaber to
Representative Ron Wyden and other members of the Oregon
Congressional Delegation regarding House Resolution 961--The Clean
Water Act Amendments of 1995. The letter expresses the state of
Oregon's opposition to HR 961 because of several provisions that "would
undermine the careful balance of the Clean Water Act." The state's
concerns include the bill's failure to add c¢lear deadlines, goals and
consequences for the nonpoint source program; phasing out stormwater
permitting requirements; weakening effective pretreatment requirements;
and classifying wetlands according to a scheme that has no scientific
basis.

Triennial Water Quality Standards Review

The Clean Water Act requires states to review their water quality
standards once every three years. Oregon's 1992-1994 review is
currently being concluded with a series of public workshops being held
around the state (La Grande, Bend, Portland, Medford, Eugene and
Newport). The workshops are designed to inform the public of proposals
to amend the reviewed standards. This will give the public the chance to
become familiar with the issues involved before formal public hearings are
held in August. The six standards being reviewed are temperature,
dissolved oxygen, nitrates, pH, outstanding national resource waters, and
bacteria. Formal Commission rulemaking is scheduled for this November.

Hearing Authorizations

Revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan as an amendment to the
Oregon Clean Air Act State Implementation Plan (SIP), including rule
clarifications and housekeeping amendments to Divisions 25, 28 and 32
of Oregon Administrative Rules.
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The Klamath Falls PM,; Control Plan must be amended to revise the
existing motor vehicle emission budget for purposes of transportation
conformity. Amendments to Divisions 25, 28 and 32 are needed to bring
rules into conformance with federal requirements, and to clarify and
correct rule language.

The Commission indicated that their July meeting would be held in

southern Oregon. There was no further business, and the meeting adjourned at
11:55 a.m.




Environmental Quality Commission
[J Rule Adoption Item

X Action Item Agenda Item B
[1 Information Item ‘ August 18, 1995 Meeting
Title:

Approval of Tax Credit Applications

Summary:
New Applications - Eighteen (18} tax credit applications with a total facility cost of $7,537,035
are recommended for approval as follows:

- 4 Air Quality facilities with a total facility cost of: $ 881,965
- 9 Field Burning related facilities recommended by the Department of Agriculture

with a total facility cost of: $ 617,463
- 1 Noise pollution facility costing: $ 164,384
- 2 Reclaimed plastic product facilities with a total facility cost of: $ 56,759
- 2 Water Quality facilities costing: $5,816,464

Three applications with claimed facility cost exceeding $250,000 were reviewed by independent
accounting firm contractors. The review statements are attached to the application reports.

Department Recommendation:
Approve issuance of tax credit certificates for 18 applications as presented in Attachment A of

the staff report.

Willamette Industries, Inc. has requested a second extension to file a tax credit for a facility
located in Dallas, Oregon. Because of the specific language of the Oregon Administrative Rules,
the Department cannot recommend a second extension to file on behalf of the applicant. A
discussion of the issues that pertain to this request is presented in the Background section of this
report.

The Department also requests that the Commission approve the transfer of tax credit certificate
2495 from Ronald and Diane Gustafson to James and Harold Pliska, the current owners and
operators of the pollution control facility.

s i = I
Report W Division Administrator
July 31, 1995 L/

fAccommodations for disabilities are available upon request by contactmg the Public
Affairs Office at (503)229-5317(voice)/(503)229-6993(TDD).




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum'

;? 95 EQC Meeting

Date: August 18, 1995

To: Environmental Quality Cpmmigsig

From: Langdon Marsh, Directo _'
Subject: Agenda Item B, August 18

Approval of Tax Credit Applications

Statement of the Need for Action
This staff report presents the staff analysis of pollution control facilities tax credit
applications and the Department’s recommendation for Commission action on these

applications. The following is a summary of the applications presented in this report:

Tax Credit Application Review Reports:

TC 4268 Johnson Controls A noise and air pollution control facility
Battery Group, Inc. consisting of conical flow silencers,

noise reduction enclosures for motors, a

$164,384 model 7CDL11 Cycloblower Power Unit

and a natural gas burner to minimize the
oxidation of lead in the lead-acid battery
manufacturing process.

TC 4307 Northwest Foam A plastic product reclamation facility
Products, Inc. consisting of a Freffner Varag 6 EF
regranulator for the manufacture of
$16,000 expanded polystyrene (EPS) pellets.
TC 4354 Columbia Forest An air pollution control facility
Products consisting of a Wellons W120 boiler
multicyclone system including fans and
$138,452 support equipment for a plywood

manufacturing plant.

A large print copy of this report is available upon request.
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TC 4405 Mulien Farms An air pollution control "field burning"
facility consisting of a 180hp John Deere
$120,541 8200 tractor, a Kello-bilt 18’ disc, and a
Rear’s 15° Pak-Flail chopper.
TC 4407 Berger Bros. An air pollution control "field burning”
facility consisting of a 1992 John Deere
$54,800 4960 200 hp tractor and a 1992 Case TH
720 6 bottom plow.
TC 4413 Solidur Pacific Co. A plastic product reclamation facility
consisting of a model 402 Air Sentry
$40,759 Dust Recovery unit.
TC 4416 TRICO Farms An air pollution control "field burning"
facility consisting of a Case IH 20°5"
$23,325 770 disc.
TC 4421 Truax Harris Energy An air pollution control facility
Company consisting of OPW nozzles, adapters and
safety valves, Dayco hoses, piping and
$24,033 miscellaneous equipment to prevent the
: escape of gasoline vapors into the
atmosphere.
TC 4430 Willamette Seed An air pollution control facility
Company consisting of a baghouse, a blower and
supporting equipment for a grass seed,
$23,445 grain and wildflower cleaning and
storage plant.
TC 4433 Richard D. Baker An air pollution control "field burning"
facility consisting of a 16’8" roller-
$6,177 leveler.
TC 4449 Gerald E. Phelan An air pollution control "field burning"
facility consisting of a 1993 RPL
$158,195/12% roadrunner hay squeeze and a 1993
Freeman 1592 big baler.
TC 4451 Galen & Vernon Kropf | An air pollution control "field burning”
facility consisting of a John Deere 2810
$51,675 8 bottom plow and a Kello-built
24’heavy duty disc.
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TC 4453 Vernon Kropf An air pollution control "field burning”
facility consisting of a 1995 Manteca
$86,599 roadrunner hay squeeze.
TC 4483 Leroy & Lowell Kropf | An air pollution control "field burning"
facility consisting of a John Deere 145
$103,401 hp 7800 tractor and a Kello-bilt 21” disc.
TC 4484 Allen D. Chapman An air pollution control "field burning”
facility consisting of a 15’ Rear’s flail
$12,750 chopper.

Tax Credit Application Review Reports With Facility Costs Over $250,000
(Accountant Review Reports Attached).

TC 4266 Johnson Controls Battery | A water pollution control facility
Group, Inc. consisting of a 54,600 square foot
building that provides covered storage
$2,356,563 for battery components and lead ingots
to prevent storm water contamination.
TC 4348 Jeld-Wen, Inc. An air pollution control facility
congsisting of a Geoenergy E-Tube
$696,035 System, model 1013-189 wet
electrostatic precipitator, for the
control of wood particulate emissions
from a wood pellet manufacturing
concern.
TC 4370 Tillamook County A water pollution control facility
Creamery Association consisting of an expanded and upgraded
' activated sludge wastewater treatment
$3,459,901/95% plant.
Background

At the March 3, 1995 meeting of the Environmental Quality Commission, Willamette
Industries, Inc. requested and was granted an extension of 180 days (until June 29, 1995)
to file for tax credit relief for their Dalles Plywood Project Dry Waste System facility.
The facility was completed and placed in service on December 31, 1992, Under the
Oregon Administrative Rules that govern the program an applicant must file for a
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pollution contro! facility tax credit within two years of substantial completion of a
pollution control facility or be denied a tax credit relief. However, an extension to file
of up to one year can be granted by the Commission for circumstances beyond the
control of the applicant that would make a timely filing unreasonable (OAR 340-16-020
(1) (¢)). The applicant is requesting an additional extension of 90 days because of
difficulties they have experienced in segregating and documenting the costs of the project
that pertain to pollution control. The Department has no objection to recommend
granting the extension except that the rules also specify that only one extension to file
may be granted (OAR 340-16-020 (1) (d)). For this reason, the Department cannot
recommend granting the extension. The applicant’s letters requesting the extensions of
time to file are included in this report.

On a matter not covered in the body of this report, the Eichler Hay Company, owner
and operator of a custom grass seed straw baling firm, applied for a pollution control tax
credit for a straw storage building that was constructed in 1994. The facility was
determined to be integral to the operation of the business of custom baling and is treated
under the alternative cost allocation methodology that applies to pollution control
businesses. In applying the cost allocation methodology that is required for such
facilities, the Department determined that the average return on assets before taxes for
the five years prior to facility construction for the standard industrial code that has been
determined to reflect most accurately the custom baling business (SIC 5261) is greater
than the reference rate of return presented in Table 2 of the rules governing the Program
for 1994 (ROI:4.8/RR0O1:4.5). This results in a percentage of the facility cost that is
allocable to pollution control of zero percent, which will be the case for all grass seed
straw commercial businesses for facilities constructed in 1994. Given that the facility is
ineligible for tax credit relief under the Rules, the applicant was advised by the
Department of Agriculture to withdraw their application and to seek a refund of the
application processing fee. The Department requests that withdrawals in such cases be
treated as a rejection of the applications by the Commission to allow for the refund of
the application fees under the rules governing the Program,

In addition, the Department received a request to transfer pollution control tax credit
certificate 2495 from Ronald and Diane Gustafson to James and Harold Pliska, the
current owners of the facility. A copy of the sales agreement was provided as
documentation of ownership of the facility.
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Authority to Address the Issue

ORS 468.150 through 468.190 and OAR 340-16-005 through 340-16-050 (Pollution
Control Facilities Tax Credit).

ORS 468.925 through 468.965 and OAR 340-17-010 through 340-17-055 (Reclaimed
Plastic Product Tax Credit).

Alternatives and Evaluation
None.

Summary of Any Prior Public Input Opportunity

The Department does not solicit public comment on individual tax credit applications
during the staff application review process. Opportunity for public comment exists
during the Commission meeting when the applications are considered for action.

Conclusions
0 The recommendations for action on the attached applications are consistent with

statutory provisions and administrative rules related to the pollution control
facilities and reclaimed plastic product tax credit programs.
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0 Proposed August 18, 1995 Pollution Control Tax Cfedit Totals:

Certified

Certificates Certified Costs* Allocable Costs** No.
Air Quality 881,965 881,965 4
CEFC 0 0 0
Field Burning 617,463 478,251 9
Hazardous Waste 0 0 0
Noise 164,384 164,384 1
Plastics 56,759 56,759 2
SW - Recycling 0 0 0
SW - Landfill 0 0 0
Water Quality 5,816,464 5,643,469 2
UST 0 0 _0
$7,537,035 $7,224,828 18

0 Calendar Year Totals Through July 7, 1995:
Certified

Certificates Certified Costs* Allocable Costs** No.
Air Quality $ 94,402 $ 94,402 1
CFC 0 0 0
Field Burning 1,020,386 906,773 15
Hazardous Waste 0 0 0
Noise 0 0 0
Plastic 95,525 95,525 4
SW - Recycling 0 0 0
SW - Landfill 290,496 290,496 2
Water Quality 45,433,507 45,428,441 23
UST 188.988 149,301 1
$47,123,304 $46,964,938 46

*These amounts represent the total facility costs. The actual dollars that can be
applied as credit is calculated by multiplying the total facility cost by the
determined percent allocable and dividing by 2.

**These amounts represent the total eligible facility costs that are allocable to
pollution control. To calculate the actual dollars that can be applied as credit, the
certifiable allocable cost is multiplied by 50 percent.
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Recommendation for Commission Action

A) The Department recommends that the Commission approve certification for the tax
credit applications as presented in Attachment A of the Department Staff Report.

B) Because of the specificity of the rules governing the extension of time to file an
application, the Department cannot recommend approval of the Willamette Industries,
Inc. request for a further 90 day extension to file for their Dalles facility.

C) The Department recommends the transfer of the remaining value of tax credit
certificate 2495 to James and Harold Pliska from Ronald and Diane Gustafson. As in all
transfers, this entails the revocation of the extant certificate and its replacement with a

new certificate bearing the names of the new owners and current operators of the
pollution control facility.

Intended Followup Actions
Notify applicants of Environmental Quality Commission actions.
Attachments

A. Pollution Control Tax Credit Application Review Reports.

Reference Documents (available upon request)

ORS 468.150 through 468.190.
OAR 340-16-005 through 340-16-050.
ORS 468.925 through 468.965.
OAR 340-17-010 through 340-17-055.

el

Approved: /
Section: /-é@ éZ’—
Division: %\f\m
X

Report Prepared By:  Charles Bianchi

Phone: 229-6149

Date Prepared:July 31, 1995
Charles Bianchi
AUGEQC
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@ Willamette Industries, Inc \

Executive Offices 3800 First Interstate Tower
Portland, OR 97201
(503) 227-5581

December 27, 1994

state of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality
Management Services Department

811 SW Sixth Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

Re: Willamette Industries, Inc. .
Extension Request for Filing Application for Final
Certification
) NC.2822 -~ Dallas Plywood Dry Waste System
Gentlemen:

Willamette Industries, Inc. hereby requests an extension of 180 days
until June 29, 1995, pursuant to OAR 340-16-020(1) (e), to complete and
receive approval for the above-referenced Application for Final
Certification of Pollution Control Facility for Tax Relief Purposes.

Per our books and records, Willamette’s Dallas Plywood Project #237 -

Dry Waste System (NC 2822) was totally completed and placed in service
~ on December 31, 1992. Since the completion of this project, Willamette
. as been trying to gather and document data which breaks down the
project between compeonents eYigible for the pollution control credit and
those not eligible. O0Of the approximately $500 thousand project, only a
portion appears eligible for the credit. We have experienced difficulty
in documenting the eligible portion of this project in a manner which
will satisfy the Certified Public Accountants who certify to the
eligible costs of the project. Our environmental engineering staff, who
complete these applications, have also had tremendous time pressures
Placed upon them recently with work involving Title V Federal Air
Permits, the EPA Section 114 Questionnaires, and measuring and
maintaining compliance with the various DEQ requirements. Because of
this difficulty and time constraints, we are unable to meet the two year
deadline for filing the DEQ’s Application for Final Certification
pursuant to QAR 340-16-020(1) (d) of December 31, 1994.

We therefore request an extension of 180 days until June 29, 1995,
pursuant to OAR 340-16-020(1) (e), to complete and receive approval for
the above-reference Application for Final Certification of Pollution
Control Facility for Tax Relief Purposes. Please note that we intend to
file the application within 90 days of today’s date, but we are
requesting a 180 day extension in case the DEQ requests additional
information.

Cordially,
§ IILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES, INC.
Jim Aden

Assl Stant Ta‘x Manager This is Pann Text® Laid Antique, made by Willamette Industries' Penntech Mill.
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Willamette Industries, Inc.

Executive Offices 3 28, p¢ of Ea“ Op, 3800 First Ilrsterstgte Tower
une Virgpeiice Portland, OR 97201
ra“ ﬂ!ai Quali, (503) 227-5581
State of Oregon ﬂ/ E
Department of Environmental Quality JU
Management Services Department 2 EmS

811 SW Sixth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

Re: Willamette Industries, Inc.
Extension Request for Filing Application for Final Certification
NC 2822 - Dallas Plywood Dry Waste System

Gentlemen:

Willamette Industries, Inc. hereby requests an additional extension of 90
days until September 25, 1995, pursuant to OAR 340-16-020(1) (e), to
complete the above-referenced Application for Final Certification of
Pollution Control Facility for Tax Relief Purposes.

Per our books and records, Willamette’s Dallas Plywood Project #237 - Dry
Waste System (NC 2822) was totally completed and placed in service on
December 31, 1992. We then asked for and received an extension of time
until JJune 28, 1995 to complete the application process. Since the
completion of this project, Willamette has been trying to gather and
document data which breaks down the project between components eligible for
he pollution control credit and those not eligible. Of the approximately
$500 thousand project, only a portion appears eligible for the credit. Wwe
have experienced difficulty in documenting the eligible portion of this
project in a manner which will satisfy the Certified Public Accountants who
certify to the eligible costs of the project. Our environmental
engineering staff, who complete these applications, have also had
tremendous time pressures placed upon them recently with work involving
Title V Federal Air Permits, the EPA Section 114 Questionnaires, and
measuring and maintaining compliance with the various DEQ reguirements.
Because of this difficulty and time constraints, we are unable to meet the
extended deadline for filing the DEQ’s Appllcatlon for Final Certlflcatlon
of June 28, 1295.

We therefore request an additional extension of 90 days until September 25,
1995, pursuant to OAR 340-16-020(1) (e}, to complete and receive approval
for the above-reference Application for Final Certification of Pollution
Control Facility for Tax Relief Purposes. Please note that we intend to
file the application within the next couple of weeks, but we are requesting
an additional 90 day extension in case the DEQ requests additional
information.

Cordially,

WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES, INC.

Jim Aden
Assl Stant Tax Manager This is Penn Text® Laid Anligue, made by Willamette Industries’ Penntech Mill.
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Water Quality Division ‘
Dept. of Environmental Quality

July 17, 1995

Mr. Mike Downs, Administrator
DEQ - Water Quality

Tax Credit Program

811 S.W. Sixth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

Dear Mr. Downs:

I’'m writing in regard to a pollution tax credit that Ron Gustafson was receiving for a tank
upgrade at 12990 S.E. Stark, Portland, Oregon 97233.

Jim Pliska and Harold Pliska purchased the property from Ronald H. Gustafson and Diana J.
Gustafson on 5/1/95; consequently, the tax credit needs to be transferred into our names.

Enclosed is a copy of the relevant Sales Agreement. If additional, information, is needed,
please give me a call at 665-5693. Our mailing address is: P.O. Box 607, Gresham, OR
97030.

Sincerely,

W

Jim Pliska

Enclosure




STATE OF OREGON Certificate No. 2495

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ‘ Date of Issue 4/26/91
Application No. T-3382

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: ‘ Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Ronald H. Gustafson 12990 S. E. Stark
1565 N. E. 148th Portland, Oregon

Portland, OR 97230

As: { )Lessee (x) Owner

Description of Pollution Control Facility: Installation of three STI-P3
tanks and fiberglass piping, cathodic protection, spill containment
basins, tank monitor, turbine leak detectors, float vent valves,
monitoring wells and Stage I vapor recovery equipment.

Type of Pollution Control Facility:
( JAir ( )Noise (x)Water ( )Solid Waste ( )Hazardous Waste ( )Used 0il

Date Facility was Completed: 6/30/89 Placed into Operation: 6/30/89

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $ 49,652.00

Percent of Actual Cost Properly Allocable to Pollution Control: 75%

Rased upon the imformation contained in the application referenced above, the Envirormental Quality

mmission certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in
accordance with the requirements of 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 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 ard 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 Ermviromnmental Quality and
the following special conditions:

1. The facility shall be contimously operated at maximmm efficiency for the designed purpose of
preventing, controlling, and reducing the type of pollution as indicated above.

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

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

NOTE: The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Erergy
Conservation Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, if the persoen
issued the Certificate elects to take the tax credit relief under'éffi~il6.097 or 317,072,

signea: (L JBEFl

Title: William P, Hutchison, Jr., Chairman

Approved by the Enviromnmental Quality Commlssion
on the 26th day of April, 1991.
IGC\MY101417.C(1l) PCFCERT.MSD (3/91)




Application No., TC-4268

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Jochnscn Controls Battery Group, Inc.
Battery Division

5757 N. Green Bay Ave,

Milwaukee, WI 53209

The applicant owns and operates a lead-acid battery
manufacturing facility in Canby, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for a noise pollutlon
control facility.

Description of Facility

The claimed facility consists of several modifications to
reduce noise levels to the surrounding neighborhood. This
was accomplished by the addition of silencers to the
exhaust side of process blowers, enclosing outside fans
and motors and the relocation of noisy exterior eguipment
away from adjacent neighbors. Also included in the
claimed facility cost is purchase of natural gas burners
for the lead grid casting process. The burners are
designed to reduce lead fume and dust emissiocons.

Claimed Facility Cost: $196,467

A distinct portion of the claimed facility makes an
insignificant contribution tc the principal of noise
reduction. The applicant claimed $13,258 for routine
maintenance repailrs and $18,825 for the demolition and
remcval of obsolete eguipment.

Ineligible Costs: $32,083

Adjusted Facility Cost: 5$164,384

Accountant's Certification was provided.

The applicant lndlcated the useful life of the facility
is 20 years.




Application No. TC-4268
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Procedural Requiremenis

The facility 1s governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.150,
and by OAR Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Installation of the facility was substantially completed
on May 1, 1994 and placed intc cperation on June 1, 1994,
The application for final certification was received by
the Department on August 18, 1994. The application was
found to be complete on May 10, 1995, within two years of
substantial completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. Rationale For Eligibility

The facilities are eligible because their principal
purpose 1s to reduce noise levels at the plant site
property line as required by the noise standards set
forth in Table 7 of OCAR 340-35-035 (1) (a). A Notice
of Violation and Intent to Assess Civil Penalty
required Johnson Centrols to establish a compliance
rlan.

A Notice of Noncompliance (NWR-NF-89-299) was issued
on December 6, 1989. The Notice stated that results
from a DEQ noise survey found Johnson Controls had
exceaded the daytime L10 and L50 standards by eight
and thirteen decibels at noise sensitive properties.
This is a Class I violation. A Notice of Viclation
and Intent to Assess Civil Penalty (NP-NWR-89-244)
was issued on December 21, 1989, by the Department.
Johnson Controls was given 45 days to provide the
Department with a plan that identified specific
controls that would be installed, a schedule for the
installation of the controls, expected ncise
reductions and a projected date when compliance
would be attained.

The noise abatement equipment includes Conical Flow
Silencers for the Pasting baghouse fan, the Pasting
Radco fan, the COS baghouse fan, Line 3 and 4 Radco
fans, and the new casting fan. The motors that
drive these fans also received custom made noise
reduction enclosures manufactured by The Lynch
Company. All of these fans and motors are located
outside of the building. A model 7CDL11l Cycloblower
Power Unit with a 75 HP motor drive was installed to
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unload lead oxide from trucks. This system
eliminated the need for the trucks to use their
blowers which generated excess noise when unloading
the lead oxide.

During the grid casting process lead ingots are
melted using natural gas burners. The molten lead
is poured into mclds that produce battery grids.
"Reducing" flames, produced through combustion of
natural gas using insufficient oxygen, are used to
minimize the oxidation of lead which reduces
airborne lead oxide emissions. Johnscon Controls
replaced their old style burners with the reducing
flame design. A study performed at Jcochnson
Controls' Tampa Plant found the new burner design
reduced lead emissions by 63%.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control
facility cost allocable to pollution control, the
following factors from ORS 468.190 have been
considered and analyzed as indicated:

1) The extent te which the facility is used to
recover and convert waste products into a
salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover waste products
into a salable or usable commcdity.

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

There is no income or savings from the
facility, so there 1z no return on the
investment.

3) The alternative methods, eguipment and costs
for achieving the same pollution control
objective.

The applicant considered the construction of a
perimeter noise barrier. The wall would need
to be 30 feet high by 400 feet long. Johnson
Controls estimated the cost to engineer and
construct a wall this size would exceed
$200,000.
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4) Any related savings or increase in costs which
QCCUr Or may occur as a result of the
ingtallation of the facility.

There i1s no savings from the facility. The
cost of maintaining and operatlng the facility
is $4,660 annually.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in
establishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to the
prevention, control or reduction of air
pollution.

Other than the adjustments to the claimed
facility cost referenced in Section 2, the cost
allocation review of this application has
identified no issues to be resolved and
confirms the cost allocation as submitted in
the application. The principal purpose of the
facility is to reduce a substantial quantity of
noise pollution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to
pollution control as determined by using this factor or
these factors is 100% of the adjusted facility cost.

=3

Summation

The facility was constructed in accordance with all
regulatory deadlines.

The facility is eligible for final tax credit
certification in that the principal purpose of the
facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by
the Department to reduce noise pollution.

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

The portion of the facility cost that is properly
allocated to pollution control is 100% of the
adjusted facility cost.
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é. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the
adjusted facility cost of $164,384 with 100% allocated to
pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in
Tax Credit Application No. TC-4268.

Dennis Cartier
SJO Consulting Engineers, Inc.

July 5, 1885




Application No. TC-4307
State of Oregon

Department of Environmental Quality

RECLAIMED PLASTIC TAX CREDIT
TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Northwest Foam Products, Inc
9565 8W Ridder Rcad, Suite 290
Wilsonville, Oregon 97070

The applicant is a corporation which fabricates items from
expanded polystyrene.

Application was made for Reclaimed Plastic Tax Credit.

Degcription of Eqguipment, Machinery or Personal Property

The ¢laimed equipment and installation cost: $16,000.00
The claimed equipment consists of: One Freffner Varag 6 E-
F Regranulator for Expanded Polystyrene (EP3) for
manufacturing plastic pellets.

Invoices, purchase orderg, and copies of cancelled checks
for all products and services were provided.

Progedural Requirements

The investment is governed by ORS 468.925 through 468.965,
and by OAR Chapter 340, Division 17.

The investment met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. The request for preliminary certification was received

on September 15, 1994. The preliminary application was

filed complete and a waiver of the 30 day waiting
period was issued.

b. The request for preliminary certification was approved
on Octcber 13, 1994,

c. The invegtment was made on September 21, 1994. The
reguest for final certification was submitted on June
26, 1995 and was filed complete on June 28, 1995,
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4, Evaluation of Application

a.

The investment is eligible because the equipment is
necesgary to process reclaimed plastic.

b. Allocable Cost Findings

In determining the portion of the investment costs

properly allocable to reclaiming and recycling plastic

material, the following factors from ORS 468.960 have
been congidered and analyzed as indicated:

1) The extent to which the claimed collection,
transportation, processing or manufacturing
process is used to convert reclaimed plastic into
a salable or usable commodity.

This factor ig applicable because the sole

purpoge of the machine is to regrind scrap EPS for
shipment to a manfuacturing plant in Twin Falls,
Idaho for reprocessing into EPS blocks.

2) The alternative methods, equipment and costs for
achieving the same objective.

The applicant investigated cother alternatives and
determined that thisg equipment is the most
efficient and productive from an economic
standpoint.

3) Any other factors which are relevant in
egtablighing the portion of the actual cost of the
investment properly alliocable to the collection,
transportation or processing of reclaimed plastic
or to the manufacture of a reclaimed plastic
product.

No other factors were considered relevant.

The actual cogt of the investment properly allocable to

processing reclaimed plastic as determined by using

these factors is 100%.

5. Summation
a. The invesgtment wag made in accordance with all
regulatory deadlines.
b. The investment ig eligible for final tax credit
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certification in that the equipment is necessary to
manufacture a reclaimed plastic product.

c. The qualifying business complies with DEQ statutes and
rules.
d. The portion of the investment cost that is properly

allocable to reclaiming and recycling plastic ig 100%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Reclaimed Plastic Tax Credit Certificate bearing the cost of
$16,000.00, 100% allocated to reclaiming plastic material,
be igsued for the investment claimed in Tax Credit
Application No. TC-4307.

Rick Paul:rap
wpb1l\tax\tcd307rr.sta
(503) 229-5%934
July 13, 1985




Application No. TC-4354

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

—

1. Applicant

Columbia Forest Products
Klamath Falls Division
Highway 97 South

Klamath Falls, Oregon 97601

The applicant manufactures hardwood veneer overlayed plywood.

- Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility installed at the
applicant’s Columbia Plywood Corporation, Klamath Falls manufacturing facility.

2. Description of Facility

The claimed facility controls particle emissions from the fuel burning equipment. The
facility consists of a Wellons W120 botler multicyclone, fan system, and support
equipment.

Claimed Facility Cost: $138,452.00

Accountant’s certification was provided.

The applicant indicated the useful life of the facility is 15 years.

3. Procedural Requiremenis

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR Chapter 340,
Division 16.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Erection of the facility was substantially completed on July 10, 1994, and it was placed
into operation on July 11, 1994. The application for final certification was received by
the Department on February 22, 1995, The application was considered complete on
April 18, 1995, within 2 years of substantial completion of the facility.
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4. EBvaluation of Application

a. Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply
with a requirement imposed by the Department to control air pollution. This is
in accordance with OAR Chapter 340, Division 21, Rule 020. The Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit for this source, 18-0014, requires the permittee to
limit the emission of particulate matter from any fuel burning equipment in excess
of 0.2 grains per standard cubic foot for existing sources or 0.1 grains per
standard cubic foot for new sources.

The claimed facility controls the particulate emissions from the boiler stack.

The boiler uses waste wood bark to produce steam for the manufacturing
operation. Before the multicyclone system was installed, the boiler exhaust
emissions to the atmosphere were uncontrolled. Results from the source testing
performed on September 15, 1993, measured the particulate emissions to be
0.533 grains per dry standard cubic foot. The permit limit is 0.20. On April 5,
1994, a Stipulation and Final Order was issued by the Department that required
the company to retrofit the boiler with a multiple clone collector and induced and
forced draft fan systems. ‘

The multicyclone system is a modification of the cyclone systemn. The
multicyclone is a nest of individual cyclones in parallel, with a single header and
a single dust hopper. The system depends upon the tendency of suspended
particles to move in a straight line when the direction of the gas stream is altered.
Suspended particles are thrown toward the wall on which they collect, and slide
down into the conical collector. Near the bottom of the cone, the gas turns
abruptly upward and forms an inner spiral, which leaves through the pipe or duct
extending into the center of the cyclone body. The fan system is powered by
electricity.

A source test conducted on August 4, 1994, following the installation of the air
pollution control system, measured the particulate emissions to be 0.13 per dry
standard cubic foot,

b. Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost allocable to
pollution control, the following factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered

and analyzed as indicated:

I. The extent to which the facility is used to recover and convert waste
products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or
usable commodity.
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2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the facility.

The annual operating expenses exceed income from the facnhty, so there
is no return on investment.

3. The alternative methods, equipment, and costs for achieving the same
pollution conirol objective.

Multicyclones are technically recognized as an acceptable method for
controlling the emissions of particulate from wood-fired boilers. Two
other methods were considered. These methods include the conversion of
the boiler to natural gas and replacement of the current boiler with a
newer technology hog fuel boiler. However, both these methods had
prohibitive costs.

4. Any related savings or inctease in costs that occur or may occur as a
result of the installation of the facility.

The annual operating cost of the facility is approximately $16,000 per
year from the increased use of electricity, materials, and labor. There
are no related cost savings.

5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to the prevention, control, or
reduction of air pollution.

No other factors are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual cost
of the facility properly allocable to the prevention, control, or reduction
of air pollution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control as determined by
using these factors is 100 percent.

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

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in that the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the
Department to control air pollution,

c. The portion of the facility cost that is allocab}e to pollution control is 100

percernt.
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6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $138,452 with 100 percent allocated to poliution control be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4354.

Tonia C. Garbowsky : PRC Environmental Management, Inc.
June 23, 1995
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State of Cregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Mullen Farms

17792 River Road NE

St. Paul, Oregon 97137

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Marion County, Qregon.
Application was made for tax credit for air pollution control equipment.

Description of Claimed Facility

The equipment described in this application is Jocated at 17792 River Road NE, St. Paul, Oregon.
The equipment is owned by the applicant.

180 hp John Peere 8200 tractor $86,130
Kello-bilt 18 disk $23,300
.Rear's 15° Pak-Flail chopper $11,111

Claimed equipment cost: $120,541
(Accountant's Certification was provided.)

Description of Farm Operation Plan 1o Beduce Open Field Burning.

The applicant and relative have 1800 acres of perennial grass seed under cultlvation. Prior to
incorporating alternatives, the applicant and relative open field burned as many acres as the
weather and smoks management program permitted.

The applicant’s and relative’s alternatives include baling, stacking and giving the straw away;
flail chopping and vacuuming the remaining stubble; and mulching the vacuum loaves. Some of
the alternatives were accomplished by using equipment borrowed from a neighboting operation.
As both the applicant’s and relative’s alternative practices expand, the applicant states that
for “the continued, timely removal of straw, it is now necessary to provide this equipment to
be used in combination with the above mentioned practices, thus maintaining our ability to avoid
burning as a method of straw removal.”

Procedural Reqguiremenis

The equipment is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR Chapter 340,
Division 16. The eqguipment has met all statutory deadlines in that:
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Purchase of the equipment was substantially completed on May 1, 1995. The application was
submitted on May 15, 1995; and the application for final certification was found to be complete
on June 26, 1885. The application was filed within two years of substantial completion of the
equipment.

Evaluation of_Apnplicaticn

a.

The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the equipment is an approved
alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a
substantial quantity of air pollution, This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum acreage to be open
burned in the Willamette Vailey as required in OAR 340-26-013; and, the facility’s
qualification as a “pollution control facility”, defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(f)

A} “Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing, handling,
storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will
result in reduction of open field burning.”

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control equipment cost allocable to pollution
control, the following factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered and analyzed as
indicated:

1. The extent to which the equipment is used to recover and convert waste
products into a salable or usable commaodity.

The equipment does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or
usable commodity.

2. The estimated annual percent returh on the investment in the equipment.

There is no annual percent return on the investment as applicant claims no
gross annual income.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same pollution
control objective.

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air pollution. The
method is one of the least costly, most effective methods of reducing air
poltution.

4. Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur as a result
of the purchase of the equipment.

There is an increase in operating costs of $7,550 to annually maintain and
operate the equipment. These costs were considerad in the return on
investment calculation.
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5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual
cost of the equipment properly allocable to the prevention, control or reduction
of air poliution.

The established average annual operating hours for traciors is set at 450
hours. To obtain a total percent allocable, the annual operating hours per
implement used in reducing acreage open field burned is as follows:

Annuai
implement Acres Acres/Hour Operating Hours
Disk 1,320 6 220
Flail Chopper 1,320 (440x3) 6 220
Plow 360 6 60
Baler 240 6 40
Total Annual Operating Hours 540

The tetal annual operating hours of 540 exceeds the established average annual
operating hours of 450 producing an allocation of 100 percent.

The actual cost of the equipment properly allocable to pollution control as determined
by using these factors is 100%.

6. Summation
a. The equipment was constructed in accordance with all regulatory deadlines.
b. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved alternative moethod for

field sanitation and siraw utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of
air poliution as defined in ORS 468A.005

c. The equipment complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
d. The portion of the equipment that is properly allocable to poliution control is 100%.
7. The Department of Agriculture’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $120,541, with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
equipment claimed in Tax Credit Application Number TC-4405.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Oregon Department of Agriculiure
(503) 986-4701

FAX:; (503) 986-4730

JB:bk4405
July 6, 1995
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Berger Bros.

34125 Riverside Drive

Albany, Oregon 97321

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Linn County, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for air pollution control equipment.

Description _of Claimed Facility

The equipment described in this application is located at 29722 Highway 34, Albany, Oregon.
The equipment is owned by the applicant.

1992 John Deere 4960 200 hp tractor
1992 Case IH 720 6 bottom plow

Claimed equipment cost: $54,800
{Accountant’s Certification was provided.)

Description of Farm Operation Plan to Reduce Open Field Burning.

The applicant has 600 acres of perennial grass seed and 800 acres of annual grass seed under
cultivation. Unti! 1989, the applicant open field burned as much acreage annually as the
weather and smoke management program permitted. Records indicate that acreage open fleld
burned has progressively dectined since 1989 to a level indicating that open field buring is
used only to sanitize problem fields.

The applicant has removed approximately 1,200 acres from open field burning and needs the
Case IH 720 to complete the increased plowing in a timely manner. The John Dsere tractor is
required to complete the flail chopping, plowing, harrowing, rolling and vibra-shanking in a
timely manner.

Procedural Requiremeants

The equipment is governed by ORS 468,150 through 468.190, and by OAR Chapter 340,
Division 16. The equipment has met all statutory deadiines in that

Purchase of the equipment was substantially completed on March 15, 1995. The application
was submitted on May 18, 1895; and the application for final certification was found to be
complete on June 30, 1995. The application was filed within two years of substantial
completion of the equipment. '
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5. Evaluation of Application

a.

The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the equipment is an approved
alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a
substantial quantity of air pollution. This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum acreage to be open
burned in the Willamette Valiey as required in OAR 340-26-013; and, the facility's
qualification as a “pollution control facility”, defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(f)

A): “Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing, handling,
storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will
result in reduction of open field burning.”

Eligible Cost Findings

in determining the percent of the pollution control equipment cost allocable to pollution
control, the following factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered and analyzed as
indicated:

1. The extent to which the equipment is used to recover and convert waste
products into a salable or usable commodity.

The equipment does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or
usable commodity.

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the equipment.

There is no annual percent return on the investment as applicant claims no
gross annual income.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same pollution
control objective.

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air poliution. The
method is one of the least costly, most effective methods of reducing air
poliution.

4. Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur as a result
of the purchase of the equipment.

There is an increase in operating costs of $4,725 to annually maintain and
operate the equipmeni. These costs were considared in the return on
investment calculation,

5. Any other factors which are relevant in-establishing the portion of the actual
cost of the equipment properly allocable to the prevention, conirol or reduction
of air pollution.
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The established average annual operating hours for tfractors is set at 450 hours.
To obtain a total percent allocable, the annual operating hours per implement used in
reducing acreage open field bured is as follows:

Annual
Implement Acres Worked Acres/Hour Operating Hours
Flail Chopper 600 acres 7 88
Plow 600 acres 8 75
Harrow & Roller 1,800 acres 7 257
Vibra-Shank 200 acres 6 _33
Total annual operating hours 451

The total annual operating hours (451) exceeds the average annual operating hours
producing a 100% allocation.

6. Summation
a. The eguipment was canstructed in accordance with all regulatory deadlines.
b. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved alternative method for

field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of
air pollution as defined in ORS 468A.005

c. The equipment complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The portion of the equipment that is propetly allocable to pqilution control is 100%.

7. The Department of Agriculture’s BRecommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $54,800, with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
equipment claimed in Tax Credit Application Number TC-4407.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Oregon Department of Agriculture
(503) 986-4701

FAX: (503) 986-4730

JB:bk4407
June 30, 1995




Application No. T-4413

STATE OF OREGON
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Solidur Pacific Co.
181 SW Boones Ferry Road
Portland, Or 87224

The applicant is a fabricator/manufacturer of Ultra High Molecular Weight -
Polyethylene (UHMW-PE) and other plastic material products.

Description of Facility

The facility is a plastic scrap recovery system consisting of a model 402 Air Sentry
Dust Recovery unit, with 500 feet of applicable ducting network.

An independent accountant's certification of costs was provided.
Total cost claimed is $40,759.00.

Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 and by OAR Chapter
340, Division 186.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

a. Installation of the facility was started on July 1, 1994,
b. The facility was placed into operation on October 10, 1994,
c. The application for tax credit was filed with the Department on June 05,

1995, within two years of substantial completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a. The principal purpose of the facility is to recover from the solid waste stream
scrap plastic chips and shavings previously disposed as waste,
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Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost allocable to
pollution control, the following factors from ORS 468.190 have been
considered and analyzed as indicated:

1}

2)

3)

4)

The extent to which the facility is used to recover and convert waste

products into a salable or usable commeodity.

The facility Is used to recover and convert waste into a salable

commodity. The facility recovers 75 per cent of the scrap plastic.

The estimated annual_percent return on the investment in the facility.

A) The Applicant has claimed a facility cost of $40,759.00, The
Department has identified no ineligible costs relating to
construction of the plastic scrap recovery system.

B) Annual Percentage Return on Investment

The annual percentage return on investment was calculated
and determined dces not apply. There was no salvage value
of any facility removed from service. There is no income from
this activity, no annual operating expenses and no annual cash
flow.

The applicant has claimed a fifteen year useful life. As a result
of using Table 1, OAR 340-16-030, for a fifteen year useful
life, the return on investment for the claimed facility is 0% and
the percent allocable is 100%.

The alternative methods, equipment, and costs for achieving the
same pollution control objective.

The applicant did use the method of manual collection of the
materials and found the contamination rate was very high rendering
the material collected unusable.

Any related savings or decrease in costs which occur or may occur as
a result of the installation of the facility.

There are no savings, other than those considered in (2) above,
associated with the use of this reclamation system.
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5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the

actual cost of the fagility properly allocable to the prevention, control

or reduction of air, water, or noise poliution or solid or hazardous
waste, or to recycle or properly dispose of used oil.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost
of the installation of the reclamation system,

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control as determined
by using these factors is 100%.

5. Summation
a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory deadlines.
b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the sole purpose of

the plastic scrap recovery system is to control and reduce the waste of
recyclable plastic scrap material.

C. The facility complies with DEQ statutes 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, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility
certificate bearing the cost of $40,759.00 with 100% allocable to pollution control
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-4413

Rick Paul:rap

wpb 1\taxitc4413RR.STA
{503)229-6934

June 21, 1995
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REFPORT

Applicant

TRICO FARMS

66911 Hunter Road

Summerville, Oregon 97876

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Unicn County, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for air pollution control equipment.

Description_of Claimed Facility

The equipment described in this application is a case IH 20°5”, 770 disc located at
63446 Highway 237, LaGrande, Oregon. The equipment is owned by the applicant.

Claimad equipment cost: $23,325
{Accountant's Certification was provided.)

Deascription of Farm Operation Plan to Beduce Open Fiefd Burning.

The applicant has 296 acres of perennial grass seed under cultivation. Prior to investigating
alternatives to thermal sanitization, the applicant open fleld burned as much acreage as the
Union County Smoke Management program and weather permitted.

After experimenting with various practices, the applicant's chosen alternatives consist of
trading the straw for removal from the fields, flail chopping the remaining stubble, plowing and
discing to incorporate the residue into the soll.

Procedural Requirements

The equipment is governed by QRS 468.150 through 468.190, and by QAR Chapter 340,
Division 16. The equipment has met all statutory deadiines in that:

Purchase of the equipment was substantially completed on September 19, 1994, The
application was submitted on May 31, 1895; and the application for final certification was
found to be complete on June 30, 18995. The application was filed within two years of
substantial completion of the equipment,

Evaluatioﬁ of Application

a. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the equipment is an approved
alfternative method for field sanitation and siraw ulilization and disposal that reduces a
substantial quantity of air pollution. This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
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contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum acreage to be open
burned in the Willamette Valley as required in OAR 340-26-013; and, the facility’s
qualification as a “pollution contro! facility”, defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(f)

A). “Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing, handiling,
storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will
result in reduction of open field burning.”

Eligible Cost Findings

in determining the percent of the pollution control equipment cost allocable to pollution
caontrol, the following factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered and analyzed as
indicated:

1. The extent to which the equipment is used to recover and convert waste
products into a salable or usable commodity.

The equipment does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or
usable commodity.

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the equipment.

There is no annual percent return on the investment as applicant claims no
gross annhual income.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same pollution
control objective.

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air pollution. The
method is one of the least costly, most effective methods of reducing air
pollution,

4. Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur as a result
of the purchase of the equipment.

There is no savings or increase in costs as a result of the equipment.

5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portioh of the actual
cost of the equipment propetly allocable to the prevention, control or reduction
of air pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost of the
equipment properly allocable to prevention, control or reduction of air
pollution.

The actual cost of the equipment properly allocable to pollution control as determined
by using these factors is 100%.
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6. Summation
a. The equipment was constructed in accordance with all regulatory deadlines.
b. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved alternative method for

field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of
air pollution as defined in ORS 468A.005

C. The equipment complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

d. The pottion of the equipment that is properly allocable to pollution control is 100%.

7. The_ Department of Agriculture’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $23,325, with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
equipment claimed in Tax Credit Application Number TC-4416.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Dlvision
Cregon Department of Agriculture
(503) 986-4701

FAX: (503) 986-4730

JB:bk4416
June 30, 1995
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Application No. 4421

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Truax Harris Energy Company
P.O. Box 607
Wilsonville, OR 97070

The applicant owns and operates a gasoline sales and service station at 5000 N. Basin, in
" Portland, Qregon.

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

2. Description of Facility

The claimed facility is an above ground vacuum assist type system. The system is
composed of OPW nozzles, Dayco hoses, OPW adapters, OPW breakaway safety valves,
piping and additional miscellaneous equipment. Installation of the facility prevents the
escape of gasoline vapors into the atmosphere. '
Claimed Facility Cost: 324,032.60

The applicant documented the facility costs.

3. Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR Chapter 340,
Division 16,

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Construction and installation of the facility was substantially completed on

April 28, 1995. The facility was placed into operation on April 28, 1995. The
application for final certification was submitted to the Department on May 26, 1995,
within two years of substantial completion of the facility. The application was found 1o
be complete on July 10, 1995.

4, Evaluation of Application

a. Rationale For Eligibility

- The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply
with a requirement imposed by the Department to prevent the escape of gasoline
vapors into the atmosphere. This is in accordance with OAR Chapter 340-22-400
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to 403. The emission reduction is accomplished by the elimination of air
contaminants as defined in ORS 468A.005.

The facility prevents gasoline vapors from escaping into the atmosphere. The
face plate on the nozzle delivering the gasoline forms a tight seal on the fill pipe
of the auromobile gas tank. As the spour dispenses gasoline there is a small
pressure increase created in the automobile gasoline tank due to the additional
volume of the added fuel. This pressure increase drives the gasoline vapor from
the automobile fuel tank through a secondary line in the nozzle back into the
underground storage tank, The gasoline vapor travels through a secondary
containment pipe surrounding the pipe the gasoline is dispensed through. The
underground tank receives the additional volume in the form of gasoline vapors.
There is no net pressure increase in the underground tank because the tank has
already dispensed an equivalent volume of liquid gasoline, The vapor recovered
is vapor that would otherwise escape from the automobile tank and the gasoline
dispensing nozzle inro the aimosphere.

b, Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost allocable to
pollution control, the following factors from ORS 468,190 have been considered
and analyzed as indicated:

1) The extent to which the facility is used to recover and convert waste
products into a salable or usable commodity.

A portion of the waste product is converted into a salable or usable
commodity consisting of recovered gasoline. It is the position of the
Department that the volume of gasoline recovered is of an insignificant
econormic benefit.

2} The estimated annual percent renern on the investment in the facility.

The applicant indicates in the application there is no income or savings
from the facility, so there is no renurn on the investment,

3) The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same
pollution control objective.

Stage II vapor recovery balance type systems are technically recognized
as an acceptable method for controlling the emissions of vapors from
gasoline service stations.

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

The applicant indicated there were no savings or increase in costs as a
result of the facility modification.
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5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the

actual cost of the facility properly allocable to the prevention, control or
reduction of air pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to reduction of pollution. The principal
purpose of the facility is to prevent a substantial quantity of air pollution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable te pollution control as determined by
using these factors is 100%.

5. Summation
a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory deadlines.
b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in that the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the
Department to teduce air pollution.
c. The facility complies with Department rules.
d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution control is

100%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $24,033 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4421.

Tonia C. Garbowsky: PRC Environmental Management, July 10, 1995
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Application No. TC-4430

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Qualiry

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant
Willamette Seed Cornpany
220 Jefferson St.

P.O Box 791
Albany, OR 97321

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed, grain, and wildflower cleaning and storing
operation in Rickreall, Oregon.

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

2. Description of Pacility

The claimed facility controls the emission of particulate generared from the processing
and shipping of seed, The facility consists of a baghouse, a blower, and supporting
equipment,

Claimed Facility Cost: $23,445.00

Accountant’s Certification was provided.

The applicant indicated the useful life of the facility is seven years.

3. Procedural Reguirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR Chapter 340,
Division 16. .

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Installation of the facility was substantially completed on June 28, 1994 and placed into
operation the same day. The application for final certification was received by the
Department on June 6, 1995. The application was found to be complete on July 10,
1995, within two years of substantial completion of the facility.
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4, Evaluation of Application
a. Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply with a
requirement imposed by the Department to control air pollution. This is in accordance
with OAR Chapter 340, Division 21, rules 015 and 050 through 060. The Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit for this source, 27-6019, requires the permittee to limit
the emissions of particulate to the atmosphere. The emission reduction is accomplished
by the elimination of air contaminants as defined in ORS 468A.005.

Prior to installation of the new facilities, dust from all production systems was collected
in a cyclone systern. Grain was brought in to the plant by truck and dumped into a
storage pit. It was then raised by elevator to a crib bin over a cleaning machine which
used air and screens 1o separate out the seed from the waste. The blowers then entered
the cyclone systern where centrifugal force was used to force the waste dust through the
cyclone filters before being emitted to the atmosphere.

The claimed facility consists of a baghouse, a blower, and associated equipment. The
claimed facility was installed in place of the cyclone system in the seed cleaning process,
The baghouse uses a blower to force dust through the baghouse filters. The fine dust

- particles are collected on the bag surface, The dust collected by the bag is then removed
and disposed of. '

Prior to the installation of the baghouse, in June of 1993, the Department estimated
particulate emissions from the plant to be 4.63 tons per year, After installaton of the
baghouse, in June of 1994, the Department estimated the particulate emissions to be 1,98
tOns per year. ‘

b. Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost allocable to '
pollution control, the fullowing factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered
and analyzed as indicated:

D The extent to which the facility is used to recover and convert waste
products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or
usable commodity. A local anima) feed producer removes the waste at no
charge.

2) The estimated armual pércent return on the investment in the facility.

The annual operating expenses exceed income from the facility, so there
is no return on investment.




4]

JUL 11 ’95 B85:@3PM PRC EMI CHICAGO : P.

Application No, TC-4430
Pzge #3

3) The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same
pollution control objective.

Baghouse control systems are technically recognized as an acceptable
method for controlling the emissions of particulate from seed plants.

4) Any related savings or increase in costs which oceur or may occur as 2
result of the instaliation of the facility.

The annual operating cost of the facility is $1,000 for maintenance of the
baghouse,

5) Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to the prevention, control or
reduction of air poilution.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to reduction of pollution. The principal
purpose of the facility is to prevent a substantial quantity of air pollution.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control as determined by
using this factor or these factors is 100%,

5. Summation

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

b, The facility is eligible for final 1ax credit certification in that the principal
purpose of the facility is 10 comply with a2 requirement imposed by Department
to control air pollution.

c. The facility complies with DEQ statates and rules, and permit conditions.

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

6. Director’s Recommendati
Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate

bearing the cost of $23,445 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4430,

Tonia C. Garbowsky : PRC Environmental Management, Inc.
July 10, 1995,
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

lican
Richard D. Baker
32283 Diamond Hill Drive
Harrisburg, Oregon 87446
The applicant owns and opérates a grass seed farm operation in Linn County, Oregon.
Application was made for tax credit for air poilution control equipment.

Description of Claimed Facility

The equipment described in this application is a 16'8" roller-leveler, focated at 32283 Diamond
Hill Drive, Harrisburg, Oregon. The equipment is owned by the applicant.

Claimed equipment cost: $6,177.
(The applicant provided copies of cost of construction.)

Description_of Farm Operation Plan_to Beduce Open Field Burning.

The applicant has 117 perennial grass seed acres and 488 annual grass seed acres under
cultivation. The alternatives to open field. burning the applicant has investigated include baling
the bulk straw off the perennial fields and flail chopping the remaining residue and stubble and
flail chopping the full straw load on the annual fields followed by plowing, harrowing, and
rolling.

The applicant is now ready {o replace open field burning on all his acreage with the alternatives.

However, the majority of his grass seed acreage is blue dobby soil which is very low, flat and
difficult to drain. PFlowing the straw under makes the land very uneven with humps and holes
throughout. To provide adequaie drainage and avoid heavy corp loss due to drown out, the
applicant must level these low lying fields to achieve drainage and produce a reasonable crop.

Procedural RBeguirements

The equipment is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR Chapter 340,
Division 16. The equipment has met all statutory deadlines in that:

Construction of the equipment was substantially completed on May 1, 1995. The application
was submitted on June 9, 1985; and the application far final certification was found to be-
complete on June 22, 1995. The application was filed within two years of substantial
completion of the equipment.
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5. Evaluation of Application
a. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the equipmeht is an approved

alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a
substantial quantity of air pollution. This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum acreage to bs open
burned in the Willamette Valley as required in OAR 340-28-013; and, the facility’s
qualification as a “pollution controi facility”, defined in OAR 340-16-025{2)(f)

A): “Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing, handling,
storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will
result in reduction of open field burning.”

Eligible Cost Findings

in determining the percent of the pollution control equipment cost allocable to pollution
control, the following factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered and analyzed as
indicated: ‘

1. The extent to which the equipment is used to recover and convert waste
products into a salable or usable commadity.

The equipment does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or
usable commodity.

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the equipment.

There is no annual percent return on the investment as applicant claims no
gross annual income.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same pollution
control obiective.

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air pollution. The
method is one of the least costly, most effective methods of reducing air
pollution.

4. Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur as a result
of the purchase of the equipment.

There is an increase in operating cosis of $1,050 to annually maintain and
operate the equipment. These costs were considered in the return on
investment calculation.

5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual
cost of the equipment properly allocable to the prevention, control or reduction
of air pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost of the
equipment properly allocable to prevention, control or reduction of air
poilution.
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The actual cost of the equipment properly allocable to pollution control as determined
by using these factors is 100%.

6. Summation
a. The equipment was constructed in accordance with all regulatory deadlines.
b. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved alternative method for

field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a substantiai quantity of
air pollution as defined in ORS 468A.005

c. The equipment complies with DEG statuies and iules.

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

7. The Department of Agriculture’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $6,177, with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
equipment claimed in Tax Credit Application Number TC-4433.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Oregon Department of Agriculture
(503) 986-4701

FAX: (503) 986-4730

JB:bk4433
ane 22, 1995
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Gerald E. Phelan

33973 Loonsy lLane

Tangent, Oregon 97389

The applicant owns and operates a custom baling operation in Linn County, Oregon.
Application was made for tax credit for air poliution control equipment.

Description of Claimed Fagility

The equipment described in this application is located at 33973 Looney Lane, Tangent, Oregon.
The equipment is owned by the applicant.

1993 RPL roadrunner hay squeeze $88,195
1993 Freeman 1592 big baler $70,000

Claimed equipment cost: $158,195
{Accountant's Certification was provided.)

Description of Farm Operation Plan to Reduce Open Field Burning

The applicant’s operation consists of baling the straw in the field, transporting it to storage
facilities, unloading and loading and transporting to compressing facilities as neesded.

The applicant states that his business is integral in removing 40,000 acres from open field
burning considetation by removing the bulk straw.

Procedural Requiremenis

The equipment is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR Chapter 340,
Divisiocn 16. The equipment has met all statutory deadlines in that:

Purchase of the equipment was substantially completed on July 15, 1993. The application was
submitted on June 23, 1995; and the application for final ceriification was found to be complste
on July 8, 1995. The -application was filed within two years of substantial completion of the
equipment.

Evaluation of Application

a. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the equipment is an approved
alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a
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substantial guantity of air pollution. This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 488A.005; by reducing the maximum acreage to be open
burned in the Willamette Valley as required in OAR 340-26-013; and, the facility’s
qualification as a “pollution control facility”, defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(f)

A): “Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing, handling,
storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will
result in reduction of open field burning.”

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control equipment cost allocable to pollution
control, the following factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered and analyzed as
indicated:

1. The extent to which the equipment is used to recover and convert waste
products info a salable or usable commaodity.

The equipment promotes the conversion of a waste product (straw) into a
salable commodity by providing the method of removing the straw from the
fields in a packaged form.

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the equipment.

The pollution control facility is integral to the operation of the applicant’s
business such that the business would operate at reduced income levels without
the claimed pollution control facility. Following steps outlined in OAR 340-16-
030 (5) and referencing Robert Morris Associates’ (RMA) Annual statement
Studies the applicants primary four digit Standard Industrial Classification is
5621. The industry median profit before taxes as a percent of total assets
(ROA) for the five years prior to the vear of complstion of the claimed facility
from BRMA, Annual Statement Studies are 5.4, 5.4, 5.1, and 5.0, and 3.3,
Therefore, the industry average profit before taxes as a percent of total
assets (IRO1) is 4.84 (IMP/5). Selecting the reference annual percent return
(RROI) of 5.5 from Table 2 that corresponds with the year construction or
purchase was complsted the percentage of actual costs allocable to pollution
conirol (RROI-IRCI/RROI X 100) is 12%.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same pollution
control objective.

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air pollution. The
method is one of the least costly, most effective methods of reducing air
poltution.

4. Any related savings or increase in costs which cccur or may ocour as a result
of the purchase of the equipment.

There is no savings or increase in costs as a result of the eguipment.
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5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual
cost of the equipment properly allocable to the prevention, control or reduction
of air pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost of the
equipment properly aliocable to prevention, control or reduction of air
pollution. :

The actual cost of the equipment properly allocable {o pollution control as determined
by using these factors is 12%.

6. Summation
a. The equipment was constructed in accordance with all regulatory deadfines.
b. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved alternative method for

field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of
air pollution as defined in ORS 468A.005

c. The equipment complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
d. The portion of the equipment that is properly allocable to pollution control is 12%.
7. The Department of Agriculture’s Hecommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Controt Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $158,195 with 12% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
equipment claimed in Tax Credit Application Number TC-4449,

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Cregon Department of Agriculture
{503) 986-4701

FAX: (503) 986-4730

JB:bk4449
June 6, 1995
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Galen Kropf, Vernon Kropf

24980 Peoria Road

Harrisburg, Oregon 97446

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Linn County, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for air pollution control equipment.

Description of Claimed Facility

The equipment described in this application is located at 32191 Cartney Drive, Harrisburg,
Oregon. The equipment is owned by the applicant.

John Deere 2810 8 bottom plow $15,675
Kello built 24" Heavy Duty Disc $36,000

Claimed equipment cost: $51,675 _
{Accountant's Certification was provided.)

Description of Farm Operation Plan to Reduce Open Field Burning.

The applicant has 1,161 acres of perennial grass seed and 884 acres of annual grass seed under
cultivation. Prior to investigating alternatives to thermal sanitization, the applicant open field
burned as many acres as the smoke management program and weather permitted.

The applicant’s prior practice was to open field burn and no till drill the annual acreage. The
alternative selected includes flail chopping the entire straw [oad, plowing the straw under,
discing the field, harrowing and rolling, and conventional planting.

Procedural Beguirements

The equipment is governed by ORS 468,150 through 468.190, and by OAR Chapter 340,
Division 16. The equipment has met all statutory deadlines in that:

Purchase of the equipment was substantially completed on October 19, 1984, The application
was submitted on June 26, 1995; and the application for final certification was found to be
complete on July 7, 1895. The application was filed within two vears of substantial completion
of the equipment.
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5. Evaluation of Application

a.

The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the equipment is an approved
alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a
substantial quantity of air pollution. This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum acreage to be open
burned in the Willamette Valley as required in OAR 340-26-013; and, the facility’s
qualification as a “pollution control facility”, defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(f)

A): “Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing, handling,
storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will
result in reduction of open field burning.”

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control equipment cost allocable to pollutioh
control, the following factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered and analyzed as
indicated:

1. The extent to which the equipment is used to recover and convert waste
products into a salable or usable commedity.

The equipment does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or
usable commodity.

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the equipment.

There is no annual percent return on the Investment as applicant claims no
gross annual income.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same pollution
control objective.

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air pollution. The
method is one of the least costly, most effective methods of reducing air
pollution.

4. Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur as a result
of the purchase of the equipment.

There is an increase in operating costs of $8,618 to annually maintain and
operate the equipment. These cosis were considered in the return on
investment calculation.

5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actuai
cost of the equipment properly allocable to the prevention, control or reduction
of air pollution.
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There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost of the
equipment properly allocable to prevention, control or reduction of air
pollution.

The actual cost of the equipment propertly allocable to pollution control as determined
hy using these factors is 100%.

6. Summation
a. The equipment was constructed in accordance with all regulatory deadlines.
b. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved alternative method for

field sanitation and straw ulilizaiion and disposal that reduces a substantial guantity of
air pollution as defined in ORS 468A.005

c. The equipment complies with DEQ statutes and rules,
d. The portion of the equipment that is properly allocable to pollution control is 100%.
7. The Department of Agriculture’'s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $51,675, with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
equipment claimed in Tax Credit Application Number TC-4451,

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Oregon Department of Agriculture
(503} 986-4701

FAX: (503) 986-4730

JB:bk4451
July 7, 1995
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Vernon Kropf

32191 Cartney Drive

Harrisburg, Oregon 97446

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Linn County, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for air poliution control equipment.

Description of Claimed Fagcility

The equipment described in this application is a 1995 Manteca roadrunner hay squeeze, located
at 32191 Cartney Drive, Harrisburg, Oregon. The equipment is owned by the applicant.

Claimed equipment cost: $86,599
{Accountant's Certification was provided,

Description of Farm Operation Plan to Reduce Open Field Burning.

The applicant has 1,161 acres of perennial grass seed and 884 acres of annual grass seed under
cultivation. Prior to investigating alternatives to thermal sanitization, the applicant open field
burned as many acres as the Smoke Management Program and weather permitted.

The applicant states that alternatives to open field burning on perennial acreage begins with

straw removal by baling, and the hay squeeze is required fo stack straw blocks three high in
the storage building to efficiently utilize the space. The hay squeeze allows the applicant to

continue the methedical reduction in acreage open fisld burned.

Procedural Reguirements

The equipment is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.180, and by OAR Chapter 340,
Division 16. The equipment has met all statutory deadlines In that

Purchase of the equipment was substantially completed on June 1, 1895. The application was -
submitted on June 28, 1995; and the application for flnal cerlification was found to be complete
on July 7, 1995. The application was filed within two years of substantial completion of the
equipment.

Evaluation of Application

a. The equipment is eligible under ORS-468.150 because the equipment is an approved
alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a
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substantial quantity of air pollution. This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminanis, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum acreage to be open
burned in the Willamette Valley as required in QAR 340-26-013; and, the facility’s
qualification as a “pollution control facility”, defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(f)

A): “Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing, handling,
storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will
result in reduction of open field burning.”

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control equipment cost allocable to poliution
control, the following factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered and analyzed as
indicated:

1. The extent to which the equipment is used to recover and convert waste
products intc a salable or usable commaodity.

The equipment does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or
usable commodity.

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the eguipment.

There is no annual percent return on the investment as applicant claims no
gross annual income. The applicant trades the straw for the custom baling
services.

3. The alternative methods, squipment and costs for achieving the same pollution
control objective.

The method chosen is an accepted method for reduction of air poliution. The
method is one of the least costly, most effective methods of reducing air
potlution.

4, Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur as a result
of the purchase of the equipment.

There is an increase in operating costs of $1,300 to annually maintain and
operate the equipment. These costs were considered in the return on
investment calculation,

5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual
cost of the equipment properly allocable to the prevention, control or reduction
of air pollution.

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost of the
equipment properly allocable to prevention, control or reduction of air
poliution.

The actual cost of the equipment properly allocable to pollution control as determined
by using these factors is 100%.
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6. Summation
a. The equipment was constructed in accordance with all regulatory deadlines.
b. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved alternative method for

field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial guantity of
air poliution as defined in ORS 468A.005

c. The equipment complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
d. The portion of the equipment that is properly allocable to poilution control is 100%.
7. The Department of Agriculture’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $86,599, with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
equipment claimed in Tax Credit Application Number TC-4453.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Oregon Department of Agriculture
(503) 986-4701

FAX: (503) 986-4730

JB:bk4453
July 7, 1995
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Leroy and Lowell Kropf

24305 Powerline Road

Harrisburg, Oregon 97446

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Linn County, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for air pollution control equipment.

Description of Claimed Facility

The equipment described in this application is located at 24305 Powerline Hoad, Harrisburg,
Oregon. The equipment is owned by the applicant.

John Deere 145 hp 7800 fractor $78,026
Kellobilt 21’ disc $25,375

Claimed equipment cost: $103,401
(Accountant's Certification was provided.)

Description_of Farm Operation Plan 1o Reduce Open Field Burning.

The applicant has 720 acres of perennial grass seed and 280 acres of annhual grass seed under
cultivation. Prior fo investigating alternatives to thermal sanitization, the applicant open field
burned as many acres as the Smoke Management Program and weather permitted.

On some perennial fields, the siraw is removed by baling. The remaining stubble is flail
chopped and sanitization is accomplished by propane flaming or chemicals. On other perennial
fields, the bulk straw is flail chopped two to three times and left on the surface to decompose.
On annual fields, the bulk straw is flail chopped then the field is plowed, disced, harrowed, and
leveled in preparation for the new seedbed.

With an approximate 75% reduction in open field burning, the tractor Is required to complete
the alternatives in a timely manner. The disc is required to incorporate the straw into the soil
on unburned fields,

Procedural Beguirements

The equipment is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR Chapter 340,
Division 16. The equipment has met all statutory deadlines in that:




Application No. TC-4483
Page 2

Purchase of the equipment was substantially completed on April 1, 1995. The application was
submitted on June 29, 1995; and the application for final certification was found to be complete
on July 11, 1995, The application was filed within two years of substantial completion of the
equipment.

Evaluation of Application

a.

The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the equipment is an approved
alternative method for field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a
substantial quantity of air pollution, This reduction is accomplished by reducticn of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum acreage o be open
burned in the Willamette Valley as required in OAR 340-26-013; and, the facility’s
qualification as a “pollution control facility”, defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(f)

A): “Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing, handling,
storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will
result in reduction of open field burning.”

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control equipment cost allocable to pollution
control, the following factors from ORS 468.120 have been considered and analyzed as
indicated:

1. The extent to which the equipment is used to recover and convert waste
products into a salable or usable commodity.

The equipment does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or
usable commodity. :

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the equipment,

There is no annual percent return on the investment as applicant claims no
gross annual incoms.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same pollution
control objective.

The method chesen Is an accepted method for reduction of air pollution. - The
method is one of the least costly, most effective methods of reducing air
poliution.

4, Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur as a result
of the purchase of the equipment. :

There is an increase in operating costs of $13,080 to annually maintain and
operate the equipment. These costs were considered in the return on
investment calculation.
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5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual
cost of the equipment properly allocable to the prevention, control or reduction
of air poliution.

The established average annual operating hours for tractors is set at 450
hours. To obtain a total percent allocable, the annual operating hours per
implement used in reducing acreage open field burned is as follows:

Annual
Implement Acres Acres/hour Operating Hours
Flail Choppetr 850 6.5 130
Disc 800 (400x2) 6.5 123
Harrow 1,200 (400x3) 7 171
~ Leveler 800 ({400x2) 10 _80
Total Annual Operating Hours 504

The annual operating hours (504) exceeds the average annual operating hours
{450) producing a 100 percent allocation.

The actual cost of the equipment properly allocable to pollution control as determined
by using these factors is 100%.

6. Summation
a. The equipment was constructed in accordance with all regulatory deadlines.
b. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved alternative method for

fleld sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial guantity of
air pollution as defined in ORS 468A.005

c. The squipment complies with DEQ statutes and rules.

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

7. The_Department of Agriculfure’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $103,401, with 100% allocated fo pollution control, be issued for the
equipment claimed in Tax Credit Application Number TGC-4483.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Oregon Department of Agriculture
(503) 986-4701

FAX: (503) 986-4730

JB:bkd4483
July 11, 1995
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State of Oregon
Department of Agriculture

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Allen D. Chapman

4476 South Timber Trail Drive

Woodburn, Oregon 97071

The applicant owns and operates a grass seed farm operation in Marion County, Oregon.
Application was made for tax credit for air pollution control eguipment.

Description of Claimed Facility

The equipment described in this application is a 15’ Rear’s Flail Chopper, located at 4476 South
Timber Drive, Woodburn, Oregon. The eguipment is owned by the applicant.

Claimed equipment cost: $12,750
(The applicant provided copies of the purchase agreement.)

Description of Farm Operation Plan to Reduce Open Field Burning.

The applicant has 240 acres of perennial grass seed under cultivation. Prior to purchasing the
flail chopper, the applicant elther open field burned or baled and propaned his acreags.

The open field burning will be replaced with full straw load flail chopping.

Procedural Heguirements

The equipment is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190, and by OAR Chapter 340,
Division 16. The equipment has met all statutory deadlines in that:

Purchase of the equipment was substantially completed on October 25, 1994, The application
was submitied on June 29, 1995; and the application for final certification was found to be
complete on July 11, 1995. The application was filed within two years of substantial
completion of the equipment.

Evaluation of Application

a. The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 because the equipment is an approved
alternative methed for field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a
substantial ‘quantity of air pollution. This reduction is accomplished by reduction of air
contaminants, defined in ORS 468A.005; by reducing the maximum acreage io be open
burned in the Willamette Valley as required in OAR 340-26-013; and, the facility’s
qualification as a "pollution control facility”, defined in OAR 340-16-025({2)(f)
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A): “Equipment, facilities, and land for gathering, densifying, processing, handling,
storing, transporting and incorporating grass straw or straw based products which will
result in reduction of open field burning.”

b. Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control equipment cost allocable to pollution
control, the following factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered and analyzed as
indicated:

1. The extent to which the equipment is used to recover and convert waste
products into a salable or usable commodity.

The equipment does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or
usable commaodity.

2. The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the equipment.

There is no annual percent return on the investment as applicant claims no
gross annuatl income.

3. The alternative methods, equipment and costs for achieving the same poellution
control objective.

The method chosen is an accepted methed for reduction of air pollution. The
method is one of the least costly, most effective methods of reducing air
pollution.

4, Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur as a result
of the purchase of the equipment.

There is an increase in operating costs of $4,503 to annually maintain and
operate the equipment. These costs were considered in the return on
investment calculation.

5. Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the actual
cost of the equipment properly allocable to the prevention, control or reduction
of air pollution.

There are no other factors to conslder in establishing the actual cost of the
equipment properly allocable to prevention, control or reduction of air

pollution.

The actual cost of the equipment properly allocable to pollution control as determined
by using these factors is 100%.

Summation

a. The equipment was constructed in accordance with all regulatory deadlines.
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b, The equipment is eligible under ORS 468.150 as an approved alternative method for
field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal that reduces a substantial quantity of
air pollution as defined in ORS 468A.005

c. The equipment complies with DEQ statutes and rules.
d. The portion of the eguipment that is propetly allocable to pollution control is 100%.
7. The Department of Agriculture’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $12,750, with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
equipment claimed in Tax Credit Application Number TC-4484.

Jim Britton, Manager

Smoke Management Program
Natural Resources Division
Cregon Department of Agriculture
{503) 986-4701

FAX: (503) 986-4730

JB:bk4484
July 11, 1995




Application No.T-4266

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Johnson Controls Battery Group, Inc.
SLI Battery Divigion

5957 N. Green Bay Avenue

Milwaukee, WI 53209

The applicant owns and operateg a lead-acid battery
manufacturing plant in Canby, Oregon.

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

Description of Facility

The facility is a 54,600 square foot warehouse added to the
existing manufacturing plant. It covers all lead storage
areas which were formerly out in the open around the plant
building and uncovered.

Claimed Facility Cost: $2,461,970

Johnson Controls Battery Group, Inc. (JCBGI) submitted a
claimed facility cost of $2,595,000 in its original tax
credit certification application. In a letter to the
Department dated March 15, 1995, JCBGI revised the claimed
facility cost down to $2,461,970 which was based on a more
accurate group coste statements from Johnson Controls'’
accounting department office in Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

The accountant’s certification wag provided by Price
Waterhouse LLP on August 4, 1994.

Eligible Cost.

The Department determined that the costs submitted by the
applicant were eligible except for the fire protection
gystem, landscaping, landgcaping irrigation system,
painting expenses for lead oxide storage tank and power
supply relocation expenses charged by the local utility
board. The Department considered thesge itemg to be
ineligible because they do not contribute gignificantly to
controlling pollution at the site.
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Claimed Facility Cost: 52,461,970
Ineligible Costsg
Sprinkler sgsystem as part $5,100
of the seismic upgrade
Landscaping 2,500
Fire protection 69,998
#12 sprinkler upgrade 17,773
2" irrigation line 1,459
#28 oxide tank paint 2,211
Water tanks chiller 4,044
Canby Utility Board 2,322
Total ' $105,407
Eligible Facility Cost: 82,356,563

Procedural Reguirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 and
by OAR Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facility met the statutory deadline in that
construction of the facility was substantially completed in
March 8, 1994 and the application for certification was
found to be complete on April 24, 1995, within 2 years of
gubstantial completion of the facility.

Evaluation of Application

a.

The facility is eligible because the gole purpcose of
the facility is to prevent pollution of storm water.
Thig prevention is accomplished by preventing storm
water from contacting stored lead materials and
products.

JCBGI was issued a National Pollutant Digcharge
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit 1200L which
specifiesg the development and implementation of a Storm
Water Management Control Plan {SWMCP). One of the best
management practices (BMP) specified in the SWMCP is
the provigion of covered storage for manufacturing
areas where materiale could come in contact with storm
water. JCBGI identified in its SWMCP storage areas for
battery components and lead ingots where they are out
in the open and could be potential sources of gsteorm
water lead contamination.




Applicaticon No. T-4266
Page 3

JCBGI added a 54,600 square feet of covered storage to
the existing manufacturing plant building. The
implementation of this BMP eliminated the potential for
storm water contamination.

Eligible Cogt Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control
facility cost allocable to pollution control, the
following factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered
and analyzed as indicated:

1} The extent to which the facility is used to
recover and convert waste products into a saleable
or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or convert waste
products into a salable or usable commodity.

2} The estimated annual percent return on the
investment in the facility.

There 1s no return on investment for this
facility.

3) The alternative methods, equipment and costs for
achieving the same pollution control objective.

Alternative storage outside of the manufacturing
plant property could have been obtained. However,
the cost would have been greater. The cost to
purchase storage space at another location would
have exceeded $3,600,000. Thig option would have
also resulted in additiocnal transportation and
utility costs of $100,000 annually.

4) Any related sgavings or increase in costs which
occur or may occur as a result of the installation
of the facility.

There are no savings from the facility. The cost
of maintaining and operating the facility is
$12,581 annually.

5) Any other factors which are relevant in
egtablishing the portion of the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to the prevention,
control or reduction of air, water or noise
pollution or solid or hazardous waste or to
recycling or properly disposing of used oil.
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The Department determined that some components of
the claimed facility are ineligible because they
do not contribute significantly to pollution
control at the plant site. These are the
gprinkler gystem for fire protection, landscaping,
irrigation system, preoduction related equipment
and power supply relocation charges from the local
utility board. The ineligible costs are as
follows:

Non JCBGI costs

1. Fire gprinklers (Seabold - 55,100
Congtruction Co.)
2. Power supply relocation - 2,322

(Canby Utility Board)
Subtotal S7,422

JCBGI costs

1. Landscaping - $2,500
2. Hire protection - 69,998
3. #12 Sprinkler upgrade - 17,773
4., 2" Irrigation line - 1,459
5. #28 Oxide tank paint - 2,211
6. Water tanks chiller - 4,044

Subtotal 597,985

Ineligible cost £105,407

The actual cogt of the facility properly allocable
to pollution control ig:

Claimed facility cost - $2,461,970
Tneligible cost - (105,407)
Eligible cost - $2,356,563

The Environmental Quality Commissgion has directed
that tax credit applications having claimed
facility costs at or above $250,000 undergo an
additicnal accounting review to ensure that
eligible costs are properly allocated to pollution
control. This review was performed by the
accounting firm of Boldt, Carlisle & Smith, CPAs.
The review did not identify any additional
ineligible or unallocable costs.
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5. Summation

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

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification
in that the sole purpose of the facility is to prevent
pollution of storm water and accomplishes this purpose
by preventing storm water from contacting stored lead
products.

¢. The facility complies with DEQ permit conditions.

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly
allocable to pollution control is $2,356,563.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of
52,356,563 with 100% allocated to pollution contyxol, be '
issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. T-4266.

Elliot J. Zais
MW\WC13\WC13419
(503) 229-5292
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CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY '

811 S. W. 6th Ave.

Portland, OR 97204

At your request, we have performed agreed-upon procedures with respect to Johnson
Controls Battery Group, Inc. Pollution Tax Control Credit Application No. 4266 regarding
warehouse space added to house materials that were stored outside, which would have
violated stormwater permits. The aggregate claimed costs on the original application were
$2,595,000. This was later revised by the applicant to $2,461,970 based on more accurate
graup costs statements from Johnson Controls’ accounting department office in Milwaukee,
Wisconsin. This cost was reduced by $105,407 to $2,356,563 by the DEQ to eliminate
components of the claimed facility that did not significantly contribute to pollution control
at the plant site. The agreed-upon procedures and our related findings are as follows:

1. We read the application, the Oregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Control
Facilities tax credits—Section 468.150-468.190 (the Statutes) and the Oregon
Administrative Rules on Pollution Control Tax Credits—Sections 340-16-005
through 340-16-050 (OAR’s). '

2. We discussed the Application and Statutes with Elliot Zais of the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality and with Charles Bianchi, the Pollution
Control Facilities tax credit program consultant.

3. We discussed the Application with Jana Bader Jarvis, customer service manager,
and Brian Krytenberg, environmental engineer of Johnson Controls Battery
Group, Inc. and reviewed the accountant’s certification issued by Price
Waterhouse LLP in connection with the Application for final certification.

4.,  We inquired as to whether there were any direct or indirect company costs
charged to the facility costs claimed in the Application. We were informed no
direct or indirect costs were included in the Application. Based on our review of
supporting documentation discussed in item 5, we noted no direct or indirect costs
were included in the Application.




5. We reviewed supporting documentation for 96 percent of the amount claimed on
the Application through review of vendor invoices and the certificate for payment
teceived from the prime contractor. All costs, which we reviewed, supporting the
Application appeared to be from third party vendors.

6. We discussed with Jana Bader Jarvis and Brian Krytenberg the extent to which
non-allowable costs were excluded from the Application. This was accomplished
by reviewing specific invoices and the certificate for payment (see item 5). We
determined that the company had properly excluded all non-allowable costs from
the Application.

Conclusions

Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with
generally accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items
referred to above. In connection with the procedures referred to above, no matters came
to our attention that caused us to believe that the claimed facilities cost of $2,356,563 on
the Application, as revised by the DEQ review report, should be adjusted. Had we
performed additional procedures, or had we conducted an audit of the financial statements
of the company in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, other matters
might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you. This report relates
only to the items specified above and does not extend to any financial statements of the
company taken as a whole.

This report is solely for the State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality in the
evaluating of the company’s Pollution Control Tax Credit Application and should not be

used for any other purpose.

PBotdt, Centiste 2 Smith, e

Certified Public Accountants
Salem, Oregon
July 14, 1995

TACLIENT? \70591\PROCEDY5.DOC




Application No. TC-4348

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant
Jeld-Wen, Inc,
P.O. Box 1329
Klamath Ealls, OR 97601

The applicant manufactures wood pellets.

Application was made for tax credit for an air pollution control facility installed at the
applicant’s Brownsville, Oregon plant.

2. Description of Facility

The claimed facility controls the emission of particulate generated from a wood particle
dryer. The facility consists of a Geoenergy E-Tube System, Model 1013-189, Wet
Electrostatic Precipitator. '

Claimed Facility Cost: $696,034.87

Accountant’s certification was provided.

The applicant indicated that the useful life of the facility is 20 years,

3. Procedural Reguirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468,190, and by OAR Chapter 340,
Division 16.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:

Erection of the facility was substantially completed on J anuafy 15, 1994 and the facility
was placed into operation on January 21, 1994. The application for final certification
was received by the Department on January 17, 1995. The application was considered to

be complete on March 1, 1995, within 2 years of substantial completion of the facility.

4. Evaluation of Application

a. Rationale For Eligibility

The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply
with a requirement imposed by the Department to control air pollution. This is
in accordance with QAR Chapter 340, Division 21, Rule 015, The Air
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Contaminant Discharge Permit for this source, 22-1034, Condition 2, requires the
permittee to limit the emission of air contaminants into the aimosphere from the
wood particle dryer. This is accomplished by the elimination of air contaminants
as defined in ORS 468A.005.

The claimed facility reduces particulate emissions from the wood dryer of the
applicant’s wood pellet manufacturing operation. Prior to installation of the new
electrostatic precipitator, dust from the dryer vented to a series of multiclones.
On August 25, 1992, a DEQ inspection noted that the particle dryer was in non-
compliance because the emissions had an opacity of 40 percent. The permit
specifies that emission opacity must be under 20 percent,

The claimed facility that was installed as a result of the compliance schedule is
more effective at controlling emissions and consists of a Geoenergy E-tube 1013-
189 system and a centrifuge to dispose of water. Dust generated by the dryer is
passed between the 182 ten foot long, stainless steel tubes with surfaces carrying
a high electric potential. Under the force of the electric field, particles are driven
to the collecting electrode and precipitated. The dust collected by the plate is
removed and disposed of.

Source testing performed on February 8, 1994, after the installation of the air
pollution control facility, demonstrated that emission opacity was less than 5
percent.

Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the pollution control facility cost allocable to
pollution control, the following factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered
and analyzed as indicated: '

1) The extent to which the facility is used to recover and convert waste
products into a salable or usable commodity.

The facility does not recover or convert waste products into a salable or
usable commodity.

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

The annual operating expenses exceed income from the facility, so there
is no return on investment,

3 The alternative methods, equipment, and costs for achicving the same
pollution control objective,

Electrostatic precipitator systems are technically recognized as an
acceptable method for controlling the emissions of particulate from wood
dryers. Besides the GeoEnergy system, prices were acquired for a
United-McGill electrostatic precipitator. GeoEnergy’s price was thirty
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percent lower and was therefore chosen for installation.

- Any related savings or increase in costs which occur or may occur as a

result of the installation of the facility.

The annual operating cost of the facility is approximately $60,000 from
the increased use of electricity use and the additional time spent on
equipment maintenance.

Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to the prevention, control, or
reduction of air pollution,

There are no other factors to consider in establishing the actual cost of
the facility properly allocable to reduction of pollution. The principal
purpose of the facility is to prevent a substantial quantity of air polluiion.

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control as determined by
using these factors is 100%.

5. Summation

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

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in that the principal
purpose of the facility is to comply with a requirement imposed by the
Department to condrol air pollution.

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

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

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $696,035 with 100% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4348.

Tonia C. Garbowsky : PRC Environmental Management, Inec. / June 23, 1995
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Coopers & Lybrand L.L.P. 2700 First Interstate Bank Tower telephone (503) 227-8600

COO ers 1300 Southwest Fifth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201-5687
& Ly rand a professional services firm

Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
811 S.W. Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

At your request, we have performed certain agreed upon procedures with respect to Jeld-Wen,
Inc.'s (the Company) Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit Application No. 4348 (the
Application) regarding the Geoenergy E-Tube System, Model 1013-189, Wet Electrostatic
Precipitator in Linn County, Oregon (the Facility). The aggregate Facility costs claimed on the
Application were $696,035. The following are our agreed upon procedures and related findings:

L.

We read the Application, the Oregon Revised Statutes regarding Pollution Control
Facilities Tax Credits - Sections 468.150 - 468.190 (the Statutes) and the Oregon
Administrative Rules regarding Pollution Control Tax Credits - Sections 340-16-005
through 340-16-050 (OAR's).

We discussed the Application and Statutes with Charles Bianchi and Brian Fields of the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).

We discussed the Application and Statutes with Gary Koepke, Project Engineer of the
Company.

We inquired as to whether there were any direct or indirect Company costs included in the
Facility costs claimed on the Application. We were informed that $144,438 of direct and
indirect Company costs were included in the Application.

Based on our procedures discussed in item no. 5 below, we noted the direct and indirect
Company costs included in the Application appeared to be allowable.

We compared supporting vendor invoices, canceled checks and Company job cost records
for 78% of the amount claimed on the Application to (1) Exhibit C of the Application and
(2) the Statutes and OAR's in item no.1 above. All items which we tested appeared to be
from third party vendors and Company employees who worked on the construction of the
Facility.

We discussed with Gary Koepke, Project Engineer for the Company, the extent to which
non-allowable costs were excluded from the Application. This was accomplished by
reviewing specific contractor invoices and the Company's job cost records (see item no. 5)
with Mr. Koepke. We determined the Company had properly excluded from the
Application all costs which were not allowed by the Statues or OARSs.

Coopers & Lybrand LL.£., a registered limited liability parlnership, is a member firm of Cocpers & Lybrand (International).
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Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with generally
accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items referred to above.
Had we performed additional procedures, or had we conducted an audit of the financial
statements of the Company in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, other
matters might have come to our attention that would have been reported to you. This report
relates only to the items specified above and does not extend to any financial statements of the
Company as a whole.

This report is solely for the State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality in evaluating
the Company's Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit Application and should not be used for any

other purpose.
I !
CUG]MAA/ = g'?/b\’fw‘( L.L.A

Portland, Oregon
July 20, 1995




Application No.T-4370

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Tillamcok County Creamery Association
Wagstewater Treatment Plant

4174 Hwy 101 N, PO Box 313

Tillamook OR 97141

The applicant owns and operates a wastewater treatwment
plant in Tillamock, Oregon.

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

Degcription of Facility

The facility 1s an expanded and upgraded activated sludge
wastewater treatment plant which treats water from the
cheegemaking operation of the creamery. A visitors’ center
ig also operated at the creamery. Wastewater from the
dairy products plant and sanitrary wastes from the plant
and visitors’ center are treated in the wastewater
treatment plant. The applicant holds an NPDES permit which
allows them to discharge treated effluent from the
wastewater treatment plant to the Wilson River at River
Mile 1.7. The facility being claimed for a tax credit
lncludes the following components:

Raw influent 1ift station

Raw influent line

Primary effluent pump station
Chlorine contact chamber
Aerobic digester

Emergency generator

Selector cells

Three cell aeraticn bkasin
New intermediate clarifier
Modification of Smith & Loveless package plant
Modification of surge tank

Claimed Facility Cost: $3,714,486.21
Accountant’s Certification was provided for costs totaling
$3,685,976.91, which isg the adjusted claimed facility cost.
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The summary of project costs follows:
Phase I
Aerobic Digester 5176,818.36
Contact Chamber : 132,979.00
Emergency Generator 67,420.00
Engineering 336,858.62
Ferric Tank 12,031.00
General 30.903.60
General Site 1,439,549.00
Primary Wet Well 50,879.63
Raw Influent 57,454 .00
Subtotal 2,185,893.21
Phase II
Aeration Basing 133,005.00
Ciarifier 77,588.00
General 30,515.00
General Contractor 1,157,370.00
General Engineering 1192,174.00
General Inspection 7,129.00
Surge Tank 3,811.00
Subtotal 1,528,593.00
Total $3,714,486.21
Accountant’s,Certified Costs: $3,685,976.91
3. Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.190 and
by OAR Chapter 340, Divieilon 16.

The facility met the statutory deadline in that
construction, erection, and installation of the facility
was substantially completed in October 1993 and the
application for certification was found to be complete on
in March 1995, within 2 years of substantial completion of
the facility.

4, Evaluation of Application

a. The facility is eligible because the principal purpose
of the facility is to comply with a requirement Imposed
by the federal Environmental Protection Agency to
control water pollution. The requirement is to comply
with a Consent Decree issued in June 1992.

b. Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the polluticn control
facility cost allocable to pollution contrcl, the
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following factors from ORS 468.190 have been considered
and analyzed as indicated:

1)

The extent to which the facility is used to
recover and convert waste products into a salable
or usgsable commodity.

The facility does convert waste products into a
ugable commodity, namely sludge. The sludge is
used as an agricultural scil ,
supplement/fertilizer, and is disposed of in this
manner. No income is derived from this source,
since users of the gludge do not pay for the
material and the applicant pays all expenses
agsociated with the application of the sludge to
agricultural lands.

The percent allocable determined by using this
factor is 100%.

The estimated annual percent return on the
investment in the facility.

As noted above, the facility does not recover or
convert waste products into a salable commodity,
and no income is derived from the operation of the
activated sludge wastewater facility.

The alternative methods, equipment and costs for
achieving the same pollution control objective.

A congulting firm hired by the applicant prepared
a repori, Conceptual Degign Report for the
Wastewater Treatment System Evaluation, dated July
1991 which evaluated the following five treatment
gystems:

Two-stage activated sludge

Anaerobic treatment followed by activated
sludge

Single-stage activated sludge followed by
aerated stabilization basin (ASB)

Sequencing batch reactors (SRR)

Aerated stabilization basin (ASB)

The ASE was eliminated based on:

No uge of any existing equipment

Extensive land area required

Less likely to meet strict effluent criteria
Tertiary filtration needed to achieve low TSS
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Neceggity of dredging of accumulated sludge
after several years of operation

Lower aeration equipment efficiency compared
te activated sludge process, requiring
more connected horsepower

Lack of process control

The SBR was eliminated based on:

Limited use of existing eguipment

Operator would be unfamiliar with the system

The approach ig less proven in this
application

Preliminary cost estimates showed higher costs
than the two-stage activated sludge
alternative.

Successful SBR operation promotes
nitrification, which increases oxygen
demand, sludge production, and pH
adjustment; however, this waste isg
nitrogen deficient, and these
congiderations would be minimal.

The two-stage activated sludge alternative was
developed in the greatest detail since it has been
a proven procesg in the past and involwved the
lowest initial capital cost compared to other
viable alternatives.

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

The annual operating costs are reduced by $100,000
because the new aerobic digester reduces the
volume of solids which need to be land applied.
Thig causes a savings in time for hauling, use of
chemicals, and amcount to be hauled.

However, the savings are not sufficient to produce
an impact on the return on investment calculation
for the purpose of cost allocation to pollution
control under the Rules. Therefore, the percent
allocable determined by using this facter is 100%.

Any other factors which are relevant in
establighing the portion of the actual ceost of the
facility properly allocable to the prevention,
control or reduction of alr, water or ncise
pollution or solid or hazardoug waste or Lo

. recycling or properly disposing of used oil.
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a) The Environmental Quality Commission has
directed that tax credit applicaticns having
claimed facility costs at or above $250,000
undergo an additional departmental accounting
review to ensure that all eligible costs are
properly allocated to pollution control. This
review was performed by the accounting firm of
Merina, McCoy, Gerritz, P.C, which found that, of
the amount claimed, $226,076.26 in costs were not
actual costs of the project are therefore
ineligible.

Moreover, the claimed facility treats wastewater
that originates from three sources: production of
dairy productsg; the retail deli on site; and human
wastegs from employees. ORS 468.155(2) (b) states
that a "Pollution control facility" does not
include geptic tanks or other facilitiegs for human
waste. The Department believes that the portion
of the claimed facility that is used for the
treatment of human waste is ineligible, and that
the tax credit should be reduced by an appropriate
amount. Human wastes are contributed by employees
and the retaill deli; the contribution is estimated
below. The estimate is based on the portion of
the total flow to the wastewater treatment system
coming from human sources.

OAR 340-71-Table 2, from the Department’s On-Site
Sewage Disposal Rules, giveg quantities of sgsewage
flow for various types of operations, including:

Factories (exclusive of industrial wastes, without
shower facilities: 15 gallons/day/person.

The applicant provided the following average water
usage information for the period June thru August,
1994 :

Water usage by the retail facility: 5,400 gal/day
Total flow to the treatment plant: 183,000 gal/day

The applicant employs approximately 390 staff,
approximately 90 of whom are seasonal employees
who work in the deli. The flow contribution from
the extra seasonal employees would reasonably be
accounted for in the retail usage figure of 5,400
gal/day.

After subtracting the seasonal employeesg, the flow
contribution from approximately 300 employvees
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remaing to be accounted for. The applicant stated
that showerg are available in some areag of the
production facility, but are not regularly used.
Therefore, the Department used the figure of 15
gal/day/person from OAR 340-71l-Table 2 to estlmate
the human waste contribution by employees:

300 people x 15 gal/day/person = 4,500 gal/day.

The percentage of the facility used to treat human
waste is then estimated to be:

(5,400 + 4,500)/183,000 x 100 = 5.4%; This rounds
off to 5%.

Thus, the Department estimates that 5% of the
adjusted claimed cost is not allocable to
poliution control.

In consequence, the actual cost of the facility
properly allocable to pollution control as determined
by using this factor is 95%.

5. Summation

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

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification
in that the principal purpose of the facility is to
comply with a reguirement imposed by the federal
Environmental Protection Agency to control water
pollution.

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

d. The portion cf the facility cost that is properly
allocable to pollution control 1s 95%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of
$3,459,901.00 with 95% allocable to pollution control, be
igssued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application
No. T-4370.

Elliot J. Zaig:ej=z
TC-4370
(503) 229-5292




MERINA McCOY GERRITZ, r.c.

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

PARTNERS CERTIFIED IN

John W. Merina, CPA Oregon
Michael E. McCoy, CPA Washington

Gerald V. Gerritz, Jr., CPA

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS’ REPORT
ON APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES

Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality

811 S.W. Sixth Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

At your request, we have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to
by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), solely to assist the DEQ in
- evaluating Tillamook County Creamery Association’s (the Association) Pollution Control Tax
Credit Application No. 4370 regarding the Water Pollution Control Facility (the Facility) in
Tillamook, Oregon. The claimed facility costs on the Application are $3,714,486.21. The
following agreed-upon procedures and related findings are: :

1. We read the Application, the Oregon Revised Statutes on Pollution Control Facilities Tax
Credits - Sections 469.150 - 468.190 (the Statutes) and the Oregon Administrative Rules
on Pollution Control Tax Credits - Sections 340-16-050 (OARs).

2. We reviewed and discussed the Application, supporting documents, and Statutes with
Charles Bianchi and Dr. Elliot Zias of the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

(DEQ).

3. We reviewed and discussed the Application, supporting documents, Statutes, and OARs -
with Shawn Reiersgaard, Environmental Supervisor, and Debra E. Werner, Controller.

4. We inquired as to whether there were any direct or indirect Company costs charged or
allocated to the facility costs claimed in the Application. We were informed that no
direct or indirect Company costs were included in the Application.

Based on our review of supporting documentation discussed in item number 5, below,
we noted no direct or indirect Company costs were included in the Application.

5. We reviewed the documents and workpapers of applicant’s certified public accountants
that relate to the facility claim.

The claimed facility cost in the Application was $3,714,486.21. The Accountant’s
Certificate was for costs totaling $3,685,976.91.

18670 WILLAMETTE DRIVE « WEST LINN, OR 970681707
(503) 636-4864 - FAX (503) 636-2318
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6. We visited the site and visually inspected the Facility. During the tour, we noted the
Facility didn’t have any of the items disallowed under OAR 340-16-025(3).

7. We reviewed all costs contained in the Application and found that certain costs claimed
in Phase T were duplicated in the list of costs claimed in Phase II. We also noted that
Dr. Zias determined that 5% of the claimed costs are not eligible and that the portion of
the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution control is 95%. ‘

Accordingly, the following adjustments should be made to the claimed facility costs:

Adjusted claimed facility costs $ 3,685,976.91
Reduction for credits to costs incurred in phase I (226.076.26)
Eligible facility cost . $ 3,459,900.65

We determined that the adjusted claimed facility cost is eligible for pollution control tax
credit certification under the rules and statutes that govern the program. The Association
personnel identified in procedure three have confirmed to us their agreement with the
adjustments. '

8. We reviewed Section V of the Application to determine the portion of actual costs
properly allocable to the Pollution Control Facility. We determined that there is no
income generated by the claimed facility, however, there is a reduction in operating costs
primarily as a result of a reduction in the amount of sludge to be disposed of, The
operating cost savings are estimated to be as follows:

Annual
Cash
Year __Flow

$ 58,135
62,902
68,001
73,453
79,711

Average - 68,440

L N B R

The Association personnel identified in procedure three have confirmed to us their
agreesment with these estimates.
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The average annual cash flow of $68,440 is so small in relation to the eligible facility cost
of $3,459,900.65, that the portion of actual costs properly allocable to the Facility is not
affected by the return on investment of the Facility. However, as indicated in paragraph
7, the percentage of actual costs properly allocable to pollution control is 95% due to the
fact that the Facility serves purposes in addition to pollution control.

9.  The Association’s personnel identified in procedure three have confirmed to us that no
billings from related parties or affiliates of the Association have been included in the
claimed costs.

Because the above procedures do not constitute an audit conducted in accordance with generally
accepted auditing standards, we do not express an opinion on any of the items referred to above.
In connection with the procedures referred to above, no matters came to our attention that caused
us to believe that the Application should be adjusted, except as detailed in procedure seven. Had
we performed additional procedures or had we conducted an audit of the financial statements of
the Company in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, other matters might have
come to our attention that would have been reported to you. This report relates only to the
items specified above and does not extend to any financial statements of the Company taken as
a whole.

This report is solely for the State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality in evaluating
the Association’s Pollution Control Tax Credit Application and should not be used for any other

purpose.

~
l[ i e h@ ﬂ
Merina McCoy Ge CPA’s, P.C,

West Linn, Oregon 97068
June 27, 1995
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| Environmental Quality Commission
X Rule Adoption Item

L1 Action ltem , Agenda Item C
(1 Information Item August 18, 1995 Meeting
Title:

1. Revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,; Control Plan as an amendment to the Oregon Clean
Air Act State Implementation Plan (SIP).

2. Unrelated housekeeping and clarifying amendments to Divisions 25, 28, and 32,
clarifying rule language and adding a definition.

Summary:

This proposal would amend the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan to incorporate new and
mere accurate transportation emission estimates from the Oregon Department of
Transportation, and a revised motor vehicle emissions budget. This will facilitate meeting
federal transportation funding and approval requirements under Clean Air Act conformity
provisions. The revised control plan also incorporates new emission reduction information
from the Klamath Falls low income woodstove replacement program, and addresses
modeling requirements for the Klamath Falls Weyerhaeuser facility. Housekeeping
amendments to OAR Division 25 (Specific Industrial Standards), Division 28 (Stationary
Source Air Pollution Control and Permitting Procedures), and Division 32 ( Hazardous Air
Pollutants, General Provisions for Stationary Sources) would bring existing rules into
conformance with federal requirements, and clarify and correct rule language.

Department Recommendation:

Adopt the revised Klamath Falls PM;; Control Plan as an amendment to the Oregon Clean
Air Act State Implementation Plan (SIP). Adopt amendments to OAR Divisions 25, 28, and
32.

. - A
| Do Mo W
Report Author Divigibn Administrator

June 23, 1995
fAccommodations for disabilities are available upon request by contacting the Public

Affairs Office at (503)229-5317(voice)/(503)229-6993(TDD).

Tt




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum!

Date: June 23, 1995
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Langdon Marsh, Director

Subject: Agenda Item C, August 18, 1995 EQC Meeting

1. Revisions to the Klamath Falls PM, Control Plan as an amendment
' to the Oregon Clean Air Act State Implementation Plan (SIP).
2. Unrelated housekeeping and clarifying amendments to Divisions 25,

28 and 32, clarifying rule language and adding a definition.

Background

On May 12, 1995 the Director authorized the Air Quality Division to proceed to a
rulemaking hearing on the following rule amendments.

(1)  Revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan as an amendment to the Oregon
Clean Air Act State Implementation Plan (SIP)

(2) Housekeeping amendments to OAR Division 25 (Specific Industrial Standards),
Division 28 (Stationary Source Air Pollution Control and Permitting Procedures), and
Division 32 (Hazardous Air Pollutants). ' :

Pursuant to the authorization, hearing notice was published in the Secretary of State’s
Bulletin on June 1, 1995, The Hearing Notice and informational materials were mailed to
the mailing list of those persons who have asked to be notified of rulemaking actions,
and to a mailing list of persons known by the Department to be potentially affected by or
interested in the proposed rulemaking action on May 12, 1995.

Public Hearings were held June 16, 1995 in Klamath Falls (for the Klamath Falls PM,,
Control Plan revision), and June 20, 1995 in Portland (for amendments to OAR
Divisions 25, 28, and 32), with David Collier (Klamath Falls) and Patti Seastrom
(Portland) serving as Presiding Officers. The Presiding Officer’s Report (Attachment C)
summarizes the oral testimony presented at the hearings.

tAccommodations for disabilities are available upon request by contacting
the Public Affairs Office at (503)229-5317(voice)/(503)229-6993(TDD).
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Written comment was received through June 22, 1995 at 5:00 pm. A list of written
comments received is included as Attachment D. (A copy of the comments is available
upon request.)

Department staff have evaluated the comments received (Attachment E). Based upon
that evaluation, the following modification to the initial rulemaking proposal is being
recommended by the Department. Weyerhaeuser commented that the Department had not
fully taken into account recent significant reductions in permitted emissions which are
being incorporated into Weyerhaeuser’s new Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP).
Because permitted emissions have been significantly reduced since the Department’s
initial modeling analysis, the Department has provided Weyerhaeuser the opportunity to
model emission impacts at Peterson School using their new permitted emissions.
Preliminary results of this modeling indicate that Weyerhaeuser’s maximum exceedence
day impact at the Peterson School monitoring site is insignificant (below the
Department’s 5 ug/m® significance criteria). The Department will continue to review the
new modeling results and will, by October 1, 1995, make a final determination regarding
the significance of Weyerhaeuser’s emission impact at the Peterson School monitoring
site in Klamath Falls.

Relevant language in the revised PM,;, Control Plan has been modified to reflect these
new developments. The revised text can be found on page A-26 and A-82 of the current
proposed PM,, Control Plan revision (Attachment A). -

A comparison of relevant language both as originally presented for public comment in
Tune, 1995, and as currently revised, is presented on pages 13 through 17 of this
memorandum. Tables 2 and 3 (pages 13 and 14) summarize where significant changes or
additions have been made. Pages 15 and 16 provide the original text as presented for
public comment.

L No other modifications to the proposal are recommended by the Department.
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Proposal Summary

The following sections summarize the issue that this proposed rulemaking action is
intended to address, the authority to address the issue, the process for development of

~ the rulemaking proposal including alternatives considered, a summary of the rulemaking
proposal presented for public hearing, a summary of the significant public comments and
the changes proposed in response to those comments, a summary of how the rule will
work and how it is proposed to be implemented, and a recommendation for Commission
action.-

Issue this Proposed Rulemaking Action is Intended to Address

1. The Department of Transportation is proposing to construct a motor vehicle
interchange project (Washburn Way) in the City of Klamath Falls. State and federal
transportation conformity rules require that an air quality impact analysis be conducted in
nonattainment areas for any regionally significant transportation project. This analysis
must demonstrate that projected emissions from the proposed project are consistent with
emissions allocated to motor vehicle use in the PM,, Control Plan, and that no
degradation of air quality will occur as a result of the project. Impact analysis shows that
construction of the Washburn Way project will slightly increase PM, emissions from
motor vehicles above levels initially accounted for in the Klamath Falls PM, Control
Plan. The Washburn Way project is therefore unable to demonstrate conformity, and
construction can not go forward. The City of Klamath Falls has stated the urgent need
for the Washburn Way project, citing fatalities at the existing intersection, and the
significant public safety benefit to be derived from the new interchange. The City has
requested that the control plan be revised to accommodate this transportation project.

The Department has reviewed the Washburn Way project and has determined that
the Klamath Falls PM,; Control Plan can be safely revised to accommodate the slight
increase in motor vehicle emissions without jeopardizing attainment or maintenance of
air quality standards. The emission reduction strategies and attainment demonstration in
the PM,, Control Plan provide an adequate margin of safety to address small
unanticipated emission increases in the airshed, Additional emission reductions achieved
since 1991 have also been added to the PM,, control strategy, which more than offset the
minor motor vehicle emission increase, and further increase the attainment margin of
safety. The Department is confident in the ability of the control plan to protect air
quality standards in Klamath Falls, and therefore proposes to amend the Klamath Falls
PM,; Control Plan to revise the motor vehicle emission budget so that a successful
conformity determination can be made,
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~ The City of Klamath Falls has stated the urgent need for the Washburn Way
project, and has reiterated their concerns regarding the adverse impact to public safety
should the project be significantly delayed. The City has requested that the Klamath Falls
PM,, Control Plan be revised as soon as possible to accommodate this project. The
Department has committed to complete this SIP revision as quickly as possible, and has
committed to work with EPA on the expeditious approval of the SIP revision, with a
target completion date of no later than December 31, 1995.

2. Housekeeping amendments to OAR Division 25 (Specific Industrial Standards),
Division 28 (Stationary Source Air Pollution Control and Permitting Procedures), and
Division 32 ( Hazardous Air Pollutants, General Provisions for Statiomary Sources)
would bring existing rules into conformance with federal requirements, and clarify and
correct rule language. For purposes of program delegation approval, EPA has requested
an amendment to Division 25 modifying the New Source Performance Standard (NSPS)
definition of "reference method" to delete references to Department manuals which are
not approved by EPA for NSPS purposes. Amendments to Division 28 will bring public
notification procedures for proposed federal operating permits in line with federal
requirements. Amendments to Division 32 adds a definition for "Open Accumuiatton of
Asbestos Containing Material." This definition will aid enforceability of the existing
open accumulation rules. |

Relationship to Federal and Adjacent State Rules

The Klamath Falls SIP amendments are consistent with federal guidance for PM,,
nonattainment areas, and equivalent to adjacent state rules.

Amendments to Division 28 will make public notice requirements consistent with federal
rules. Regarding Division 32, federal regulations do not use the term "Open

Accumulation of Asbestos”, therefore no equivalent federal definition exists.

Authority to Address the Issue

OAR 468A.035 Comprehensive Air Pollution Control Plan

OAR 340-20-047 State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan

OAR 340-20-700 Criteria and Procedures for Determining Conformity to State or Federal
Implementation Plans of Transportation Plans, Programs, and Projects.
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Process for Development of the Rulemaking Proposal (including Advisory Committee
and alternatives considered)

The Department has worked closely with the Klamath Falls City Council, the Klamath
County Board of Commissioners, and the Oregon Department of Transportation
regarding transportation conformity issues in Klamath Falls, and the proposed revision to
the PM,, Control Plan. Amendments to Divisions 25, 28, and 32 do not add any
additional regulatory requirements, therefore an advisory committee was not utilized.

Summary of Rulemaking' Proposal Presented for Public Hearing and Discussion of

Significant Issues Involved.

1. The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has recently provided more
accurate information on regional transportation emissions in the Klamath Falls PM,,
Nonattainment Area, which has allowed the Department to more accurately characterize
regional motor vehicle emissions in the airshed for both the 1986 base year and projected
future years. Incorporating these new estimates into the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan
would improve the accuracy of the plan, and would allow the Department to more
accurately assess (under the state and federal transportation conformity™ rule) the air
quality impact of any regionally significant transportation project proposed in the
nonattainment area.

One regionally significant project has recently been proposed for Klamath Falls.
ODOT is planning to construct a motor vehicle interchange project at the intersection of
the Southside Expressway and Washburn Way. Since the Wasburn Way project is°
regionally significant, state and federal transportation conformity rules apply, and an air
quality impact analysis is required.

T Transportation Conformity provides a safeguard against increased emissions from transportation prejects
jeopardizing air quality standards in nonattainment areas. The Transportation Conformity Rule requires all proposed
regionally significant transportation projects to undergo an emissions analysis, which must demonstrate that the project
is consistent with a state’s strategy to attain and maintain air quality standards.
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Under the Department’s conformity rules for "transitional areas"™ such as
Klamath Falls, proposed regionally significant transportation projects must meet two
separate conformity tests before funding can be approved. Under the first conformity
test, emission levels resulting from construction of the project must not exceed either;
a) 1990 baseline transportation emission levels; or b) the no-build emission level. The
second conformity test requires future emissions to be consistent with the motor vehicle
emissions budget submitted to EPA in the PM,, Control Plan. Klamath Falls is currently
considered to be a "transitional area" for conformity because the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) has yet to fully approve the PM,, Control Plan. Once approval
is granted, the trapsitional area conformity tests {1990 baseline and build/no-build) will
no longer be required. Only an emission budget requirement will apply.

Regional emissions analysis indicates that the Washburn Way project will slightly
increase PM,, emissions from motor vehicles above 1990 baseline levels. In addition,
projected future emissions (including the project) exceed future emission levels under the
"no-build" scenario. The regional analysis demonstrates a failure of the Washburn Way
project to meet the 1990 baseline and "build/no-build" tests. Therefore, conformity can
not be demonstrated under the first set of transitional area tests. In addition, the original
motor vehicle emissions budget established in the 1991 Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan
is unable to accommodate the proposed Washburn Way project. Therefore, given the
current regulatory structure and EPA status of the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan,
conformity can not be demonstrated, and construction of the Washburn Way project can
not go forward.

The emission reduction strategies and attainment demonstration in the Klamath
Falls PM,, Control Plan provide an adequate margin of safety to address small emission
increases in the airshed. Revising the attainment demonstration to reflect the new, more
accurate transportation estimates, including the Washburn Way project, does not
compromise this safety margin. The minor emissions increase caused by motor vehicles
has been more than offset by additional unanticipated emission reductions from the
Klamath Falls low income woodstove replacement program. The additional emission

1" Several descriptive designations can apply to nonattainemat areas under the conformity rule. These are
designed to describe the three distinct stages of control strategy development/implementation, and the
associated conformity requirements. Under the conformity rule, the "Phase II Interim Period" describes the
time prior to the initial EPA submittal of the attainment or maintenance plan; the "Transitional Period”
describes the interval between plan submittal and final EPA action on the plan; the "Contrel Strategy Period”
describes the period after EPA approval of a states attainment or maintenance plan, where only the emissions
budget applies.
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reduction achieved by this program since 1991 will increase the effectiveness of the PM,
control strategy, and further increase the attainment safety margin.

The Department has reviewed the Washburn Way project and has determined that
the attainment demonstration and emissions budget can be safely revised to accommodate
the slight increase in motor vehicle emissions without jeopardizing attainment or
maintenance of PM,, air quality standards. In light of the more accurate ODOT
information, additional emission reductions achieved since 1991, the satisfactory safety
margin in the attainment demonstration, and the public safety and funding concerns
relating to the Washburn Way project, the Department proposes to amend the Klamath
Falls PM,, Control Plan to improve the accuracy -of the attainment demonstration, and to
revise the motor vehicle emissions budget so that a successful conformity determination
can be made. The revised budget will allow for the slight increase in motor vehicle
emissions while still demonstrating compliance with national ambient air quality
standards for PM,,. '

In addition to the conformity revision, a previous SIP commitment has provided

* the opportunity to re-evaluate the air quality impact of the Klamath Falls Weyerhaeuser
facility on the critical air monitoring site in the nonattainment area (Peterson School). In
January, 1995, the Department evaluated dispersion modeling of Weyerhaeuser emissions
using estimates of permitted emission levels, which resulted in an estimated maximum
exceedence day impact at Peterson School slightly above the Department’s significance
criteria of 5 ug/m’. The Department determined that these emission impacts would not
jeopardize attainment or continued maintenance of PM,, air quality standards. During the
public comment period Weyerhaeuser testified that the Department had not fully taken
into account all recent and significant reductions in permitted emissions which are
currently being incorporated into Weyerhaeuser’s new Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit. The Department recognizes that Weyerhaeuser’s final permitted emission level is
below the initial modeled emission estimates. Therefore, the Department has provided
Weyerhaeuser the opportunity to model emission impacts at Peterson School using their
new permitted emission level. The wording in the proposed PM,, Control Plan
amendment has been revised to reflect this new development. Preliminary results of this
modeling indicate that Weyerhaeuser’s maximum exceedence day impact at the Peterson
School monitoring.site is insignificant (below the Department’s 5 ug/m? significance
criteria). The Department will continue to review the new modeling results and will, by
October 1, 1995, make a final determination regarding the significance of
Weyerhaeuser’s emission impact at the Peterson School monitoring site. If exceedence
day PM,, impacts at Peterson School are determined to be significant, and if attainment
is not maintained in Klamath Falls, then the Department will require Weyerhaeuser to
comply with the same RACT contingency requirements as other stationary sources within
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the nonattainment area boundary. If exceedence day impacts at Peterson School are
determined to be insignificant, Weyerhaeuser will not be subject to the PM,, Control
Plan Industrial Contingency Requirements.

2. Divisions 25, 28, and 32 contain minor inconsistencies and outdated references.
Of specific concern is OAR 340-28-2290, publication requirement for federal operating
permits. Also the asbestos rules in Division 32 refer to the term "Open Accumulation of
Asbestos”, but do not define it. OAR 340-28-2290 is being amended to conform to
federal requirements. A definition for “Open Accumulation of Asbestos” is proposed to
be added to Division 32.

Summary of Significant Public Comment and Changes Proposed in Response
Comment

1. Dr. Robert Palzer, acting for the Oregon Chapter of the Sierra Chub, commented
in support of the conformity revisions, but believes that the proposed amendments
are inadequate and deceptive because of a failure to adequately address the impact
from the Klamath Falls Weyerhaeuser facility.

Response

The Department has addressed the impact from the Klamath Falls Weyerhaeuser
facility using both receptor and dispersion modeling as committed to in the
adopted 1991 PM, Control Plan. A dispersion modeling analysis of
Weyerhaeuser’s estimated permitted emissions was evaluated by the Department in
January, 1995, which identified the emission impact on the critical PM,,
monitoring site of Peterson School. Weyerhaeuser’s average exceedence day
impacts at Peterson School were determined to be minimal, and are consistent
with the original receptor modeling analysis conducted in 1991 which indicated
that industrial emissions were not a major contributor to violations of the 24-hour
ambient air quality standard for PM,,. The maximum exceedence day impact was
estimated to be slightly above the Department’s 5 ug/m? significance criteria, but
would not jeopardize attainment or continued maintenance of the PM,, standard.
Current modifications to Weyerhaeuser’s Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
incorporate significant reductions in permitted emissions achieved since the
Department’s initial modeling analysis. Since Weyerhaeuser’s permitted emissions
are now lower than initially estimated, the Department has provided
Weyerhaeuser the opportunity to model emission impacts at Peterson School using
their new permitted emissions. Preliminary results of this modeling indicate that
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Weyerhaeuser’s maximum exceedence day impact at the Peterson School
monitoring site is insignificant (below the Department’s 5 ug/m’ significance
criteria). The Department will continue to review the new modeling results and
will, by October 1, 1995, make a final determination regarding the significance of
Weyerhaeuser’s emission impact at the Peterson School monitoring site.

2. Comments

The Weyerhaeuser Company commented in support of the conformity revisions.
However, Weyerhaeuser objected to the Departments conclusion that their
Klamath Falls operation has a significant impact on the nonattainment area, and to
the Department’s position that Weyerhaeuser be subjected to the Industrial
Contingency Requirements for PM,, Nonattainment Areas, should the area slip
back into nonattainment. Weyerhaeuser’s objections covered three main areas.
Weyerhaeuser believed that:

a. The Department had failed to demonstrate that the industrial contingency
requirements are relevant and applicable since the area has not been
designated by EPA as failing to attain PM,, air quality standards by the
attainment date cited in the rule. DEQ had also failed to demonstrate that
Weyerhaeuser has the potential to have a significant impact on the
nonattainment area.

b. The Department had failed to recognize that a significant reduction in
emissions has occurred at the Klamath Falls Weyerhaeuser facility since
the control plan was adopted, further minimizing the possibility that
Weyerhaeuser could have a significant impact on the Klamath Falls PM,,
nonattainment area.

c. The Department had failed to use the results from both receptor and
dispersion modeling, and had made a determination of significance based
only on DEQ dispersion modeling results.

Response
Meetings with Weyerhaeuser subsequent to the close of the public comment period

have resolved the comments listed above to Weyerhaeuser’s satisfaction. The
summary below addresses the three main points raised by Weyerhaeuser:
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Based on the Department’s original modeling, the Weyerhaeuser facility has the
potential to significantly impact the Klamath Falls nonattainment area, therefore
the contingency measures are relevant. The facility is located in close proximity
to the nonattainment area boundary, and until recently possessed total permitted
emissions which exceeded the entire 1994 Klamath Falls nonattainment area
emission inventory. Weyerhaeuser has recently relinquished approximately 870
tons/yr of PM,, emission credits, significantly reducing permitted emissions.
Additional modeling should be done at the new permitted emission level to
determine if this conclusion is still accurate.

Contingency measures remain applicable to Weyerhaeuser. The Klamath Falls
area has successfully achieved compliance with the PM,, standard by the Clean
Air Act deadline of December 31, 1994; and therefore has not been designated by
EPA as failing to attain by the date cited in the contingency rule, Should future
PM,; levels exceed standards, Klamath Falls will have failed to meet the Clean
Air Act attainment date. Contingency measures must continue after the Clean Air
Act attainment deadline is reached, to ensure timely corrective action should
violations of air quality standards reoccur. Under the Clean Air Act, contingency
measures required in the PM,, control plan remain in effect until they are replaced
by contingency measures.in the maintenance plan.

The Department fully recognizes the significant voluntary effort made by
Weyerhaeuser to reduce emissions from the Klamath Falls facility. While the
original modeled average exceedence day impacts were well below the
Department’s 24-hour significance criteria of 5.0 ug/m?, the Department’s initial
analysis did indicate that Weyerhaeuser’s maximum exceedence day impact was
slightly above the significance level. The Department concluded that this impact
would not threaten attainment or continued maintenance of the PM,, standard. The
Department also recognizes that Weyerhaeuser’s final permitted emission level as
reflected in their new Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) is below the
initial emission estimates modeled by the Department. Therefore, the Department
has provided Weyerhaeuser the opportunity to model emission impacts at Peterson
School using these new permitted ermissions. Preliminary results of this modeling
indicate that Weyerhaeuser’s maximum exceedence day impact at the Peterson
School monitoring site is insignificant (below the Department’s 5 ug/m’
significance criteria). The Department will continue to review the new modeling
results and will, by October 1, 1995, make a final determination regarding the
significance of Weyerhaeuser’s emission impact at the Peterson School menitoring
site. If exceedence day PM,, impacts at the Peterson School monitoring site are
determined to be significant, and if attainment is not maintained in Klamath Falls,
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then the Department will require Weyerhaeuser to comply with the same RACT
contingency requirements as other statiomary sources within the nonattainment
area boundary. If excecdence day impacts at Peterson School are determined to be
insignificant, Weyerhaeuser will not be subject to the PM,, Control Plan Industrial
Contingency Requirements.

Table 1 below summarizes the reduction in Weyerhaeuser’s permitted emissions
and the corresponding maximum exceedence day impacts at the Peterson School
monitor site.

TABLE 1: PRELIMINARY MODELING RESULTS

Weyerhaeuser Permitted Emissions And Modeled Maximum
Exceedence Day Impact

Modeling Period Permitted Emissions | Maximum Modeled Exceedence

(PSEL) Day Impact At Peterson School

1986 Baseline 483 Ibs/hr PM, Not Modeled

DEQ Evaluation 152 1bs/hr PM,, 7.2 ug/m’

Dec/Jan. 1994/95

New Modeling 106 lbs/hr PM, 3.8 ug/m’®

1995

* The Department’s significance criteria is 5.0 ug/m*. Modeling results using Weyerhaeuser’s new

permitted emission level is being currently reviewed by the Department.

Summary of How the Proposed Rule Will Work and How it Will be Implemented

1. The Klamath Falls PM,, attainment demonstration can be successfully revised to
accommodate the slight increase in motor vehicle emissions without jeopardizing
attainment or the 10 year maintenance period in Klamath Falls. If adopted, the Control
Plan revision will be submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for
approval. EPA approval is anticipated in the winter of 1995. Once approval is granted,
the Washburn Way project will be able to meet the emissions budget as amended in this
proposal, thereby allowing construction to proceed as scheduled.

2. Amendments to Divisions 25, 28, and 32 will be incorporated into the Secrétary
of State and Department’s printed rules and distributed in the usual manner.
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Recommendation for Commission Action

It is recommended that the Commission adopt the rules/rule amendments regarding the
Klamath Falls PM,; Control Plan, and amendments to QAR Divisions 25, 28 and 32, as
presented in Attachment A of the Department Staff Report.

Attachments

Al Rule (Amendments) Proposed for Adoption
B. Supperting Procedural Documentation:
1. Legal Notice of Hearing

Public Notice of Hearing (Chance to Comment)
Rulemaking Statements (Statement of Need)
Fiscal and Economic Impact Statement
Land Use Evaluation Statement ,
Questions to be Answered to Reveal Potential Justification for
Differing from Federal Requirements

Presiding Officer’s Report on Public Hearing

List of Written Comments Received

Department’s Evaluation of Public Comment
- Appendix 5: Demonstration of Attainment

O Ch s W D

MY a

Reference Dogcuments (available upon request)

Written Comments Received (listed in Attachments D and E)

Approved:

Section: 92”% @W‘Dé%ﬂ/
Division: %/ %A/

Report Prepared By:  David L. Collier
DLC:DLC Phone: (503) 229-5177
July 11, 1995 Date Prepared: July 11, 1995




Memo To: Environmental Quality Commission
Agenda Item C

August 18, 1995 Meeting

Page 13

Table 2: Page A-25 Of Currently Proposed Plan Revision

First Through Third Paragraphs: No substantive changes from initial proposal.

Fourth Paragraph: The fourth paragraph has been modified as follows. For comparison,
regular-type below represents language as presented for public comment. Bold-Underline
represents changes made in response to public comment.’

Initial [Pspersient modeling analysis of Weyerhaeuser emissions indicate estimated
typical exceedence day impacts of less than 4 ug/m?, and a maximum exceedence day
impact of approximately 7 ug/m’®. [Fhese-impacts-are-based-on-anticipatednewpermit
Limits-} The attainment demonstration, with RACM strategies applied, provides an
estimated 1994 design day of 137 ug/m®. With this 13 ug/m® (9%) safety margin (150-
137), the attainment demonstration shows that the attainment needs of the community can
be adequately met through the imnplementation of RACM control strategies on dust and
residential woodburning. Therefore, relatively minor impacts from the Weyerhaeuser
facility would not jeopardize attainment or maintenance of the PM,; NAAQS.
Weyerhaeuser’s permitted emissions have recently been significantly reduced to levels
below Department estimates, and their Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) is
being modified to reflect this lower emission level. The Department has therefore
provided Weyverhaeuser the opportunity to model emission impacts at Peterson School
using these new permitted emissions. Preliminary results of this modeling indicate that
Weyerhaeuser’s maximum exceedence day impact at Peterson School is below the
Department’s 5 ug/m? significance criteria, The Department will continue to review the

new modeling results and will, by Octobér 1, 1995, make a final determination regarding
the significance of Weyerhaeuser’s impact at the Peterson School monitoring site. If

exceedence day PMlg impacts at the Peterson School mounitoring site are determined to be
significant, and if attainment is not maintained in Klamath Falls, then the Department
will require Weverhaeuser to comply with the same RACT contingency requirements as

other stationary sources within the nonattainment area boundary. If exceedence day
impacts at Peterson School are determined to be insignificant, Weyerhaeuser will not be
subject to the PM,, Control Plan Industrial Contingency Requirements.
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Table 3: Page A-82 Of Currently Proposed Plan Revision

First Paragraph: The following paragraph, originally included in the draft plan revision,

has been removed,

Second Paragraph: The following paragraph, originally deleted from the draft plan
revision, has been restored and modified as follows.

Under OAR 340-21-210(2), the Department fis} requestedfingt Weyerhaeuser to conduct
a receptor/dispersion modeling study by December 31, 1994, to determine whether
emissions from the Weyerhaeuser facility have a significant impact (annual average
impact of 1.0 ug/m?, or 24-hour impact of 5.0 ug/m’) at the maximum concentration
point within the nonattainment area (Peterson School monitoring site). Hf#he-£M,,

Ve . £3 aWe. X

emissions have recently been significantly reduced to levels below Departiment estimates,
and their Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) is being modified to reflect this

lower eniission level. The Department has therefore provided Weyerhaeuser the
opportunity to model emission impacts at Peterson School using these new permitted
emissions, Preliminary results of this modeling indicate that Weyerhaeuser’s maximum
exceedence day impact at Peterson School is below the Departinent’s § ug/m?

significance criteria. The Department will continue to review the new modeling resulis

and will, by October 1. 1995, make a final determination regarding the significance of

Weyerhaeuser’s impact at the Peterson School monitoring site, If the PM,, impacts are

determined to be significant, and if attainment is not maintained in Klamath Falls, then

the Department will require Weyerhaeuser to comply with the same RACT contingency

requirements as other stationary sources within the nonattaimment area boundary. If

exceedence day impacts at Peterson School are determined to be insignificant,
Weverhaeuser will not be subject to the PMm Control Plan Industrial Contingency

Requirements.
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Impacts from Sources Extermal to the Urban Growth Boundary

The largest industrial source within Klamath County located
outside of the UGB is the Weyerhaeuser Comnany plant which emits a
total of approximately 631 tcns of PM,, per year, largely from hog
fuel boilers used to generate steam for the plant. In spite of the
magnitude of these emissions and the prox1m1ty of the plant to the
Urban Growth Boundary, o
oRigaieons—Erem—the—plant-—haya 3 :
meopattaiamentarsa—t the Department believes that Weyverhauser does
not significantly affect the ability of the area tg attain and
maintain attainment of the PM, standard. This is based on findings
from two field sstudies, -fandl asg well ag receptor and dispersion
modeling analysis.

The spatial distribution of PM, levels measured during the
mobil nephelometer surveys of January, 1989 indicated that
concentration fell as the distance from thHe plant increased. These
findings were confirmed by the saturation survey conducted in the
Fall of 198S. If the plant had a major impact on the nonattainment
area, concentrations should have increased as the distance from the
plant decreased.

Receptor modeling analysis of source impacts on exceedence day
filter sampleg ab the Peterson School site confirm that hog fuel
boiler impacts are small. This is based on studies indicating that
the Chemical Mass Balance receptor model 1s able to quantify hog
fuel boiler impacts at levels of 2 ug/m’ or greater impact with
ralative uncertainties of & 20%.%® Results of the CMB analysis
estimate hog fuel boiler impacts on typical exceedence days in the
range of 0 _pg/m’ to 3 po/mi.

Dispersion modeling analysis of Weverhauser emissions indicate
tyvpical exceedence day impacta of Lesgs tran 4 wa/m?, and a maximum
exceedence day impact of appreoximately 7 ug/m?. These impacts are
based on anticivated new permit limits. The attainment
demonstration, with RACM strategies aoplied, providesg -an estimated
19954 desiqn dav of 137 pa/md. With this 131 pg/m? (5%) safety margio
(150-137), the attainment demcnstrabion shows that the attainment
needs of the community ¢an be adequitly met through the
implementation of RACM control strategies for fugitive dust and
regidential woodburning. Therefore, relatively small impacts from
the Weverhauser facilitv would npnot djecpardize attainmenkt or
maintenance of the PM, NAAQS.

Division. Report 89-1. February, 1989.

"pacific Northwest Source Profile Librarv: Volume 2 Final
Proiect Report. J. Core, Editocr. Department of Environmentcal
Quality. Septamber, 19893.

Klamath Falls PM, SIF : A-25
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triggerad by fallurs to mest the Clean Alr Act deadline for
attainment, =zffectad scurces will be requirad to submit detailed
plans to the Department within three wmonths and demonstrats
compliance within 30 montns. This schedule is consistent with Clean
Alr Act requirements to ilmplement contingency wmeasures as
expeditiocusly as practicable to continue progress toward attainment
while a rewvised control strategy is under development.

The Department has completed a dispersion medeling analvsis of
Weverhauser emissions and the impact on the nonattainment area, and
has determined that emisgssion impacts from Weverhauser will not
jecpardize attainment or maintenance ¢f the PM, NAAQS. Since
dispersion modeling indicates that Weverhauser’s maximum exceedence
day impact (approximately 7 ug/m’) is above the Department’s 24-houp
significance criteria of 5.0 ug/w?, the Department will require
Weyerhauser to_comply with bthe same RACT combtingency requirements as
other stationary sources within the nonatktainment area boundarv.
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Emission Reductilons From Contingency Measurss

Wocdstove emissions would be reduced an additional 108 tons per
vear by the year 2000 through the contingency plan. Industrial
emissions would be reduced an additional 132 tons per vesar (844 tons
per year lncluding industries outside of the Urban Growth Boundary
but inside the Klamath County Control Area with significant impacts)
through installation of RACT\BACT contingesncy emission controls,
Additional reducticns which cannot be quantified by the emissicn
inventory would be achieved through fugitive dust control
contingency measuras. Total reductions are estimated at a minimum of
240 tons per year (nonattainment area industries, only) which is 11%
of the estimated 1994 emission levels prior to application of
control strategy credits and 25% of the expected 1994 emissicn level
following strategy reductions. Because of the dominance of
woodburning emission within the airshed and the very large woodstove
emission reductions included in the attainmentc strategy, 1c is not

~possible to achieve a full 25% reduction from the 1594 uncontrcolled
emission level through contingency measures.

Klamath Falls EM, SIP : A-81
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Executive Summary

The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adopted a new
particulate National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for PM,
on July 1, 1987. PM,, particulate is less than 10 micrometers in
aerodynamic diameter or about one-tenth of the diameter of a human
hair. The NAAQS adopted by the US Environmental Protection Agency
were established to protect public health and welfare. The
Environmental Quality Commission adopted a Klamath Falls PM,,
contrel strategy in January of 1991. The Clean Air Act as amended
in November, 1990 contains further requirements for PM,, control
strategies that include the necessity to demonstrate attainment by
December 31, 1994 and include a contingency plan to be implemented
if attainment is not reached by the deadline. This document
describes the State of Oregon’s rev1sed plan to attain the PMj,
standard in Klamath Falls,

High exposure to particulate matter is of concern because of
human health effects such as changes in lung functions and
increased respiratory symptoms, aggravation of existing respiratory
and cardiovascular diseage, alteration in the body's defense system
against foreign materials, damage to lung tissue, increased rigk of
cancer and, in extreme cases, premature death. Mosgt sensitive to
the effects of particulate matter are people with chronic
obstructive pulmeonary cardiovascular disease and those with
influenza, asthmatics, the elderly, chiidren and mouth-breathers.

Air guality measurements taken in Klamath Falls have indicated
‘that the 24-hour PM,, health NAAQS was exceeded on average 47 days
per year during the winter wmonths during the period of mid~1%86 to
mid-1989. The annual average concentration of PM,, during the years
1986-1989 of 75 pg/w’ also exceeds the annual average PM,, NAAQS of

50 pg/m.

The 24-hour PM,; NAAQS is 150 micrograms per cubic meter of air
(pg/m®), not to be exceeded more than three times averaged over
three calendar years. Winter 24-hour concéntrations of PM;, in
Klamath Falls are among the highest recorded dnywhere in the nation
with maximum concentrations reaching as high as 792 pg/m’ on‘January
25, 1988.

An inventory of PM,, emissions developed for the Klamath Falls
Urban Growth Boundary indicates that the major sources of
particulate emissions during 1986 winter periods of worst-case 24-
hour PM,, concentrations are residential wood combustion (80%),
industrial emissions (7%) and soil dust (9%). On an annual basis,
these sources contribute 61%, 11% and 10%, respectively. Emission
inventory information representative of worst-case 24-hour
conditions has been verified through receptor modeling techniques
which actually measure source contributfions to ambient air quality

on the bagis of their chemical "fingerprints."
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Extensive air monitoring surveys have been completed which
clearly demonstrate that the south suburban area of Klamath Falls,
which comprises about 54% of the population within the UGB, has the
highest winter PMj,, concentrations within the airshed. Based on
these surveys, ambient alr monitoring conducted at Peterson School
have been shown to generally represent the highest PM,, levels
within the Urban Growth Boundary. Development of a SIP which
assures attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS at the Peterson
School site should therefore be adequate to demonstrate attainment
of the NAAQS anywhere within the airshed.

PM,, design values are those representative 24-hour worst case
and annual average concentrations from which reductions must be
made to achieve the NAAQS. Analysis of all of the available PMy air
quality data over the period of mid-1986 to mid-1989 (the largest
available databasge) indicates 1986 24-hour and annual design values
of 550 ug/m® and 75 ug/m’, respectively. The design values adjusted
for expected or potential emission changes (assuming no emission
strategy elements are applied) during the 1986-1994 period are 600
pg/m® and £83} 82 ug/m’, respectively. Contrcl strategies included
in thig plan have been designed to reduce projected 24-hour
concentrations of PM,, by 450 ug/m’ (600 - 150 ug/m’) and the annual
average by 343 32 ug/m’ (£83382 - 50 ug/m’). To achieve these 24
hour and annual average alr quality improvements will require a 76%
reduction in 24-hour worst case day emissions and a 47% reduction
in annual emissions within the Urban Growth Boundary.

CONTROL STRATEGY OVERVIEW

The control strategies needed to assure attainment of the PMy,
National Ambient Air Quality Standards focus on control of
residential wood combustion, fugitive dust and open burning
emissions. Other strategies include stringent management of future
growth in industrial emissions. The strategies are implemented
through a comprehensive and stringent program and ordinance adopted
by the Klamath County Board of Commissioners on July 31, 1991 and
through the Department’s rules. The City of Klamath Falls, in a
resolution adopted in August, 1991, authorized Klamath County to
implement and enforce all of the provisions of the Klamath County
ordinance within the city limits of Klamath Falls:

The Clean Alr Act requires that PM,, control strategies include
Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM). EPA guidance
indicates listed RACM measures must be included in the attainment
plan if needed to demonstrate attainment. Otherwise, RACM is to be
included in the contingency plan for all significant source
categories contributing to PM;; violations. RACM for industrial
point sources is referred to as Reasonably Available Control
Technology (RACT).
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For an area that fails to meet PM, standards by December 31,
1994, the Clean Air Act requires that the area be redesignated as
a "serious" nonattainment area and that a revised PM,,control
strategy include additional control measures. EPA guidance
indicates Best Available Control Measures (BACM) must be included
for all significant source categories contributing to PM,
violations. BACM for industrial point sources is referred to as
Best Available Control Technology (BACT).

The Klamath Falls PM,, control strategy (the combination of the
attainment strategy and contingency plan) satisfies the RACM
reguirements for area sources, and should satisfy the RACT and BACT
requirements for industrial point sources. In Xlamath Falls,
attainment can be successfully demonstrated by controlling sgcurces
other than industry (RACM measures for area sources). Therefore,
RACT requirementg for indugtrial point sourceg have been ingluded
in the contingency measuregs, and not in the primary attainment
strategy. EPA isg scheduled to provide BACM guidance on residential
woodburning, fugitive dust and prescribed burning by May 15, 1992.
It is anticipated that the Klamath Falls PM,, control strategy
should satisfy BACM requirements for area sources.

Residential Wood Combustion Strategies

The principal means of achieving the needed reductions is
through a stringent woodburning curtailment and emiggion reduction
program. At least a 86% reduction in wood smoke emissions is needed
on poor ventilation dayg to attain the 24-hour NAAQS. This
reduction will have to come from most of Klamath Falls’ estimated
10,000 woodburning households which will have to forego use of
their woodstoves during air stagnation episodes. Additional
reductions throughcocut the heating season £f£rom the phase in of
certified woodstoves will help achieve attainment of the annual
standard. A strong public education program is an essential element
of the strategy.

The Klamath County program also includés a year around, 20%
woodstove plume opacity regulation (stove startup and shutdown
periods exempted) and phase-out of woodheating curtailment
exemptions: sole source nonowner occupied dwellings by 1993 and
owner occupied, low income sole source by 1998. All households that
are solely heated with wood (except tenant occupied and low income)
must have secondary heat sources by 1996. Alsc adopted was a ban on
the sale of used, uncertified woodstoves within the county.

A home weatherization and woodstove replacement program for
low income homecwners funded at approximately $1.44 million has
further reduced woodstove emissions by removing uncertified stoves
from about 325+ 743 homes resulting in a 456# 973 pound per day
woodstove emission reduction. In addition, results from the Klamath
Falls 1991 Woodheating Survey indicate that 30% of the households

Klamath Falls PM,, SIP A-8




that burned wood as their main source of heat in 1987 have
voluntarily switched to other fuels (principally natural gas).
Voluntary fuel switching by the public and reductions in the amocunt
of wood each household burns has resulted in a reduction of worst
case day emission by 36% relative to 1986 levels, exclusive of all
other control strategies. The strategy is implemented through the
Klamath County Air Quality Air Quality Program and the Department’s
rules regulating woodstoves.

Fugitive Dust Control Strategies

A 60% reduction in winter road sanding emissions through the
use of liquid road deicing techniques in lieu of rock aggregate,
application of less road sanding material and rapid cleanup cf used
road sanding aggregate will achieve fugitive dust emissions
reductions needed fto assure attainment of the annual standard. The
road sanding strategy is implemented through a Memorandum of
Understanding with the Oregon Department of Transportation Highway
Divigion. Other dust control measures include mandatory cleanup of
trackout from unpaved areas onto State highway right-of-ways
enforced through Oregon Department of Transportation Administrative
Rules.

Open Burning Control Strategies

The Klamath County program includes a year around prohibition
on agricultural open burning within the nonattainment area and
within one-quarter mile of the nonattainment area boundary; a
prohibition on highway right-of-way burning within the county, a
prohibition on residential open burning on woodburning curtailment
days, a veluntary agricultural smoke management program on farm
lands within Klamath County and a voluntary forestry smoke
management program on forest lands within approximately 20 miles of
the nonattainment area. Additional restrictions under discussion
with the Oregon Department of Forestry on slash burning may be
included.

Industrial Control Strategies A

Additional enforceable strategies include new rulesg designed
to tightly manage industrial emission growth through reducticn in
the significant emission rate increase that triggers emigsion
offset requirements for new or modified sources. The significant
emigsion rate was reduced from 15 to 5 tons per year. The rule was
adopted to assure that industrial emission growth beyond the
current permit limits (Plant Site Emission Limit) does not
jeopardize emission reductions gained through other strategy
elements.
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Contingency Measures

Measures to be implemented upon failure to attain the air
quality standards by the December 31, 1994 Clean Alr Act deadline
include:

A, Woodburning Controlsg: State backup authority from the

1991 Legislature to reguire removal of uncertified.
woodstoves upon sale of a home; measures in the Klamath

County ordinance including mandatory fuelwood seasoning

requirements on all firewood sold within the county;

expansion of the Klamath County Air Quality Control Area

£o include the Keno - Midland area south to the

California border; a prohibition on the installation of

more than one woodstove in a new dwelling and removal of

uncertified woodstoves upon sale of property.

Open Burning Meagures: As a contingency, the County
ordinance requires establishment o¢f a mandatory
agricultural open burning smoke management program. In
addition, a mandatory forestry smoke management program
implemented within Klamath County and surrounding forest
lands is under discussion with the Oregon Department of
Forestry. The mandatory forestry program would be
implemented if glash burning smoke is found to be a
significant contributor to PM;; nonattainment.

Industrial Emigsgion Control Measures: Industrial
contingency wmeasures proposed for adoption - by the
Department include requirements for the installation of
new control systems which will meet the Clean Air Act
RACT/BACT requirements. Thesge will include bag filters on
significant wood dust handling systems. Industrial
gources located outside of the nonattainment area but
within Klamath County’s Alr Quality Control Area will
also be required to install RACT/BACT controls if their
emisgions have a gignificant impact on the nonattainment
area.

Strategy Emission Reduction - 24-Hour Worgt Case Day

Attainment of the 24-hour NAAQS in 1994 will require a 76%
reduction in worst case day emissions equalling a reduction of {38+
484} 18,877 pounds per day. The needed reduction is achieved
through the strategy elements listed below.
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To Be Achieved by 1394

Strateqgy Element Credit Emisgsion Reduction

New Road Deicing Practices 60% 1,265 Pounds/Day

Woodburning Strategies:

- Woodburning Curtailment B6% 16,625 Pounds/Day
- Certification of Woodsgtoves 24% 582 Pounds/Davy
~ Woodstove Removal Program 373 Pounds/Day
Woodstove Strategies, Total 18,180 Pounds/Day
Total reduction from all strategies....19,444 Poundsg/Day
Required emission reduction ..... e...2..18,877 Pounds/Day

3
(Note: Because emission reductions are calculated on a declining
balance basis, the product of percentage credits and total
reduction ({29657} 19,444 pounds/day) will not vyield the
individual element emission reductions shown. See Appendix 5)

EPA guidance specifies that no credits can be taken for the
Klamath County public education programs nor have credits been
taken for residential open burning restrictions since there are no
accurate worst case day emission inventory estimates for these
sources. The 36% reduction (from 1987 levels) in winter worst case
day PM,; emissions has resulted from major reductions in both the
amount of woodburned within the airshed and the number of
households that rely on wood as their main source of heat but these
credits have not been included since they are not enforceable. The
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above emissgion reduction credits are therefore very conservative.
Strategy Emission Reduction - Annual Average Case

Attainment of the annual average NAAQS in 1994 will require a
47% reduction in annual emissions or a reduction of $3668+1035 tons
per vear. Althoughr +1The Ffemtire} majority of the needed
emigsion reduction is achieved through the woodburning curtailment
program.f—+ Efetmission reductions obtained from the road deicing
strategy and other elements of the woodburning emission reduction
programs provide the balance of the required emiggion reductions.

: 2 el ced o ; =E ; -

implementing—the—24—hour—strategyr—and—eolements—ef —the Kiamath
County—Ordinance+ The needed reductions are achieved through the
strategy elements llsted below.
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SummarvAof Annual Average Emission Reductions
To be Achieved by 19394

Strateqgy Element Credit Emigsion Reduction
Highway Road Sanding Program 60% 17 Tons/Year
Eliminate Agricultural Burning 100% 156 Tona/Year

Woodburning Strategies:

- Woodburning Curtailment 74% 938 Tons/Year

- Woodstove Certification 24% 78 Tons/Year

- Woodstove 20% Opacity 5% 12 Tons/Year

Woodstove Strategies, Total : 1028 Tons/Yeér
3

Total reduction from all strategies......1201 Tons/Year *

Total regquired emiggion reduction........1035 Tons/Year

* Note: On an annual basis, the woodburning curtailment program
will result in a 18% reduction in annual wood smoke emissions.
This, however, is not reflective of annual air quality benefits of
the program since the restricted ventilation during the curtailment
periods compounds the benefits of the emission reductions. The
effective or equivalent reduction is calculated based on a 86%
curtailment program operating on 47 days per year indicating a
reduction of the annual average PM,, concentration from 75 to 50.2
pg/m*. As a result, the woodburning curtailment program alone,



implemented on 47 days per year, will provide sufficient benefits
to assure that the annual NAAQS is achieved. Additional strategy
elements are claimed as a result of reductions achieved through the
24-hour strategy. See Section 4.12.3.3.

Adr Quality Standard Maintenance

During the six year period following attainment of the NAAQS,
a net decrease in emissions is projected to occur as a result of
attainment strategies and the replacement of older conventicnal
stoves with certified cordwocod and pelletstoves, offsetting
increases in fugitive dust and transportation emissions. Both the
24 -hour and annual NAAQS are projected to be maintained f+e} beyond
the year 2000 at which time worst case day and the annual average
PM,, air quality is projected to be 245} 138 pug/n’ and 44} 45
pg/m®, respectively.

Enforceability

The Clean Air Act requires SIP control strategies to be
enforceable. Based on EPA guidance, a woodstove curtailment program
regquiring more than a 30% credit must be based on enforceable
meagures in oxder for the SIP to be approved by EPA. Klamath County
has adopted a mandatory curtailment program with an objective of
achieving an 86% compliance rate in the 1991-92 heating season. The
program and penalty provisions of the ordinance is enforced by the
Kiamath County Department of Health Service. Violations of the
provisions of the Ordinance are cumulative over multiple years. In
the event that local governments fail to implement a mandatory
curtailment program, the Department has statutory backup authorlty
to implement the program.

The highway road sganding program is. implemented through
commitments provided by the Oregon Department of Transportation;
residential, highway right-of-way and agricultural open burning
restrictions are implemented through the Klamath County ordinance.
The voluntary forestry smcke management program lS coordinated by
the Oregon Department of Forestry.

Klamath Falls PM;,, SIP A-14







4.12.0 State Implementation Plan for Klamath Falls
PM,, Nonattainment Area

4,12.0.1 Introduction

On July 1, 1987, the Environmental Protection Agency
promulgated new federal ambient air quality standards for particles
less than or equal to 10 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter (PM)
to replace the Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) standard!. The
standard became effective 30 days later on July 31, 1987. On August
7, 1987, EPA classified Klamath Falls as a Group I PMjp
nonattainment area (52 FR 29383). The Clean Air Act Amendments of
1990 initially classified all PM;; nonattainment areas (including
Klamath Falls) as Moderate Nonattainment Areas. Alr wmonitoring has
shown that air gquality within the Klamath Falls Urban Growth
Boundary far exceeds the PM; National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NARQS) .

Section 110 of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 requires
states to adopt and submit plans (State Implementation Plans or
SIPs) to EPA by not later than November 15, 1991. The Act allows
EPA twelve months to approve or disapprove the plan. The plan must
provide for attainment of the standard as expeditiously as
practicakle but no later than December 31, 19%4.

The plan has been developed in consultation with officials of
the City and County of Klamath Falls, the Oregon Department of
Transportation, the Oregon Department of Forestry and the US EPA.
The plan was prepared in accordance with the regulations and
‘requirements of the Clean Air Act of 19290 and the US EPA. The
Department believesg that the PM,, plan can achieve attainment of the
NAAQS within the time frame required by the Act.

4.12.0.2 8SIP COverview

Thig revision to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) has six
sections. The first (4.12.1) provides a description of PM;, ambient
alr gquality in Klamath Falls; Section 4.12.2 Hescribes the PM;, air
quality problem within the Klamath Falls Nonattainment Area; Section
4.12.3 describes emisgsion reductions needed to attain NAAQS; Section
4.12.4 describes implementation of the control strategies, Section
5 described resource commitments and Section 6 discusses public
involvement.

'A micrometer (um) is a unit of length equal to about 1/25,000
of an inch. For comparison, the thickness of a human hair is about
100 to 200 micrometers. -
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4.12.0.3 Area Description

Klamath Falls 1is located in south central Oregon at an
elevation of 4,105 feet. The area is typified by its semi-arid,
high desert climate where annual rainfall is only 14.3 inches. The
population of south suburban Klamath Falls within which the highest
PM,, concentrations are found is about 1%,300 (1980 census) while
the population within the Klamath Falls urban area is 36,500. About
13,600 households are located within the Urban Growth Boundary.

The Klamath basin i1s a relatively flat area of some several
thousand square miles of old lake bed which is drained by the
Klamath River. Upper Klamath Lake covers 132 square miles and has
a surface elevation of 4140 £t above gea level. The Lower Klamath
Lake area 1is a very large, flat, somewhat marshy region with an
elevation of about 4100 ft above gea level. The region 1is
punctuated by occasional hills and a system of elongated ridges
aligned with a northwest-southeast orientation. These ridges may
rise up to 2,000 ft above the basin floor. Two such ridges form a
narrow opening at the outfall of Upper Klamath Lake.

The central businesg district of Klamath Falls is situated in
this narrow opening at the southern end of Upper Klamath Lake where
the elevation changeg between the Upper and Lower Klamath Lake
areas. Most of the Klamath Falls residential area, especially the
south suburban area, is located on the lower elevation area. Thus
it may be seen that the Klamath Falls area is confined by high
terrain to the east and west. To the north is large expanse of
Upper Klamath Lake and the flat terrain stretches for a number of
miles to the south.

Figure 4.12.0-1 shows the boundaries of the Klamath Falls
Urban Growth Boundary which was adopted as the nonattainment area
boundary by the Environmental Quality Commission on June 2, 1989
(OAR 340-20-225 (22)). The criteria for selection of the UGB as the
nonattainment area are as follows: i

. Y

1. The nonattainment boundary must include the geographical area
within which national ambient air quality standards are gurrently
being exceeded. Air sampling studies completed in November, 1985,
March, 1988 and January, 1989 have consistently show that minor
day-to-day variations in the pattern of PM;; levels exist depending
on wind direction and the time of day of the survey. All surveys
indicate a consistent pattern of maximum concentrations near
Peterson School extending outward toward the downtown district,
south toward Kingsley Field and westerly toward Green Springs
Juncticn. The PM,, levels appear to follow local topography with
concentrations decreasing with increases in elevation. They also
appear to follow the emission density of homes (woodstoves) in the
area.
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2. The nonattainment boundary must include the area within which
alr standards may be exceeded in the future. EPA requires that SIP
control strategies consider future population, trangportation,
housing and industrial growth to assure that air standards will be
attained and maintained. Development of a strategy to asgsure
maintenance of air standards therefore requires that the
nonattainment area boundary be consistent with the regiocnal
planning boundary for which community growth projections are
availlable.

3. The nonattainment area must be a legally defined boundary
recognized by local governments. A legal definition is required for
rulemaking purposes. Additionally, some component of the contrel
strategy may need to be implemented through county land use
planning crdinances tied to the Urban Growth Boundary.

Degignation of the Urban Growth Boundary as the nonattainment area
is the only legally defined boundary that meets all of the above
criteria. For purposes of wider control of woodburning emission
within Klamath County, the Klamath County Clean Air Ordinance
regulates wocdheating emissions and open burning within and beyond
the Growth Boundary.

4.12.0.4 Klamath Falls Meteorology

Recause of its elevation, dry climate and low frequency of
cloud cover, Klamath Falls experiences very strong and shallow
night time winter radiation inversions which break up with day time
solar heating. In winter time, frigid arctic air masses frequently
invade the KXlamath Basin. Temperatures can remain well below
freezing for several weeks at a time. Upper Klamath Lake often
freezes over and 6 to 10 inches or more of snow may cover the
ground.

Winter nights are commonly clear and cool in the Klamath
Basgsin. Under these conditiong, strong nocturnal =~ radiation
inversions occur as a result of the snow covered surface and frozen
lzake, creating extreme inversions over the gouth suburban area of
Klamath Falls. These inversions are confined and maintained by the
surrounding terrain. Inversions of as much as 10 °F have been
observed within 60 feet of the surface, creating an impenetrable
barrier to smoke from woodstoves and fireplaces. The highest smoke
concentrations of any place in the State have been recorded in the
Klamath Falls residential areas under these intense, shallow
inversions.

Klamath Falls PM;, SIP A-17




noM

h e
ORIIGOH DEPARTMENE OF TRAMIPORTA

KLAMATH FALLS
ANDAICITY

]

o,
!
x
Ll
Q
byl
o
T
o
;
-
™
0
U
o
o
=
q.lﬂ
|
o
™
—
e
[1)]
:
i
o

A-18

o= Urban Growth Boundary

gt i e et

Klamath Falls PMjqg SIF




4.12.0.5 Health Effects of PM;,) and Wood Smoke

Particulate matter measuring 1less than or egual to 10
micrometers is considered a risk to human health due to the body's
inability to effectively filter out particles of this size. These
particles deeply penetrate and become lodged in the alveolar
regions of the respiratory system for days, weeks or even years
where they trigger blochemlcal and morphological changes in the
lungs?.

For example, constriction of ailr passages (i.e., reduced air
flow) occurs rapidly upcon exposure to PM;,. Episodic and continuous
exposure aggravates chronic respiratory diseases such as asthma,
bronchitis, and emphysema which in turn restrict the lung’s ability
to transfer oxygen into the bloodstream. Traditionally, children,
the elderly, and cigarette smokers are the most susceptible to lung
dysfunctions and are therefore at greatest risk from PM,, exposure.?
Episodic exposure can also cause changes in the activity of the
lung’s mucous secretions and accelerates the muccciliary action to
sweep the particles out of the lungs. This results in increased
symptoms of cough, phlegm, and dyspnea (difficulty in breathing).
Continuous exposure c¢an inhibit this defense wmechanism by
introducing new particles into the lungs and redistributing those
being swept out. This slows the clearance of the bronchial system
thus increasing susceptibility to .acute bacterial and viral
infections. '

The increased stress on the pulmonary system caused by PMp
expogure ig usually tolerable for those with healthy respiratory
systems, however, it can lead to irreversible or fatal damage in
people already suffering from cardicpulmonary disease, typically
children, the elderly, the 1ill, and cigarette smokers.* Another
group that falls into the high risk category are people who breathe
through their mouths.* This group includes a wide range of people
from chronic mouth-breathers to anyone involved in cutdoor exercise
and heavy labor. During mouth-breathing, particulate matter is
breathed more directly into the lungs since it bypasses the
filtering systemg of the nasal passages. A

Among the sources of PM,, emissicns, wood smoke is of
particular concern in Klamath County because it accounts for a

2J. Koenig, T.V. Larson, P. Jenkins, D. Calvert, N. Maykut and
W. Pierson, "Wood Smoke: Health Effects and Legislation," Health
Effecte of Woodsmgke, Northwest Center for Occupatlonal Health and
Safety, January 20, 1988.

U.s. Environmental Protection Agency, Second Addendum to Air

Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter and Sulfur Oxides {1982;:

Aggessment of Newly Available Health Effects. EPA 600/8-86-020.
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majority of the small particulate matter measured in the
nonattainment area. A description of emission sources is found in
Section 4.12.2.2. These particles are less than 1 um in diameter
and remain suspended in the air for long periods of time. Because
of their small gize and their ability to remain airborne, they are
easily inhaled and lodged in the alveolar region of the- lungs.
These particles can also act as carriers for toxic chemicals which
are transported deep into the respiratory system. Some of these
toxics are then absorbed into the bloodstream.

Wood smoke containg at least fourteen carcinogenic compounds
including benzo(a)gyrene, benzo (a) anthracene, and other polycyclic
organic materialg.® Additionally, wood smoke contains several other
hazardous compounds such asg aldehydes, phenols, carbon monoxide and
volatile organic vapors. These compounds can cause or contribute to
illness ranging from neurological dysfunctions and headaches to
lung cancer.3 Many of the components cf wood smoke are alsc found
in cigarette smoke and coke oven emissions and can affect the cilia
in a similar manner making it difficult for the body to expel the
particulate matter. RBecause wood smoke concentrations are highest
in residential areas, a large segment of the population 1is
routinely exposed to wood smoke pollution in the winter months.
Additionally, it is those people who are most sensgitive, children,
the elderly, and the ill, who spend the most time in their homes,
thereby increasing their risk.’

A study of lung function in 600 grade school children in
Klamath Falls was conducted by the Oregon Department of Health and
the Klamath County Department of Health Services Jjust before,
during and immediately following the 1990-91 woodheating season.’
Results from the gstudy demonstrated that impaired lung function was
associated with elevated levels of PM;0 that occurred during the
woodheating emissions. Studies conducted by the Department
demonstrate that these high particulate levels are caused by wood
gmoke emiggions.

4.12.1 Awmbient Air Quality
3
Particulate ambient alir gquality monitoring for Total Suspended
Particulate (TSP) began in Xlamath Falls in November of 1969 at the
Broad and Wall Street Fire Station. During the period of 1970 to
1986, annual average TSP concentrations averaged 66 ug/m’ with
maximum 24 -hour TSP concentrations (which have occurred exclusively

. *P.G. Jenkins, Washington Wood Smoke: Emigsions, Impacts and
Reduction Strategieg, Washington Department of Ecology, Olympia,
Washington. December, 1986.

’Klamath Falls Lung Functicn Health Study. State of Oregon
Department of Health. June, 1991.
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within the winter months) reaching 295 upg/m’ in 1973. While these
levels were over the TSP NAAQS, it was thought that rural fugitive
dust (considered uncontrollable and not a health hazard by EPA) was
the principal contributing source. To determine those areas that
had a high probability of exceeding the PM,, NAAQS, the US
Environmental Protection Agency completed an analysis of historical
Klamath Falls TSP data. The results of the analysis indicated. a
better than 95% probability that Klamath Falls PM,; levels would
exceed the NAAQS. Based on these findings, EPA has classified
Klamath Falls as a Moderate Nonattainment Area. EPA regulations
requires that daily PM;, air quality monitoring must be conducted in
such areas.

PM,, air guality monitoring began in November, 1985 following
completion of an area-wide survey designed to characterize the
spacial distribution of PM,, concentrations.® Results from the study
demonstrated that the Broad and Wall Street monitoring site was not
representative of the highest levels of PM;, in the airshed and that
levels recorded at the Peterson School gite in south suburban
Klamath Falls better represented worst case levelg within the area.
The PM,, concentration contcurs shown in Figure 4.12.1-1 were
developed frowm the survey. The Figure also shows the location of
the Peterson School site. A review of the area encompassed by the
150 ug/m’ {the 24-hour NAAQS) contour shows that it Dbest
approximates the Urban Growth Boundary. -

In February of 1987, monitoring at the Broad and Wall Street
site was discontinued. PM, monitoring at the Peterson School site
began in February, 1986. Additional PM,, data was gathered during
the November 1988 to April, 198% period at Sixth and Hope Streets
as additional verification of the extent o¢f the high levels
measured in the south suburban area.

In March of 1988 and February, 1989, the Department conducted
evening mobile nephelometer surveys to further verify the spacial
distribution of PM;) concentrations. Figure 4.12.1-1 shows a typical
distribution of concentrations measured during these surveys.
Although the distributions of particulate mass vary slightly from
day to day depending on wind directions and mixing height, the
surveys are basically consistent with the findings of the February,
1985 particulate survey that identified the Peterson School area as
the location of the highest concentrations. The surveys also
provide evidence that the major sources of PM,, are found within the
residential area of south suburban Klamath Falls where the
woodstove emission density is greatest.

Sspecial Study Report: Klamath Falls Particulate Survey. Report
87-7. Program Planning & Development Section, Air Quality Division,

State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality. June, 1987.
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4.,12.1.1 Air Monitoring Methods

Several sampling methods have been used to measure PM,
concentrations in Klamath Falls:

Integrating Nephelometer measurements of light scattering
(a surrogate for PM,) have been conducted during the
winter months of highest PM,, concentrations at the
Peterson School site. This methed provides hourly light
scattering averages which are highly correlated to PMj
concentrations measured using the high volume samplers
equipped with size selective inletg (HV-SSI).

The PM;, Medium-Vol. sampler collects PM, asrosol using a
12 port, 47 mm filter sequencing system that 1is
programmed to collect 24-hour samples. The sampler pulls
ambient air at a 4 CFM flow rate through a 10 um Sierra-
Anderson 254 inlet providing a PMy, cut point. A dual-port
system capable simultaneously collecting aerosol on both
Teflon and quartz filter substrate 1is used to allow
complete chemical analysis for Chemical Mass Balance
receptor modeling purposes. Because of the excellent
agreement bhetween PM), concentraticns wmeasured by the
Medium-Vol and the HV-SSI reference method, EPA has
designated the Medium-Vol sampler as an acceptable
equivalent method.

The PM;; High Volume Size Selective Inlet (HV-SSI}) is a
High Volume air sampler equipped with a Sierra-Anderson
SA321A, SA321B or SA1200 PM,, cut-point inlet. This method
has been designated by EPA as a reference methcd to be
used to judge attainment with the NAAQS. Sampling cccurs
every 6th day. '

The High Volume aix sampler collects samples of Total
Suspended Particulate (TSP). The method uses pre-weighted
g" X 10" filters through which air isidrawn at 50 CFM
over a 24-hour period. Because these gdamplers are not
equipped with a size selective inlet, the upper limit of
particle size captured on the filter may reach 100 um.
Prior to EPA’s adoption of the PM;; NAAQS, this method was
the standard reference method for measurement of airborne
particulate matter at the Broad & Wall Street site but
has now been discontinued.

All of the data discussed herelin was collected at the Peterson
School site in south suburban Klamath Falls. Table 4.12.1-1 lists
monitoring data collection periods by measurement method.
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Table 4.12.1-1: Data Collection Periods by Method
Peterson School

Measurement Method Began Terminated
Integrating Nephelometer Jan. 30, 1985 Apr. 24, 1986
{Light Scattering or Bscat) Jan. 23, 1986 Apr. 15, 1986

Oct. 23, 1986 Apr. 7, 1987
Nov. 3, 18987 Apr. 20, 1988
Nowv. 1, 1288 Current

PM,, Medium-Vol. (MV) *° Jan. 2, 1887 Apr. 3, 1987
{(Daily Sampling) Nov. 30, 1987 Current
PM;, HV-SSI (SSI) Jan. 3, 1987 Current

(Every 6th Day)

High-Volume TSP (TSP) Jan. 24, 1986 Oct. &6, 1987
* Both Tefleon and quartz filter substrate are used.

4.12.1.2 PM;, Air Quality in Klamath Falls

Figure 4.12.1-2 illustrates the hourly and seasonal variatiocons
in PMy, concentrations in Klamath Falls. As geen in the Figure, the
highegt 24-hour concentrations occur during the winter space
heating season when PM;, concentrations have reached levels as high
as 792 ug/m’. This exceeds the EPA Significant Harm level (the level
at which an imminent and gubstantial risk to public health exists)
of 600 pug/m’. Peak 24-hour concentrations decrease dramatically
during the spring monthe and reach a low of about 50 ug/m’ during
the summer months. Concentrations then raise again in the fall
months as woodstove use increases and atmospheric dispersion
decreasesg.

Review of PM,, Concentrations

The four highest concentrations of PM,, mass measured in
Klamath Falls during the past 3 years are listed in Table 4.12.1-2,
below. ) .

Table 4.12.1-2: PM,;; Maximum Concentrations, 24-hour Averages

pg /m’ Date Method
Highest Value 792 880125 Medium-Vol.
Second High 723 880203 SA321B HV-8S1
Third High 507 880122 SA321B HV-S5SI
Fourth High 502 850120 Nephelometer Est.
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Table 4.12.1-3 summarizes PM,, monitoring data for the mid-1986
to mid-1989% period over which the design values were calculated.
Appendix 1 ccntains a tabulation of daily PM,, concentrations over
the period of July 1, 1986 to June 30, 1989.

Table 4.12.1-3: Summary PM,, Data

(pg/m’)
All Data 1986* 1587 1988 1989 1950
No. Days Sampled 1414 343 365 303 185 208
Arithmetic Mean ** -- 77 73 71 68 46
Maximum Value 792 (880125) -- 330 792 417 258
Second High 723 (880203) -— 298 723 400 236
No.Days = 150 155 40 38 29 27 21

* For pericd January 23 to December 31, 1986.
** Annual average values computed as prescribed in 40CFR52 Appendix
K.

Hourly Variability

Hourly variations in PM,; levels on worst-case winter days can
be seen in the diurnal variations of light scattering measurements
from the Peterson School site (Figure 4.12.1-2). Particulate
concentrations begin increasing from a mid-day low, peak during the
11 PM to 1 &M period and then steadily decrease until 8-9 AM at
which time the levels again reach mid-day concentrations. The early
morning peak at 6 AM is believed to be associated with early
morning woodstove start up by Klamath Falls residents.

Worst Case Day Characteristics

During the mid-1%86 to mid-198% period, the 24-hour NAAQS was
exceeded an average of 47 days per year, exclusively during the
months of late October to April. During these pericds, residential
woodheating reaches its peak and atmospherict dispersion is at its
poorest. Worst case winter days typically have daily average
temperatures of 10 °F (55 degree heating days), snow cover, intense,
extremely shallow temperature inversions as low as 50 feet and
extended periods of calm winds. These conditions occur during
periods when snow producing storm systems are followed by stable
high ©pressure systems. The spatial distribution of PMy
concentra}ions during worst case day conditions is shown in Figure
4.12.1~-1.

"J.E. Core, '"Distribution of PM,, Within the Klamath Falls
Nonattainment Area: Mobil Nephelometer Surveys of January, 1989,"
State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality
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Impacts from Sources External to the Urban Growth Boundary

The largest industrial source within Klamath County located
outside of the UGB is the Weyerhaeuser Company plant which has
historically emittedfs—a—totalo£] approximately 631 tons of PM,

per year, largely from hog fuel boilers used to generate steam for
the plant. In spite of the magnitude of these emissions and the
proximity of the plant to the Urban Growth Boundary, +Eeke

believes that Weverhaeuger does not sgignificantly affect the
ability of the area to attain and maintain attainment of the PM,
standard. This isg based on findings from two field studies, fandF
as well ag receptor and dispersion modeling analysis. The spatial
distribution of PM,, levels measured during the mobil nephelometer
gurveys of January, 1989 indicated that concentration fell as the
distance from the plant increased. These findings were confirmed by
the saturation survey conducted in the Fall of 1985. If the plant
had a major impact on the nonattainment area, concentrations should
have increased asg the distance from the plant decreased.

Receptor modeling analysis of source impacts on exceedence day
filter samples at the Peterson School site confirm that hog fuel
boiler impacts are small. This is based on studies indicating that
the Chemical Mass Balance receptor model is able to quantlfy hog
fuel boiler impacts at levels of 2 ug/m or greater impact with
relative uncertainties of + 20%.! Results of the CMB analvysis
estimate hog fuel boiler impacts on typical exceedence days in the
range of 0 ug/m® to 3 ug/mi.

Initial modeling analysis of Weverhaeuser emissions indicate
estimated typical exceedence day impacts of less than 4 pug/md, and
a maximum exceedence day impact of approximately 7 ug/mi. The
attainment demonstration, with RACM strategies applied, provides an
estimated 1994 design day of 137 ug/m?. With this 13 ug/m? (9%)
safety margin (150-137 ug/m?), the attainment demonstration shows
that the attainment needs of the community can be adequitly met
through the implementation of RACM control strateqies for fugitive

dust and regidential woodburning. Therefore, relatively small
impacts from the Weyverhaecuser facility would not Jeopardize
attainment or maintenance of the PM,, NAAQS. Weverhaeuser's

permitted emissions have recently been sgignificantly reduced to
levels below Department estimates, and their Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit (ACDP) is being modified to reflect this lower

Division. Report 89-1. February, 1989.

fpacific Northwest Source Profile Library: Volume 2 Final
Project Report. J. Core, Editor. Department of Environmental
Quality. September, 1989.
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emisgion level. The Department has therefore provided Weyverhaeuser
the opportunity to model emisgion impacts at Peterson School uging
these new permitted emissions. Preliminary results of this modeling
indicate that Weverhaeuger’s maximum exceedence day impact at
Peterson School is below the Department’s 5 ug/m® significance
criteria. The Department will continue to review the new modeling
results and will, by Octcber 1, 1995, make a final determination
regarding the significance of Weyerhaeuser’s impagt at the Peterson
School mopnitoring site. If exceedence day PM,, impacts at the
Peterson School monitoring site are determined to be significant,
and if attainment isg not maintained in Klamath Falls, then the
Department will recquire Weyverhaeuser to comply with the same RACT
contingency requirements as other stationary sources within the
nonattainment area boundary. If exceedence day impacts at Peterson
School are determined to be insgignificant, Weyerhaeusgser will not be
gubject to the PM,, Control Plan Industrial Contingency
Requirements. -

Thege £findings are consistent with the hypothesig that
emissions from Weyerhaeuser’s boiler are emitted, on typical NAAQS
exceedence days, above the very shallow inversions that form within
the Klamath Basin. As a result, their ground level impacts would be
expected to be small.

Background Air Quality

PM;, asrosols from sources external to the UGB collectively
contribute to background air quality or the concentration of BM;; in
the air mass as it is transported into the Klamath Falls Basin. The
closest background monitoring site is located in the Quartz Creek
Valley {elevation 5,390 ft) at the Quartz Mountain Gocld Project 50
miles east of Klamath Falls.’

The Quartz Mountain data was ccllected by a Air Sciences, Inc.
of Lakewocd, Colorado under contract to the Quartz Mountain mining
project. The data was <c¢ollected ©pursuant to Fedexral EIS
requirements impcsed by the US Forest Service, Bly District. The
data was collected pursuant to standard EPA guality assurance
requirements. The Quartz Mcuntain background data during worst case
winter days 1s representative of the Klamath Falls UGB for the
following reasons: ‘

1. The sgite is located in a remcte area not influenced by
sources within the Klamath Falls UGB yet not located at such
distance that it would clearly not be representative of the
regional air masg. Even i1f the site were located at the edge
of the Growth Boundary, little change in the data would be
expected because of the fact that lands immediately beyond the
UGB are sparsely inhabited and largely of a wilderness nature.

*Quartz Mountain Geld Project Environmental Impact Statement. Prepared for the
Fremont Naticonal Forest by Alr Sciences, Inc. Lakewood, Colorado. February, 1983.
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2. A worst case winter day background of 7 ug/m’ is reascnable
congidering that the Quartz Mountain site is above the very shallow
mixing height found in the nonattainment area, that snow cover
eliminates windblown fugitive dust emissions and that there are no
wildfires or slash burning emissions during the winter months. It
is common to encounter long range visibility conditions at
elevations of only a few hundred feet above the basin f£floor where
the highest PM,, concentraticns are found.

On an annual basis, there is little differences between the
background levelsg at Medford’s Dodge Road site (12 pg/m’) and Quartz
Mountain (13 pg/m’), supporting the Department’s belief that neither
site isg being unduly impacted by nearby sources; that the annual
distribution of the data is not being unduly bias by high winter
worst case concentrations and that both sites are representative of
regional background.

PM,, monitoring at the Quartz Mountain site was based on GMW
2310 samplers with GMW 321-B inlets was conducted during the
November, 1987 to November, 1988 period (108 obsgervations) on a 6th
day schedule. The annual arithmetic average was 12 ug/m’ while the
worst case winter (November-March) observation was 7 ug/m’. The
maximum observed value (86 ug/m’) occurred on September 4th, 1988
when several forest fireg were active in the area. The sources
contributing to background PM,;,; concentrations are regional and
glebal in nature.

The Quartz Mountain background air cguality values used in the
annual and 24-hour winter worst casge control strategy calculations
are 15 pg/?® annual arithmetic average and 7 pug/m® 24-hour average,
respectively.

Aerosol Chemistry

Chemically, Klamath Falls winter-season PM;, aerosol is
composed of organic carbon (37%), elemental carbon or soot (6%,

crustal elements (5%), other trace elements (2%) and secondary
sulfate and nitrates (3%). The balance 1is associated oxygen,

hydregen, water and ammonium. While the winter season aerosol is
chemically very similar to the composition of woodsmoke with small
amounts of soil elements, the composgition of the aeroscl during the
summer months is guite different and is largely composed of crustal
elements (Al, Si, Ca and Fe). Lead concentrations are very low,
averaging 0.1 pug/w’, 24-hour average. The aerosol compogition cannot
be used to directly infer scurce contributions.
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4.12.2 Nonattainment Area Analysis

This section describes the Department’s analysis of PM,;, air
quality in Klamath Falls as it related to the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards. Source contributions to the airshed’s PM, air
quality are discussed both in termg of emission strengths and
gource contributions to alr quality as measured at the Peterson
School gite.

4.12.2.1 Dezign Values Determination

Attalnment of the annual NAAQS requires that a control
gtrategy be adopted which will reduce ambient concentrations from
the 1294 design value to below the NAAQS; specifically that the
expected number of exceedances of the 24-hour NAAQS not exceed 1590
pg/m® more than once per year averaged over three years.

The EPA PM,, Development Guidelines specify that the preferred
apprcach for estimating a design wvalue 1s through the use of an
applicable dispersion model corroborated by receptor models.® If
there is no applicable dispersion model and at least one complete
year of PM,y data is available, then the PM,;, data should be used tc
estimate the design value. This is the case for Klamath Falls.

Dispersion modeling was not used to estimate the design values
or in the attainment/maintenance demonstration for the following
reagons:

- The only historical meteorological data available for
the air Dbasin 1is that collected by the Department.
Surface wind speed and direction data collection began in
the fall of 1988. Although upper air data is available
from Medford, temperature lapse rates near the surface (a
very important factor that determines atmospheric
digpersion in Klamath Falls} 1is much different than
Medford. No other upper air data 1s available. Delays
cauged by the necesgity to collect the several years of
met data needed to support a dispersion modeling effort
(and the factor listed below) have forced the Department
to rely on receptor modeling/proportional rollback
modeling.

- The spatially resolved emission inventory data needed
for modeling has only recently become available;

®pM,,_SIP Development Guidelines. US Environmental Protection
Agency, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Regearch
Triangle Park, N.C. June, 1987. EPA-450/2-86-001.
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- The intense and exXtremely shallow inversions with their
associated calm winds that typify Klamath Falls winter
worst case day conditions are not conducive to digpersion
modeling;

- On winter days when worst case alr quality conditions
occur the airshed is heavily dominated by emisggions from
woodstove, fireplace and road sanding. The relatively
simple nature of the airshed, the dominance of area
source emlssions that are easgily resolved by receptor
models and the dlfflculty'of applving dispersion modeling
methods under stagnate air mass conditions have led the
Department te apply receptor modeling and preoportional
rollbkack models.

EPA specifies that the annual design wvalue should be
caiculated as arithmetic average of 3 vears of PM;, monitoring data
and that the 24-hour design concentration should be estimated using
the empirical frequency distribution for the largest available data
base. Both the annual and 24-hour design concentrationg must then
be adjusted to compensate for emission changes that will occur as
a result of emission growth and control strategy affects likely to
ocour by 1994, the year in which attainment must be demonstrated.

The current design values are based on PM_, data collected
between mid-1986 and mid-198%. The information used to calculate
design values 1g a composite of data collected over the year using
a number of different PM;; measurement methods in accordance with
agreements reached with EPA Region X staff in December, 1989. As a
result, a hierarchy of daily measurements has been used to build a
composite data set. Reference method Medium-Vol. samples were
gelected first. Where thesze measurements were not available,
. reference method 55I data was used. If neither were available, non-
reference method Medium Vol . data was used and if none of the akbove
data was available, non-reference SSI data adjusted to a Medium-
Vol. sampler equivalent wvalue was used. If only integrating
nephelometer scattering coefficient measurements were availlable,
they were adjusted to medium-vol. equivalent values. Thisg approach
(1) greatly expands the database available for analysis; (2)
provides a design value that is consistent with the measurement
method that the Department will ke using to determine NAAQS
attainment and (3) assures that future receptor modeling analysis
of PM,; source contributions are consistent with contrel strategy
design considerations. This approach 1is described further in
Appendix 2.

Table 4.12.2-1: Design Values Summary

24-Hour Design Value, Graphical Procedure 550 pg/m
Annual Design Value 75 pg/m’
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4.12.2.2 Emission Inventory
Introduction

Emigsion inventcries provide information on the relative
strength of sources within an airshed and provide a basis for
control strategy evaluation. In addition, emission inventories
provide a basis for tracking emission reducticns and growth. PM,
emiggions (usually expressed in tons of particulate per year or
TPY) are calculated from emission factors and source activity
records. Emisgion factors are the weight of pollutant emitted per
unit weight of material procegsed such as gramg of PM, emitted per
pound of cordwood burned; pounds of road dust emitted per vehicle
mile driven or pounds of particulate emitted per unit area of
plywood veneer processed. Emission factors used in this analysis
are principally from the Environmental Protection Agency’s
compilation of emission factors AP-42.!

Source activity information on the amount of cordwood burned
by regidents, vehicle miles driven or veneer production volumes are
obtained from a wvariety of sgources including industrial air
contaminant discharge permits, public mail surveys and data
gathered from other government agencies.

Estimation of seasonal or worst-case day PM, emissions
requires the development of a source operating schedule which
degcribes the percent of annual emission that occur during specific
seagonsg, wonths or 24-hour periods.

Base Year Emission Inventory

PM,, emissions for the 1986 base year within the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB} were estimated for industrial socurces, resgidential
heating {(gas, oil and wood), commercial space heating, residential
open burning, agricultural field burning, paved and unpaved roads,
congtruction and agricultural dust as well as transportation
sources (cars, trucks railrcads and aircraft). The basis of the
emission estimates for the most significant sources are described
below:

Industrial Sources: £283} 203 TPY PM,,. These emissions
are principally from the wood products industry wood-
fired boillers and material handling. Twelve point
sources, principally wood products, are included in the
inventory. The largest source emits 100 tons per year of

Ueompilaticon of Emission Factors, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency AP-42 Fourth Edition and gubsequent supplements.
U3 EPA Cffice of Air Quality Planning and Standards. Research
Triangle Park, N.C. 27711.
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PM;;. The 1986 annual emissions are those that actually
occurred during the year. The industrial source category

includeg press vent emissions from the production of
hardboard.

Residential Woodheating: 1,202 TPY PM,. Information
obtained from the Department’s 1987 woodheating survey!'?
and the County of Klamath Falls indicates that 13,600%
single family housing units are located within the UGB
and that 73% of the housing units use woodburning
devices. Approximately 75% of the devices are woodstoves
while the remainder are fireplaces.

The survey indicates that, on average, residents burn 4.1
cords/year of firewood in their woodstoves and 2.7
cords/year in fireplaces. At 39.9 pounds of PM;; emitted
per ton of wood burned in a woodstove, 1,076 tons of PM
are emitted per year. An emission factor of 39.9 pounds
of PMy, per ton of wood burned is more appropriate for use
in Oregon (rather than the AP-42 factor of 30 pounds/ton
national value) because of the higher stove burn rates
typical of Oregon stove use. In-home studies of sgtove
operation in Oregon communities has confirmed the higher
emiggion factor. Fireplace emigsions at 26.6 pounds per
ton of wood burned total 126 TPY for a total 1202 tons
per vyear. Based on the sgurvey, about 12% of the
woodstoves are DEQ-~certified models. Forty six percent of
thoge surveved indicated that wood was the main scurce of
heat in their home. Wood is the only source of heat in 4-
5% of Klamath Falls homes.

The Department’s 19%1 woodheating survey (Appendix 6)
indicates that worst-case day emissions have decreased by 36%
because 23% fewer Klamath Falls regidents are using wood as
their main source of heat. The total number of cords burned
has decreased by 53% since the 1987 survey™. As a result,
annual and worst - case day PM,, emissions have been reduced by
36 to 771 tons per year and 11,800 pounds per day,
respectively. Since the emisgssicn reduction reflected in the

Zoregon Wood Heating Survey for 1987: Klamath Falls Area.
State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Alr Quality
Divigsion. February, 1987.

PBglamath County Planning Department Correspondence of May 4,
1590.

“Klamath Falls Wood Heating Survey, 1991. Klamath County
Department of Health Services and the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division. July, 1991.
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1991 survey are not based on legally enforceable measures,
these emission reduction credits have not been included in the
demonstration of attainment.

Backyard and Agricultural Burning: 173 TPY PM,.
Approximately 3,380 tons of backyard debris is burned
each year generating 26 TPY of PM,,. This estimate
assumes that 183 pounds of combustible material
(principally yard debris) is burned per person each year
during the months of March through November. Each ton of
debris burned is assumed to emit 15.3 pounds of PV
particulate. BAlthough (for purposes of the emission
inventory) no backyard burning is assumed to occur during
the months of December through February, local
observaticns have confirmed that some Dburning 1is
occurring on woodstove curtailment days. Agricultural
burning also occurs within the UGB and, in early
November, 1989 was occurring during woodheating
curtailment pericds. Agricultural Extension Service
estimates that about 30% of the 8,000 acres of cereal
grain fields within the UGB are burned annually. Assuming
3.8 tons of straw per acre, approximately 146 TPY of PM;
would be generated by this source during the late gummer
and early fall. Other agricultural burning is know to
occur outsgide of the UGE, but no reliable information is
available to estimate emissions.

Fugitive Dust Emissions: {392} 188 TPY PM;,. The principal
gsources of dust within the UGB on an annual basis are
paved and unpaved road dust {(H42+ 110 and 53 TPY,
respectively) and emissions from winter road sanding
(244 25 TPY}. Paved and unpaved road dust estimates are
based on 2 ; : :

dayl}- Oregon Department of Transportation (Systems Studies
Unit) estimates of 1986 VMT (495,455 vehicles miles per
day) and an assumed PM,/TSP ratio of 24%. There are
approximately 27 14 miles of dirt road and +e94+ 14
miles of gravel road within the UGB. }

Transportation Sources: {333} 149 TPY PM,,. Highway
vehicles {autos and trucks) emit $97+ 115 TPY PM,, in
tailpipe and tire wear particulate; off highway vehicles
12 TPY and railroad diesel engines, 19 TPY. Aircraft
emissions are 3 TPY.

Table 4.12.2-2 and Figure 4.12.2-1 summarize annual PM,
emissions within the UGB.
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Table 4.12.2-2: 1986 UGB Annual Emission Inventorv

Scurce Tons/Year PM;, Percent
Industry 203 10 %
Regidential Woodburning 1202 6l %
Solid Waste Disposal 173 9 %
Fugitive Dust 188 16 %
Transportation ‘ 149 B %
Other Scurces 54 2 %
Totals 1968 100 %

24 -Hour Worst Case Day Inventory

Development of an inventory representative of emissions during
24-hour periods when PM,, ambient air concentrations reach their
highest levels is important to understanding the sources that cause
winter seascn episodes. The relative proportion of emissions during
these periods 1s expected to be quite different than those
reflected in the annual emission inventory because some sources
(such as agricultural burning) are not active while others (such as
residential woodheating} are much stronger. i

The 24-hour worst case inventory for the UGB is based on the
following information and assumptions:

Industrial and Transportation Source. The 1986 worst case
day industrial emissions are based on 1986 annual

emissions increased by the ratio of the 1994 daily Plant
Site Emission Limit (PSEL) (pounds/hour PSEL over 24-
hourg) to the 1994 annual PSEL emissions. The 1994 PSELs
are applied to 1994. The annual transportation emigsionsg
are assumed to be evenly distributed throughout the year.
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Residential Woodburning emissions are assumed to be
proportional to the coolness of the weather as reflected
in the degree heating days statistic tabulated by the
Naticnal Weather Service. During the period of October,
1986 to October, 1987, the coldest day (January 9, 1986)
had 47 degree heating days. Since the total degree
heating days for this period was 6,109, this represents
0.76% of the annual total or 9.2 tons of PM, emission.

Winter Road Sanding emissions peak during periods when
geveral inches of snow covers the area. During these
periods, as much ag 70 cubic yards per day of aggregate
are spread on roads within the UGB. Because snow covers
the roadways and landscape, essentially all of the
fugitive dust emissions are assumed to originate from
road sanding. Chemical analysis of PM,, samples collected
on days exceeding the 24-hour NAAQS indicated that 9% of
the PM,; mass was soil dust. Road sanding emission were
therefore estimated to be of sgimilar magnitude in the
inventory or about $2+666+ 1,800 lbs/day during the 27
days per yvear when road sanding occurs. The worst case
day emission estimates provide the basis for the annual
emigsion egtimate for road sanding.

As noted, road sanding emigsions were based on chemical
mass balance analysis of PM;; samples, not on the basis of
emission factors. This was done for geveral reasons:

(1) the CMB model can very accurately apportion soil dust
impacts on actual worst case days. Even with the best
possible  emission factors, estimates of fugitive
emissicons are highly uncertain;

(2) Paved road dust emigsglion factors are not appropriate
gince road surfaces are covered with packed snow;

(3) Initial calculations of emissions ‘assuming unpaved
road dust emission factors and the silt content of the
aggregate usged in road sanding resulted in unrealistic
emission estimates far greatex that the sum of all other
alr shed sources.

A draft report prepared by an EPA contractor (MRI, Inc.)
describing fugitive dust emissions in Klamath Falls failed to
quantify winter rcad sanding emissions under the winter worst-case
day conditions described herein for two reasons; (a) in-field
samples were not collected during the winter so no data could be
developed to describe road surface silt loadings and (b) emission
factors appropriate to conditions of roadways covered with packed
snow are not available. {Fimal-dugt—emigsion cgtimates are—not
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Table 4.12.2-3: 24-Hour Worgt Case Emigsion Inventory
1986 Basge Year Period.

Source Pounds PMQ Percent
Industry 1580 7%
Residential Woodburning 18326 B0%
Fugitive Dusgt 1882 8%
Transportation 879 4%
Other Sources 123 1%
Totals 22790 100%

Appendix 3 provides a detailed annual and worst case 24-hour
emission inventory. listing.

Growth Factors

PM,, emission growth factors are used to estimate future year
emission inventories and source category impacts. Key indicators
used tc estimate future emissions include population growth,
increases in transportation (vehicle miles traveled) and Plant Site
Emission Limits (PSELs) for industrial sourdes.

A
Transportation Growth, estimated at 1.5% per year 1s used to
estimate increases in vehicular and road dust emissions.® Future
emisgions were estimated by compounding the annual growth rate of

1.5%/vr.

BState of Oregon Department of Transportation Highway Division
Planning Section estimate. February 22, 1989.
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Population Growth data indicates that the number of people living
within the Klamath Falls Urban Growth Boundary will increase by 1%
per year from 37,000 to 39,500 by the year 19%4.'¢ Ppopulation
growth is used to proportionally increase residential open burning
emisgion and woodstove uge. The population growth rate used herein
1s consistent with those used by the Klamath County Planning
Department.

Woodburning Emigsion Growth from woodstoves is expected to increase
by 1% per vear (8% total) by the year 1994 as a result of an
increased amount of firewood burned and fireplace emiggions are
expected to decrease by 2% per year. The one percent growth rate is
bagsed on energy projections and fuel cost modeling performed to
estimate future woodburning emission growth in the Pacific
Northwest.!” These projections do not account for emission
reductions that will occur as a result of woodstove certification
programs as these reductions are explicitly accounted for in the
Section 4.12.3.2, EBvaluation cof Petential Control Measures.

Indugtrial Emissicn Growth has been projected to increase to the
maximum permitted within their current Plant Site Emission Limits
(PSELs) . The 24-hour worst case growth factor is calculated as the
increase from the 1986 actual hourly emissions to their hourly
maximum PSEL emisgion rate over a 24-hour period.

Projected Emissions, 1986 to 1954

The 1986 annual and 24-hour emiggicn and design value
estimates must be adjusted to account for emission growth or
decreases that may occur within the airshed during the elght vear
period of 1986-1994. Estimates are based on the emission growth
factors described above. The information presented in Table 4.12.2-
4 provides a basis for the future year source impact estimates
(Section 4.12.3.1) which, 1in turn, provide the basgsis for the
control strategy analysis.

Klamath Basin Wastewater Facilities Plan Update for the North
Suburban Area of the City of Klamath Falls, Klamath County, Oregon.
June, 1987.

"U.8. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X "Residential
Wood Combusticon Study, Task 3, Fuel Wood Use Projectiong", EPA
510/9-82-089 (1984). . '
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Table 4.12.2-4; 1994 Egtimated Emissionsg
(With Out Strategies)
-Annual- -24-Hr Worst Case-
1594 1994
Source Category Tons % Pounds %
Industry 291 13% 2323 9%
Regidential Woodburning 1268 58% 15330 78%
Fugitive Dust 212 10% 2108 8%
Solid Waste Digposal 187 9% 1 0%
Transportation 167 8% 986 4%
Other 58 2% 130 . 1%
Totals 2184 100 % 24878 100 %

Projected Emissions Beyond 1594

Analysis of the ability of the attainment strategies to
maintain the NAAQS during the period 1994 to the year 2000 requires
development of a third set of emission estimates. The growth rates
' are based on the
inventory adjusted to reflect the attainment strategy emission

agsumed for

reductions:

the maintenance

analysis

1994

- Population growth rate of 1% per year to residential
0il, gas and wood combustion emissionsg; solid waste
incineration emissions and structural fires;

rate’

- Transportation growth of 1.5% ©per vyear
(compounded) to transportation sources and paved, unpaved
and construction dust as well as street sanding
emissions; '
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- Industrial emissions are held constant at the annual
and 24-hour PSEL emission rates shown in  the 1994
emiggion inventory;

The projected residential wocd combustion emissions, following
application of a 1% per year growth rate, were adjusted to reflect
emission reduction <c¢redits associated with the woodstaove
certification program. Information from the Klamath County Building
Department indicates that approximately 100% of the new woodstoves
being installed in new construction homes are certified and 20% of
these are pelletstoves.!® Additional information from manufacturers
suggests that certified pelletstoves sales should expand to a
larger share of the market in future years. This may be, in part,
supported by the fact that pellet stove owners have not been asked
to curtail burning during cordwood stove curtailment periods.?
Therefore, during the period 1994 to 1996, it is assumed that 80%
of newly installed stoves are cordwood and 20% are pelletstoves.
During the period 1996 to 200G, it is assumed that 50% are cordwood
and 50% are pelletstoves. ‘

Actual and projected annual emissions during 1994 to the year
2000 (assuming that all control strategy elements are implemented)
are listed in Table 4.12.2-5. Similar projected 24-hour worst case
emissions are summarized in Table 4.12.2-6. Figure 4.12.2-2 shows
changes in emission inventories during the period 1286 to the year
2000. If all of the strategy elements are applied, the year 2000
annual and 24-hour projected emissions were reduced from 1986
levels by {3-3%5%}+ 970 tons per year and 2172252} 17,283 pounds per
day, respectively, through the implementation of mandatory
curtailment; the woodstove certification and woodstove replacement
programs, opaclity regulations, open burning controls and fugitive
dust control programs. :

¥correspondence from Kiamath County Building Department of
February 14, 1990.

Ppersonal communications with the Chairman, Assocciation of
Pellet Fuel Industries, Sparks, Nevada. February 22, 1990.
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Table 4.12.2-5: 1984 to Year 2000 Annual Emissions
With All Strategies Implemented
(Tons Per Year)
Source Category 19894 1896 18598 2000
Industry 291 291 291 2581
Regldential Woodburning 239 230 223 217
Fugitive Dust 185 201 2086 212
Solid Waste Disposal 31 31 32 33
Transportation 166 172 178 183
Other 58 61 62 63
Totals ' 882 986 992 999
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Table 4.12.2-6: 1994 to Year 2000 24-Hour Worst Case Emissions
With All Strategiez Implemented
{Pounds Per Davy)

Source Cateqgory 1994 1986 1998 2000
Industry 2323 2323 2323 2323
Residential Woodburning 1151 11310 1077 1044
Fugitive Dust ' 843 869 895 922
Solid Waste Digposal 1 1 1 1
Transportation 986 1014 1046 1077
Other 130 134 135 138
Totals 5434 5452 5478 5507

Transportation Conformity (Emission Budget)

Transportation air cquality conformity is a quantitative
analysis intended to ensure that transportation systems and
projects are consigtent with a state’s strategy to attain and
maintain air quality standards. Thig section establisheg gpecific
motor vehicle emissions budgets for the Klamath Falls PM,
Nonattainment Area to be used for conformity purposes. The Fugitive
Dust and Transportation sgource categories contain motor wvehicle
related emissions for the Klamath Falls PM,, Nonattainment Area.
These emissions have been estimated for the 1994 attainment vear,
and projected forward for the 10 year maintenance milestone year of
2004, as well asg the transportation analyvsis vears 2000 and 2005.
These emission estimates are established as the. transportation
emissions budget for each respective vear. The transportation
emissions budget exists as a cap on expected future transportation
emissions, Emigsions associated with regionally significant
transportation proijects subiect to Oregon’s Transportation
Conformity Rule must be equal to or'less;than the established

budgets. \

Annual and Daily trangportation emissions budgets have been
established for key analyzis dates. The annual budget includeg
paved and unpaved road dust, winter road sanding, and mgbile
tailpipe emissions (highway). The daily budget includesg winter road
sanding and higqhway emissions. The daily budget reflects a worse-
cage winter day scenario, which assumes heavy snow cover, and
eliminates daily emigsions from paved and unpaved rocadwavs,
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ANNUAL MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSIONS BUDGET (Tons/¥Yr)

Source 1894 2000 2004 2005
Category Attainment Ten Year -
Date Maintenance
Milesteone

Dust-Unpaved 60 65 69 70
Dust-Paved 124 135 ' 144 146
Duzgt-Sanding 11 12 13 13
-Highway 128 141 150 152
TOTAL: BUDGET 324 354 376 382

DAILY MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSIONS BUDGET (Lbs/Day)

Source 1994 2000 ) 2004 2005
Category Attainment Ten Year
Date Maintenance
i Milestone
Pust-Sanding g43 922 978 893
Highway 780 853 905 918
TOTAL BUDGET 1623 1774 1883 1911

Transportation emissicng have been egtimated using VMT and growth
- projections provided by the Oregon Department Of Trangportation Systemg Studies

Unit. Estimated growth factors are included in Secticn 4.12.2.2. Emigsion factors
were estimated by the DEQ Technical Services Section for paved and unpaved road

dust, as well as tail pipe emissgsjions. Winter road sanding emigsions were
calculated using chemical mass balance (CMB) receptor medeling. All estimates

reflect emissions within the Xlamath Falls Nonattainment Area boundary. Below is

a_ summary of trangportation emission assumptions for major dust source
categories;

BAVED ROADS 165,950,610 0.0013 1lbs/mile
UNPAVED ROADS 95,119 0.5 lba/mile
SGRAVEL}

UNPAVED ROADS 25,696 2.8 lbs/mile
(DIRT)

WINTER ROAD Calculated using CMB receptor model. Estimated as
SANDING 9% of total WCD source contribution.

For conformity purpogses, additional emigsgion estimate information may be obtained
from the Department’s Technical Services Section.
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Methodologies and emission factorsg for mobile sourceg and road
gsanding emissions should be verified with the Department of
Environmental Quality during the interagency conformity congultation

Pprocess.

4,12.2.3 Source Contributions to PM

Development of gtrategies designed to attain and maintain the
PM;; NAAQS requires an accurate knowledge of contributions that
sources make to the measured PM;, asrosol mass. Two approaches are
commonly used to estimate source contributions (1) atmospheric
dispersion modeling and {2} receptor model analysis based on the
properties of the aerosol measured at the receptor.

The Environmental Protection Agency PM,, _SIP Development
Guidelines Secticon 4.4 describes procedures to be used by the
states for using receptor models to estimate source contributions
to PM,, concentrations. These guidelines support the use of receptor
models as an important element of the SIP strategy development
process. Receptor modeling (specifically Chemical Mass Balance or
CMB) is especially appropriate in Klamath Falls where severe air
stagnation and complex terrain conditions likely make dispersion
modeling inappropriate. The specific application of the CMB
Receptor Model to PM,, scurce apportionment in Oregon’s Group 1
areas is described elsewhere.?

Chemical Mass Balance (CMB) is a form of receptor modeling
based upon regresgsion analysis of aeroscl features such as trace
element concentrations. The model attempts to find the most likely
combination of source contribution estimates (SCE’s) by minimizing
the difference Dbetween the measured and wmodel-predicted
concentration of aerosol features. Values for the ambient aerosol
matrixare obtained through chemical analysis of PM,, fiilters taken
at the Peterson School sites while the source "fingerxprint" values
are obtained through analysis of stack emissions. The CMB modeling
protocol applied follows EPA guidance.” All.of the CMB modelling
has been conducted using EPA’s Version 7.0 CMB program.Z?

0pM,, Receptor Modeling for Oregon’s Group I Areas: Medford,
Grants Pass and Klamath Falls. State of Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division. Februaxry, 1990.

lprotocol for Reconciling Differences Among Receptor and
Digpersion Models. Ug EPA 450/4-87-008. March, 1987.

YReceptor Model Technical Series, Volume IIT {(Revised): CMB
User’'s Manual (Version 6.0) US EPA 450/4-83-014R. May, 1987.
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Ambient Aerosol & Source Emission Analysis

Thirty eight PM,, samples from the Peterson School site have
been chemically analyzed for CMB analysis. Fourteen of the gsamplesg
exceeded 150 ug/m’, all of which were collected during the winter
months. The highest sample analyzed was 417 ug/m® on January 19,
1989. Chemical characterization of the samples includes 1% trace
elements analyzed Dby x-ray fluorescence, 3 - anions and
elemental /organic carbon, providing a data set that is compatible
with the source emission profiles. Analytical uncertainties for
each wvalues are routinely reported and included in the CMB
calculations. PM,, source profiles representing all major emission
groups within the airshed were used in the modeling. All of the
profiles were obtained from the Pacific Northwest Source Profile
Project.® A 1list of the sources included in the analysis is
presented below:

Table 4.12.2-7: Source Profiles

No. Acronym Description
1 KXFSOIL Resuspended soil dust from Klamath Falls
2 SLASH Forestry slash broadcast burning (Also may be
+ vegetative burning such as yard debris)
3 RWC MED Regidential wood combustion profile for Medford
4 LD AUTO Light duty autos (leaded gasoline)
5 HOGFUEL Hogfuel beoiler burning plywood trim in the fuel
& WOOD Wood fiber including sander dust
7 HDDIESEL Diegel exhaust (Federal Test Cycle)
8 SECS04 ‘Secondary sulfate estimated as ammonium sulfate
9 SECNO3 Secondary nitrate estimated as ammonium nitrate
10 SECNH4 Secondary Ammonium ion
11  SALT Road salt applied during the wintexr months
12 CONST Congtruction dust - Medford Aercsol Study
13 VENEER Steam heated veneer drier emissions

Receptor Model Source Contributiép Estimates
24-Hour Exceedance Days

Table 4.12.2-8 is a summary of the source contribution obtained
for the 14 samples that exceeded the 24-hour NAAQS. All samples were
collected during the winter months. Figure 4.12.2-3 illustrates the
results in graphical form.

Bpacific Northwest Source Profile Library Proiject, Final
Report Prepared by the State of Oregon Department of Envircnmental
Quality, Air Quality Division. J. Core, Ed. Septembexr, 1989.
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Table 4.12.2-8: Average Winter ExXceedance Day PM,,
Source Contribution Estimates

Source PM,, {(pg/m’) % PM,

Soil Dust 27.4 10.9 %

- Wood Smoke 219.0 82.0 %
Transportation 0.2 0.1 %

Sec. Aerosol 10.7 3.2 %

Others 11.7 4.3 %

269 ug/m’ 100 %

Other sources noted in Table 4.12.2-8 include water associated
with the aeroscl; minor contributions and uncertainties in the
apportionment. Studies recently conducted in Los Angeles suggest
that as much as 7% of the PM, mass is water.*

No contribution from hogged fuel beilers was detected on these
exceedance days. US EPA Chemical Mass Balance guidance gpecifies
that the apportionment should account for at least 80% of the
measured aerosol mass. Ninety-six percent of the mags has been
apportioned in the above fable. Average source contribution
uncertainties {(relative percent of mass) are 18% for wood smoke, 11%
for hog fuel boilers and 8% for scil dust.

Annual Average Contributions

The annual average source contribution estimates noted in Table
4.12.2-9 were egtimated from CMB analysis of PM, samples with mass
loadings that approximate monthly average mass loadings. No data was
avallable for September cr November. The average mass Loading cof the
analyzed filters 1is 77 pg/m® as compared to an actual annual
arithmetic mean of 75 ug/m’. Since the source contributions shown are
based on a limited number of samples, the annual averages shown are
only approximations of the true annual source contributions.

#3., witz, R. Eden, C. Liu and M. Wadley,"Water Content of
Collected Aeroscols in the Los Angeles Basin," Presented at the
Pacific Conference on Chemistry and Spectroscopy, Irvine, CA.
October, 1987. :

Klamath Falls PM;, SIP A-46



Table 4.12.2-9: Annual Average PM,, SCE's

Source PM,, {pg/m’) =~ % PM,

Soil Dust 12.9 17.0 %
Wood Smoke 55.4 72.9 %
Industry 0.9. 1.1 %
Burning * 1.4 1.8 %
Transportation 0.1 0.1 %
Sec. Aerosol 1.5 1.9 %
Others 3.8 5.0 %
76 ug/w’ 100 %

- % Burning includes slash and field burning, land clearing and
regidential open burning. :

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis

A second receptor modeling method of apportioning scurce
contributions is multiple linear regression wherein the source
contributions are estimated from variability in. the aexoscl
chemistry. The MLR analysis was completed to determine the degree to
which PM,, mass concentrations could be predicted from the aerosol
chemistry and as a second independent check con the CMB source
apportionment. Based on 49 observations, 90% (R-Sg = 0.%5) of the
PM,, mass variability can be accounted for on the basis of the
aluminum {a tracer for soil dust), sulfate (a secondary asrosol)} and
organic and elemental carbon (from woodburning). The relative
standard errors for the coefficients are 53%, 45%, 5% and 40%,
raspectively.
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Figure 4.12.2-1: Klamath Falls PM,;, Emission Inventories

Figure 4.12.2—1: Klamath Falls
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Figure 4.12.2-2: 1986 to 2000 Emission Projections

Fig. 4.12.2—-2: Projected Future Emission
Annual Emissions

PM10 Emissions (Tons/yr)

2500 -
2000":‘
1500 A
1000
500'7
9
1986 1994 1998 2000
Year
Bl rugitive Dust Wood Smoke B industry
Transportation B other
Projected Future Emission
Worst Case Day Emissions
PM10 Emissions (Ibs/day)} (Thousands)
25 -y
20”_ O " e - o - P T T T T T T T I I I I
15'7 ....................................................................
VO o I e ":-.‘ ...............................
5 7 e .\\4 = r\r'}‘r;;\.:‘ll AT |-\|(| |-|-|\|\!\‘}(I‘IST\.1\‘H
-‘ COLT T IIIIIIIi!::::::
o/ f
1986 1994 1998 2000
Year
[ Fuagitive Dust Wood Smoke HH Industry
Transportation Other

Klamath Falls PM,, SIP A-49




The results indicating that the PM,, mass can reascnably be
estimated from organic carbon, aluminum, sulfate and elemental
carbon measurements. The regression equation is:

PMy, (pg/w’) = 7.3(Al) + 6.4(SO,) + 1.9(0C) + 1.0(EC) + 26

Source apporticnment baged on MLR analyvsis indicate that on
typical winter days exceeding the 24-hour NAAQS 5.3% of the mass is
goil dust, 7.7% is sulfate and 67% is wood smoke. These findings’
support the emission inventory and receptor modeling conclusions
that scil dust and woodburning are significant contributors to
Klamath Falls PM,, levels during winter 24-hour worst case episcdes.
Since industrial emissions cannot be identified by any single
aerogol component, industry contributions cannct be reliably
estimated using this approach.

Analysis of Impacts by Source Categories

Receptor modeling of samples collected on days exceeding the
NAAQS clearly show that residential wood smoke ig the predominant
gource; that wood smoke varies from 69% to nearly all of the PM
mass and that these impacts are consistent with the aerosol
chemistry observed within the airshed. These finding are also
generally congistent with diurnal and seasonal variations in Xlamath
Falls PM, concentrations ({(Figure 4.12.1-2).

Comparisons between emission inventory and receptor modeling
results has been used to provide a qualitative assessment of the
relative significance of source categories. The source contribution
estimates by these two methods for the winter 24-hour worst case and
annual average periods are shown in Tableg 4.12.2-11 and -12. They
illustrate the generally c¢lose agreement between the source
categories. The wood products industry contributicons as estimated by
emigsion inventory are higher than that estimated by receptor
modeling because dispersion of the emigsions is not considered.
Transportation emissions are also somewhat h;gher than indicated by
receptor modeling. i

Background PM;, Air Quality

Annual average background PM;; air quality being transported
into the Klamath Basin ig estimated to be similar to background
levels at the Medford Dodge Road monitoring site, about 15 ug/w’ (see
Section 4.12.1.2). This is similar to annual average background of
12 ,u,g/m3 measured at the Quartz Mountain PM,, site southeast of
Klamath Falls. The 24-hour average exceedance day background of 7
pg/m® apportionment is based on the percentage contributions Ffound
at the Peterson School site with very low PM,, concentraticns (11
pg/m?) likely to reflect background sources.

Klamath Falls PM,, SIP A-5¢0



Table 4.12.2-10:

Background PM;,, Scurce Contributions

Annual Ave.

24-Hr Ave.

Source PM;, (ug/m’) Exceedance Day
. Soil Dust 4.6 30.6 % 4.3 62 %
Industry 0.7 4.5 % 0.0 0 %
Wood Smoke 7.2 48.0 % 1.9 27 %
Sec. Aeroscl 1.4 5.3 % 0.6 8 %
Others 1.0 6.5 % 0.2 3%
15 pug/ud 7 ug/m’

Egstimation of "Local™ Air Quality Impacts

Estimation of the impact of emigsion sources within the UGB
requires that background components listed in Table 4.12.2-10 be
subtracted from the source contributions listed in Table 4.12.2-8

and 9. The difference between these two sets of estimates 1s the
contribution of ‘'local" sources identified in the emission
inventories. Table 4.312.2-11 and 12 1lists the "local" source

contribution estimates ({SCEs) to PM, mass average winter days which
exceed the NAAQS and annual PM;; mass lcoading, respectively. '

Table 4.12.2-11: Average Exceedance Day "Local" PM;, SCE’'s

Emission
Source PM,, (ug/m*) % PMy, Inventory
Soil Dust 23.1 8.8 % 9 %
Industry 0.0 0.0 % 7%
Wood Smoke 217.1 82.8 % 81 %
Sec. Aerocsol 10.1 3.8 % -——-
Cthers 11.5 4.3 % 3%
262 ug/m’ 100 % 100 %
Table 4.12.2-12: Annual Average "Lo&al" PM, SCE’s
_ ~Emigsion
Source PM,, {pg/m’) % PM,, Inventory
Soil Dust 8.3 13.6 % 10 %
Industry 0.9 1.4 % 11 %
Wood Smcke 48 .2 79.0 % T %5 k%
Burning * 1.4 2.2 % ----
Sec. Aerosol 0.1 0.1 % ----
Transportation 0.1 0.1 % 7 %
Qthers 2.0 3.2 % 2 %
61 pg/m’ 100 % 1006 %
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Figure 4.12.2-3: Klamath Falls PM,, Source Contributions

Figure 4.12.2—-3
Klamath Falls PM10 Source Impacts
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Table 4.12.2-12 Notes:

* Includes smoke from open burning occurring outside of
the winter space heating season.

** Includes resgidential woodburning and solid waste
disposal open burning.

The above analysis demonstrates that the 1986 emission
inventory and receptor meodeling analysis results are reasonably
comparable. The validated emissgion inventories support the use of
the 1994 emission inventory projection as the bagis for the emigsion
rollback calculations used in the attainment demonstration.

4.12.3 Emission Reduction Analysis

This section describes the emission reductions necessary to
attain the NAAQS (4.12.3.1), a review of potential control measures
that may be applied in Klamath Falls {4.12.3.2) and an assessment of
the adequacy of the control measures to attain the NAAQS within the
time limits specified by Section 110 (a) of the Clean Air Act
(4.12.3.3).

4.12.3.1 Emission Reduction Necessary for Attainment

The EPA PEM,, S8IP Development Guidelines specify that a
proportional modeling method can be used to estimate the control
strategy requirements of the SIP. In the analysis below, the
contribution of emisggion sources to the 1994 design values have
been apportioned based on the 1994 annual and 24-hour worst case
emission inventory estimates. Emission growth rates between 1986 -and
11994 were first applied Lo each emission inventory source category.
The sum of the 1594 source impacts plus background provide the 1994
24-hour worst cage desgign value. A similar approach. is taken to
estimate 1994 annual emission reduction reguirements. Appendix 5
contains the Demonstration of Attainment rollback calculations.

Projected 24-Hour Source Impacts in Future Years

Table 4.12.3-1 lists 1994 source contribution estimates for the
24-hour worst case scenario. Source contributions at the 1994 design
level were apportioned using the 1986 24-hour worst case day
emiggion inventory percentages applied to the "local" BPM,, air
quality level of 543 ug/m’ (550 ug/m’ design value less the 7 pg/m’
background) .
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Table 4.12.3-1: Projected Future Source Category Impackts
{(24-Hr Worst Case)

1986 "Local" 1986-54 1994 19384

Source Worst Degign @Growth ug/m % "Local™"
Day EI (pg/m?) (%) PM,,
Woodstoves 72% 391 8.0% 422 71.2%
Fireplaces 8% 46 -16.0% 39 6.5%
Industry 7% 38 47 .0% 55 9.3%
Fugitive Dusgt 8% 45 12.0% 50 8.5%
Transportation 4% 21 12.0% 24 4.0%
Other Sources 1% 2 8.0% 3 0.6%
Subtotals 543 593 uqg/m?
Background L 7 pg/m
Total...ueeernen.. C e eaietaenes ' 600 upg/m?

Air quality improvement needed = 450 pg/m’ (600-150 ug/m’) or a
75.9% [450/(600-7 bkgnd)] in worst case day emissions
equivalent to {89221 18,877 pounds per day.

The control strategy must be comprised of a mix of individual
source reduction measures such that the sum of the reductions equal
or exceed the total zreduction requirement. Adopted control
strategies must be shown through a demonstration of attainment
(Section 4.12.3.3) to attain and malntain the NAAQS by reducing
emissions such that an overall reduction in PM,, 24-hour worst case
concentrations is at least 450 ug/w’.
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Projected Annual Source Impacts in 1994

Table 4.12.3-2 lists 1994 source contribution estimates for the
annual scenario. Source contributions at the 1994 annual design
level were apportioned using the 1994 annual emission inventory
percentages applied to the "local" PM,, air quality level of 60 ug/m’
(75 ug/m design value less the 15 ug/m> background) .
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1594

1986 "Local" 1986-94 1994
Source Annual DPesgign Annual Annual %"Local™
EI (ug/md)  Growth pg/m? DM,
Woodstoves 55% 33 B% 35 54 %
Fireplaces 6% 4 -16% 3 5 %
Industry 10% 6 44% 9 12 %
Fugitive Dust 10% 5 12% 7 10 %
Transportation 8% 5 12% 5 8 %
Open Burning 9% 5 8% 6 9 %
Other Sources 3% 2 8% 2 2 %
Sub Totals 60 67 ug/m?
Background 15 pg/md
Total ....... PN 82 uq/md

Alr quality improvement needed = -{33332 ug/m’ (£833+82-50 ug/m’)
or a 47% [33132/(183}82-15 bkgnd)} reduction in 1994
emissiong. This is eguivalent to a reduction of 36263 1035
tons per vyear.
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4.,12.3.2 Evaluation of Potential Control Measures

The PM;,, control strategy for the Klamath Falls UGB focuses on
residential woodburning and winter road sanding fugitive emission
dust control measures as well as public education programs, on-going
restrictions on open burning, forest slash burning emissions
reductions and management of industrial point source emission
growth.

PM,, Control Strategy Elements

The following control strategy elements have been adopted to
assure attainment of the annual and 24-hour PM,, NAAQS. Emission
reduction credits associated with each element are listed and
discussed. A PM, emigsion reduction. credit is a measure of the
reduction in PM,, emissions that would be accomplished through
adoption and implementation of the program element. The strategy
elements and credits are further described in Section 4.12.3.3.

The emission projections listed in the following tables reflect
estimated 1954 emissions.
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Table 4.12.3-3 PME Control Strategies Elements

Emisgion
Reduction
Credits by 1994
Element Strategy : 24-Hr. Annual
Attainment Strategies
1 Woodstove Certification Program 24 % 24 %
2 Woodstove Curtaillment Programs 86 % 74 % *
3 Winter Road Sanding Controls 60 % 60 %
4 Woodstove 20% Opacity Program Y -- 5 %
5 Woodstove Removal Program ' 53 % - -
6 Public Education Programs No Credit Taken
7 Industrial Significant Emigsion Rate No Credit Taken
Offgset Restrictions
N: Foregtry Slash Burning Emission No Credit Taken

Reductions & Regtrictionsg
* Ecquivalent Emission Reduction Credit - See Text

Regidential Wood Smoke Control Elements

There are two basic approaches to reducing woodsmoke from
stoves and fireplaces: (1) improving the performance of the
woodheating systems such as through a certified woodstove program;
and (2) burning less wood through woodstove curtailment programs.
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Some strategies have multiple advantages. Certified woodstoves, for
example, improve emission performance by reducing the amount of
woodsmoke per cord of wood burned while improving energy efficiency,
thug reducing the amount of wood burned. Other examples are well
designed public information, energy conservation, or firewood
geagoning preograms that result in better combustion (lower
emigsiong} and better energy efficiency (legss fuel burned). The key
elements of the regsidential wood smoke control program are described
below. .
The Woodstove Certification Program

In 1983, the Oregon Legislature directed the Department to
require that all new woodstoves scold in the State be laboratory
tested for emissions and efficiency prior to sale to assure
compliance with established emission standards. As a result, stoves
sold after July, 1986 were required to emit 50% less smoke than
conventional woodstoves. After July, 1988 new woodstoves were
required to emit 70% less smcke.

Subsequent to the adoption of Oregon’s emission standaxds, the
Environmental Protecticon Agency (EPA) adopted a slightly more
restrictive naticnal certification program which became effective
July, 1990. In March, 1980 the Department completed rulemaking to
modify the Oregon woodstove certification rules (OAR 340 Division
21) to assure consistency with EPA’s national program.

In-hcme studies of first generation certified woodstoves have.
indicated that they actually reduce emissions by about 3¢%. Second
generation certified stoves have been shown to reduce emigsion by
about 50%. The majority of stoves certified by the Department and
gold in Oregon have been second generation stoveg.

Second generation catalytic stove designs have incorporated new
advancements in combustor technology which in part accounts for the
stoves increased effectivenesg. First generation catalytic stoves
incorporated less effective catalytic elements which are currently
reaching the end of their useful life. When replaced with new
generation catalysts, the first generation '‘catalytic stoves will
provide effective emisgssion reductions approaching that of second
generation stoveg., These improved first generation stove will make
up part of the stove population in 1994.

RESTDENTIAL WOODBURNING

WOQDSTOVES:

Residential woodstove emigsions constitute 89.5% (1076 tons) of
the total 1986 woodburning baseline emission inventory. Growth of
residential woodstove use was estimated by comparing a study of
projected firewood use, conducted by Del Green Associates, and
actual woodheating surveys conducted by the department from 1981
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through 1987. The Del Green projections can be used to estimate wood
use growth from 1986 to 1994 at a 1% per vyear increase. This
projection is conservative compared to the actual £firewood use
trends projected from the 1581 and 1987 . woodheating surveys and
represent a worst-case assumption considering the subsgtantial (53%)
reduction from 1987 levels in wood use reported in the Klamath Falls
1991 woodheating survey.

FIREPLACES:

Fireplace emissions in Klamath Falls represent 10.5% (126 tons)
of the total 1986 baseline woodburning emission inventory. The
emigssion impact from fireplaces has been separated from woodstove
use in calculating the emission reducticn benefit derived from the
woodstove certification program. The Del Green projections for wood
uge trends in fireplaces estimates a 2% per year decreasge in
fireplace wuse from 1986 through 1994. This esgstimate 1g also
conservative when compared to the actual firewood use trends for
fireplaces from the 1981 and 1987 woodheating surveys.

Pelletgstoves:

Residential pelletstoves are included as part of the 1986
bagseline wcodstove EI, and are expected to grow at a significantly
accelerated rate in the near future. 2 conservative estimate of
pelletstove growth is to assume a growth rate eguivalent to cordwood
stoves.

The following calculations are included in Appendix 5. Note
that since the following calculation do not include emission
reductions associated with woodburning curtailment program, the
following tables cannot be directly compared to those found in
Appendix 5, Tables 6 and 7 which report emission inventory changes
agsociated with all strategies.

RESIDENTIAL WOODSTOVES

Basis for a 24% Woodstove Certification Prog}am Credit

As noted above, firewood use in residential woodstoves is
projected to increasge by 1% per year over the 8 year period from
1986 to 1994. This i1s the basis of the growth factor used in
calculating projected 1994 wocd smoke emissionsg. Therefore, in the
absence of any certification program, emission would increase by:

1% per year x 8 years = + 8%
Building permit authorities in Klamath County indicate that
eggentially all permitted installations are certified stoves and

that about 20% of these are pelletstoves. The 5% per vyear
replacement rate for removal of conventional stoves and installation
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of certified stoves was confirmed in the 19%1 Klamath Falls
Woodheating Survey which found a replacement rate of 7%.

(1) For new certified cordwood stoves emitting 50% of conventional
stoves, emissions would be expected to decrease over the period

1986-1994 by
(a} Assuming 80% are new or replacement cordwood stoves:

80% x {[8% x (100%-50%)] x BL86 + [5%/Yr. x 8 Yrs x (100-50%)1 x
BL86} = 18.4%(BL86) [tons]; Where BL86 = Baseline emissions in 1986

{2) For new certified pelletstoves emitting 10% of conventional
stove, emlissions would be expected to decrease over the period 1986-

1994 by

(a) Assuming 20% are new or replacement pelletstoves:

20% x {[8% x (100%-10%)] x BL86 + [5%/Yr. x 8 Yrs x (100-10%)] x
BLB86} = 7.88%(BL86) [tons]

(3) The total emisgion reduction as a function cof the 1994
uncontrolled woodstove emissions is:

{18.4(BL86) + 7.88(BL86)}/BL94 = 26.28 (BL86
24.3%

1.08{BL86)
Where: BLS4 = 1.08 x BL86

Therefore, the woodgtove certification program alone provides
. a 24.3% credit by 1994.

RESIDENTIAL FIREPLACE EMISSTON PROJECTION

Emissions from residential fireplaces are expected to decrease 2%
per year from 1986 tc 1994. :

NET BENEFIT OF CERTIFICATION PROGRAM AND FIREPLACE TRENDS
Woodstove and Pelletstove Replacement:

Assuming 80% of replacement stoves to be certified cordwood stoves,
and 20% pelletstoves; the net emission reduction from the 1986 base
line will be 31.2 tons per year. This vyearly reduction is applied
congistently (not compounded) each year from 1986 to 1994.

[80% x(5%/yr x .5)] + [20% x (53%/yr x .2)] = 2.9%/yr reduction.

1986 woodstove baseline [1078] x .029 = 31.2 tons/yr.
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New Woodstoves and New Pelletstoves:

Assuming 80% of new certified stoves to be cordwood stoves, and 20%
to be pelletstoves; the net emission increase due to growth will be
4.5 tons/yr. This yearly increase 1s applied consgistently (not
compounded) from 1986 to 1994.

[80% x (1%/yr x .5)] + [20% x (1%/yr x .1)] = 0.42%/yr increase.
1985 woodstove baseline [1076] x .0042 = 4.5 tons/yr.

‘Residential Fireplace Trend:

Residential fireplace use is projected to decrease by 2% each year.
This wmeans a constant reduction of 2.5 tons per vyear, (not
compounded) from the 1986 fireplace emisgsion baseline.

(126 t/yr x .02] = 2.5 tons/yr.

Source : ANNUAL EMISSIONS BY YEAR (Tonsg)
Category : 198¢ 1587 1988 1989 1990 1992 1954
Existing : 1076 1044 1012 982 953 896 843
Stoves :

New :

Stoveg : 0 5 9 14 18 27 36
Cld & New

Fireplaces : 126 124 121 119 116 112 107
TOTAL 1202 1174 1142 1115 1087 1035 987

The net reduction due to the woodstove certification program, and
fireplace usage trends (from the projected 1994 uncontrolled RWC
emissions of 1268 tons) becomes 22%

[1994 controlled] 987 tons
1 - = 22 % reduction
[19%4 uncontrolled] 1268 tons

Maintenance Credits Beyond 199%4

The credits claimed for the certification program beyond 1994
follow the same approach but are based on the fact that pelletstoves
are likely to be an increasing proportion of the new stoves being
installed. During the period 1994-1996, an 80%/20% cordwood/pellet
stove mix is assumed increasing to a 50%/50% mix during the period
1996 to year 2000. Growth in new stoves is expected to increase to
1.1% per year, reflecting the projected population growth rate.
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The stove replacement is expected to remain 5% per year, and
fireplace use trends will continue at a 2.0% per year reduction.
The calculated net benefits adjusted for emission growth provide a
98 ton reduction during the 1994-96 period, and an additicnal 113

ton reduction during the period of 1996 to 2000.

Maintenance Period 1954 through 1996

Replacement: Woodstoves and Pelletstoves
[80% x (5%/yr x .5)] + [20% x (5%/yr x .9)] = 2.9%/yr
BL1994 [850 tons] x .029/yr = 24.6 ton/yr reduction.

New: Woodstoves and Pelletstoves:

[80% x {(1.1%/yr x .5)] + [20% x {1.1% x .1)] = 0.46%/yr
BL1994 [850 tons] x .0046/yr = 3.9 tons/yr increase.

Fireplace: continue at -2%/yr. from the 1994BL.[109] =x
2.18 tons/yr decrease.

1994 1995 1596
Existing
Stoves 843 823 803
New Stoves. 36 41 45
Fireplaces 107 108 103
TOTAL ‘ 987 969 951

Net Emission Benefit for 1994- 199¢6:
[ 987 - 951] = 36.0 ton reduction

Maintenance Period 1996 through 2000
Replacement: Woodstoves and Pelletstoves

[50% x (5%/yr x .5)] + [50% x (5%/yr x .9)] = 3.5%/yr
BL1996 {811 tons] x .035/yr = 28.4 ton/yr reduction.

New: Woodstoves and Pelletstoves:

[50% x (1.1%/vr x .5)}] + [50% x (1.1% x .1)] = 0.33%/vyr
BL1996 [811 tons] x .0033/yr = 2.7 ton/yr increase.
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Fireplace: continues at -2%/yr. from the 1996BL.{[109] x .02/yr} =
2.18 tons/yr decrease. :

1996 1987 1958 1999 2000
Existing
Stoves 803 786 768 751 735
New Stoves 45 50 54 59 63
Fireplaces 103 101 99 97 95
TOTAL 951 A936 921 907 893

Net Emission Benefit for 1996 - 2000:
951 - 893] = 58 ton reduction.
The Klamath County Alir Quality Program

Resolution 89-116, adopted August 31, 1988 by the Klamath
County Board of Commissions established Klamath County’s Alr Quality
Program under the direction of the County Health Department. The
program wags established to implement the Klamath County Air Quality
Compliance Developmepnt Plan for the Klamath Fallg City and_ Urban
Growth Boundary which was adopted as Resolution 89-148 on April 19,
1989. On July 31, 1991, the Commission adopted a new ordinance
establishing a mandatory woodburning curtailment program as well as
enforced restrictions on open burning and other restrictions on
airshed emissiocong. The City of Klamath Falls adopted Ordinance No.
6630 on- September 16, 1991 implementing the County air quality
program within the city boundaries. ,

The program is funded by Klamath County at a level of $112,600
per year (FY 91) and employs one full time Air Quality Coordinator
and two adminigtrative asgsistants. Effective in the Fall of 1991,
two full time field inspectors will be added to implement and
enforce the mandatory provisions of the Klamath County ordinance.
Additional special project funds are provided by the Department to
support major capital outlay and other one-time program needs. The
Klamath Ccocunty Program is found in Appendix 4. Key elements of the
County program are degcribed below.

1. Public Information Programs.

A comprehensive, professional, and well-financed public
information program is essential for public cooperation and support
in reducing woodsmoke emissionsg. The program clearly describes the
need for the public’s cooperation, the health-safety-energy-economic
benefits to individuals and the community, and precisely what
individuals <can do to  help. Key elements include: home

Klamath Falls PM,, SIP A-63




weatherization, firewood seasoning, cleaner burning practices,
proper stove installation and sizing, maintenance of woodburning
gsystems and most importantly curtailment of woodburning during poor
ventilation episcdes. Although no emission reduction credits are
taken for the public information program, it is critical to the
success of all of the other wocodsmcocke reduction elements.

The Klamath Falls Air Quality education program fulfills all of
thege criteria. Key element of this aggreggive preoogram include:

Televigion and radio public service announcements;

- Billboards, posters, brochures and road side signs;

- Neighborhood and house-to-house meetings promoting clean
air and proper woodheating practices;

- Newspaper articles on clean air issues, Air Pollution
Index (API) trends and woodburning curtailment calls;

- Advertising in newspapers and on radio;
- Wood smoke health effects studies and symposiums;
- Public classes and forumsg on proper burning methods;

- A voluntary firewoeod moisture certification program for
fuel wood dealers;

- Coordination with advisory committees, woodstove dealers
environmental and gcocvernmental groups;

- Operation of the Klamath County Burning Advisory telephone
gystem which, during the 1990-91 heating seascn, answered
122,000 public calls. An additional 5,000 calls were
handled by the Klamath County Air Quality staff.

bl

EPA’s Guidance Document foxr Residential Wood Combustion
Emigsion Control Measures recognizes public education programs as an
egsential element of any residential woodburning control strategy.
The highest level education program described by EPA is based on a
comprehensive, aggressive program that includes all of the elements
found in the Klamath County program described above. Although EPA
recognizes public education programs as an eggential element of
woodburning control programs, no emission reduction credits can be
assigned to the program without further technical justification.”

BUsS EPA, "Guidance Document for Residential Wood Combustion
Emigssion Control Measures," EPA-450/2-89-015 (1989).
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2., Home Weatherization and Stove Replacement Program

In May, 1990 and in June of 1991, the City and County of
Klamath Falls received awards totalling $1.44 million from the State
of Oregon Community Block Grant funds for a home weatherization and
woodstove replacement program similar to the Medford CLEAR Project.
Woodstoves in 1325} 743 low income, sole source homes have been
replaced by natural gas, electrical furnaces, certified woodstoves
and pelletstoves with grant funds administered under Klamath
County’s PURE project. The program has reduced woodheating emission
by £32-8} 67 tcns per year and +£566-9F+ 973 pounds/day. These
reductions are based on Klamath County information indicating that
approximately 90% of the conversions are natural gas. The average
cost of converting and weatherizing each home is $2,200.

3. Curtailment During Poor Ventilatrion Episodes.

A mandatory woodburning curtailment program was adopted by the
Klamath County Board of Commissioners on July 31, 1991 following
three years of a voluntary program. The program has been operated by
Klamath County since 1988. The program has been desgsigned to limit
the use of woodstoves and fireplaces during periods likely to exceed
the 24-hour NAAQS.

Woodburning curtailment forecasts are made twice daily at 7 AM
and 4 PM during the woodheating season by the County Health
Department. The forecasts are made daily between November 1lst and
April 1st. A "Yellow" forecast is issued if the 6 AM to 6 PM levels
are forecast to be greater than 4.0 but less than 7.0 Bscat
(equivalent to 81-150 ug/m® PMy) .2 A "Red" forecast is issued if the
6AM-6PM forecast is for Bscat levels greater than 7.0 or 150 pg/m’.
The curtailment c¢alls are Dbased on criteria provided by the
Department and are based on a forecast algorithm using National
Weather Service upper air and barometric pressure data, forecasts of
synoptic meteorology; surface temperatures and wind speed/direction.
Nephelometer measurements of hourly 1light scattering and local
obgservations of air quality conditions areialso used. A detailed
discussion of the curtailment methodology is' found in Appendix 7.

Woodburning curtailment advisories are issued at three levels:

"Green" advisories are issued for periods during
which NAAQS wviclations are unlikely. Woodburning is
unrestricted during these periods but the public is asked
to follow good woodburning practices. "Green" advisorieg
are issued when PM;, levels are expected to be less than 80
pug/m®, 12-hour average from 6 AM to 6 PM.

PRscat measured by integrating nephelometer in units of 10* M
1

)

Klamath Falls PMy, SIP ‘ A-65




"Yellow" advisories are issued for periods
apprcocaching exceedance of the NAAQS. Under a "Yellow"
curtailment, the public 1is asked to curtail all
unnecesgsary woodburning, excepting only pelletstoves,
certified woodstoves and those that use wood as their sole
source of heat

"Red" advisories are issued for periods of severely
restricted wentilation during which PM, levels are
expected to exceed the NAAQS. Only households in which
woodburning is the sole gource of heat are permitted to
burn during these periods.

Rased on the past three years of air monitoring data, about 47
curtailment days are expected to occur during the space heating
season. Compliance with the advisories is determined through evening
surveys of woodburning activity during "Green", "Yellow" and "Red"®
curtailment periods.

The goal of the Klamath Falls Woodburning Advisory Program is
to achieve an 86% compliance rate on the 4¢ to 50 days per year on
which violations of the PM,; health standards would be expected. The
Klamath Falls compliance rate during the first year of the mandatory
program 1is expected to be similar to that reported for other
mandatory curtailment programs such as the Medford, Oregon program
which achieved an 85% compliance rate during the first months of the
program.

4. COpacity, Phase Qut of Exemptiong & Enforcement

The Klamath County ordinance provides for a year around, 20%
woodstove plume opacity (stove sgtartup and shutdown periods
exempted) . The 5% emission reduction credit claimed for this program
is based on EPA guidance.” Other elements include a phase-cut of
curtailment exempticns: sole source nonowner cccupied dwellings by
1993 and owner occupled, low income sole source by 19298. All sole
source households (except tenant occupied and low income) must have
secondary heat sources by 1996. A Dban on the sale of wused,
uncertified woodstove is also included in the ordinance.

The County Ordinance, Section 170.500, provides for penalties
for violation of the conditions of the ordinance. First offenses are
subject to a $25 fine; second offenses by a fine of $100 and
subsequent violations of $250 per occurrence. The County’s
enforcement policy 1s that wviclations of the Ordinance are
cumulative over time and not limited to the heating season or

'S EPA, OAQPS, Guidance Document for Regidential Wood
Combustion Emission Control Measuresg. Appendix F. EPA 450/2-89-015.
September, 1989.
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calendar year. This policy significantly strengthens the stringency
of the Ordinance.

Long Term Woodheating Control Strategy

Woodheating curtailment is wviewed asg a short-range control
gstrategy to allow rapid attainment of the short term (24 houx) PM10
air quality standard. The department of Environmental Quality is
committed to pursue permanent reductions in woodheating emissions as
a long-range strategy to reduce and eliminate the reliance on
curtailment and to provide significant improvement in annual PM1O0
alr guality.

At a minimum, the following measures will be pursued to
permanently reduce woodheating emissions: '

- Public education activities will include more gpecific
information on the true cost of woodheating in relation to
other alternative cleaner heat sources. The major goal of this
effort 1s to persuade those households that are spending more
money to heat with wood in uncertified stoves than with
conventional fuels, such as natural gas, cor certified stoves.

- Further information and studies on the toxicity, health effects
and other detrimental effects of woodstoves will be pursued and
heavily publicized in a continuing effort to convince more
people that they should reduce their woodheating smocke.

- Funding sources will be perused to implement the programs
authorized by the 1991 Oregon legislature for loans and grants
to accelerate the replacement of uncertified woodstoves.

Basis for Woodburning Curtailment Credits (Worst Case Day)

The highest reported compliance rates have been for mandatory
curtallment programs in Washoe County, Nevada (90%), Juneau, Alaska
(80-90%), Yakima, Washington (80%), and Miggobula, Montana (70%). In
the Medford area a 80% to 85% compliance rate was achieved in the
first year of mandatory curtailment. The 90% emission reduction
credit for Klamath Falls attainment is based on the above compliance
rates.

Basis for Woodburning Curtailment Credits (Annual Emissions)
Annual emission credits taken for reductions made on the 47

curtailment days that occur, on average, each vyear have been
estimated by two methods:

Reductions Basged on Degree Heating Dayg were calculated by
summing the product of the number of degree heating days

that occurred on the 47 coldest days (most of which
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exceeded the 24-hour NAAQS) during the winter months,
generally curtailment days (December, 1987 to March, 1989)
and the total number of degree heating days per year to
cbtain the fraction of annual degree days that occurred on
the 47 coldest days of the winter. This fraction (0.31)
was then applied to the 1994 annual woodburning emission
estimate of 1268 tons per year to obtain the total tons of
emigssions on curtailment days (393 tong). If emissions are
reduced by 86% on curtailment days, than emissions should
be reduced by 338 tons (86% of 393 tons) which represents
27% of the 1994 annual emissions. The curtailment program
will therefore provide, at minimum, a 27% credif on an
annual basis. However if the fact that reductions occur
during poor ventilation conditions is considered, much
greater benefits are apparent.

Annual Adr Quality Imprcvements of Curtailment are
believed to be much greater than the above emission
reduction credit would estimate because the emission
reductions are occurring during the worst atmospheric
ventilation pericds of the year. To estimate the true
annual air quality benefits of curtailment, actual PMy,
concentrations on winter days with PM,; levels greater than
150 ug/wm’ (mid-1986 to mid-1989) were used to estimate
daily PVM,, concentrations that would occur on curtailment
days given the following: (1) a background PM;, level of 7
pg/m?; (2) 83% of non-background PM,, iz wood smoke and (3)
the curtailment program will reduce woodgmoke
concentrations by 86%. These PM, estimates were then used
to recalculate the three year, annual average. Given these
assumptions, the design value annual average of 75 ug/w’
was reduced to 50.2 ug/w’. Since the proportional rollback
model estimates that a 938 ton per yvear emission reduction
in woodsmoke is needed to attain the annual NARQS fard
, : ; 7 , : : Y :

theannuad—MNAAGSH, the curtailment program will provide a
minimum equivalent emigsion reduction credit of 74% (938

TPY/1268 TPY of total woodsmoke). This‘isg the bagig for
the 74% "comparable" emissgion reduction credit noted in
Table 4.12.3-3. {Ff—4t—ig agoumed—that the woodheatinyg

EER 4 11 of i} 664 : : .
needed for attainment—a credit—ofF 7954 (1008/4263)—<coutd
be i‘HSEilfi'Edua

State of Oregon Statute

The 1991 Oregon Legiglature passed several measures in HB2175
which will be available as either as control strategies or
contingency measures for the controel of PM, emission from
residential woodheating. These measures are outlined below:
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Regidential Woodheating Controls

I. WOODSTOVE CHANGEOUT PROGRAM (OAR 340 Division 34)

A, The Residential Woodheating Air Quality Improvement Fund
created under Section 10 of HB2175 provides for a two faceted
program that offers both low, or no interest loans, as well as
total subsidies for the replacement of uncertified woodstoves
with alternate heat sources. The low/no interest loan program,
available to woodheating households within the western interior
valleys or any PM, nonattainment area, provides criteria under
which a uncertified stove may be removed and destroyed, and a
high efficiency, low polluting heating system installed to
building code and manufacturers specifications.

B. The subsidy program would fund local governments or regional
authorities in PM;; nonattainment areas tc provide subsidies for
the replacement of uncertified stoves. In order to receive
funding a local government or control authority must meet
eligibility criteria, among which 1s the adoption of an
ordinance that limits wvisible emissions from woodstoves and
fireplaces during periods of air stagnation. This provision
does not restrict the establishment of a woodstove curtailment
program if deemed necessary.

Both programs inclilude eligibility requirements for indiwvidual
applicant households.

Funding and Resourcesg:

Althcugh the Residential Woodheating Ailr Quality
Improvement Fund was established to provide resources for
the Low/No Interest Loan, and Stove Subsidy programs the
legislature did not authorize an emission fee on the sale
of cordwood which would have provided funding.

The Department intends to fully pursue the funding of
these programs through federal assistancé grants and other
grant sources. The Department also intends to return to
the 1993 legislative gession and try to establish a
permanent source of funding for these programs.

At such time as funding is provided the Department will
provide staff resources to administer both program, and to
fully analyze the most efficient and effective means of
concentrating efforts on emisgion reduction in the wost
critical areas.
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Emission Reduction:

Emission reduction benefits vary considerably depending
upcn the number of participants, and the type of
replacement heating system selected. Stove replacement
subgidy programs with a high degree of participation that
are focused within a limited geographical area will see
the most immediate benefit in improved air quality.

If a community were to participate in a local stove
replacement subsidy program it would be possible for each
household to achieve a reduction in PM,;, emissions of
approximately 50% 1f uncertified stoves were replaced with
EPA phase II certified stoves. If each household were to
replace their uncertified stove with a gas furnace the
emission reduction would be approximately 99%.

II. REMOVAL OF UNCERTIFTIED STOVE UPON SALE OF HOME IN PM,
NONATTAINMENT AREA EFFECTIVE DECEMBER 31, 1994 (0AR 340
Division 34)

The 1990 Clean Air Act requires states to revise PMy
control strategies for problem areas to include
contingency plans and other provisions to insure that PM,
health standaxds will be achieved by specified dates.
HB2175 reguires that after December 31, 13%9%4 all
uncertified woodstoves, except antique and cooksioves, be
removed and destroyved upon sale ¢f a home. The Department
views this program as a primary contingency measure for
the overall PM,, contrcl strategies required by EPA.

The regquirxements o¢f the statute are immediately
enforceable through civil penaltiegs Dby amending OAR
Chapter 340, Divisicn 12. By December 1994, the Department
will also develop an advisory committee comprised of
representatives from Cregon Title Companies, the Oregon
Association of Realtors, and the State Real Estate Agency
in Salem. The goal of the advisory group will be to
outline the most efficient means to digseminate
information about the sale requirements to all home
gsellers in the nonattainment areas, and to ensure that the
stove removal and destruction requirement is carried out.

FUNDING AND RESQURCES:

The Department will commit staff resources to the
enforcement of the statute where necessary. The
Department will also coordinate the advisory group efforts
to enhance the development and implementation of a
comprehensive education and enforcement effort in each PM
nonattainment area.
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EMISSICN REDUCTION :

The long term emission reduction potential of the stove
removal contingency strategy will vary depending upon the
turn over rate of homes with uncertified stoves, and the
choice of replacement heat. An evaluation of census
information and surveys of real estate transactions
estimates an average annual home turn over rate of
approximately 3% per year, with the average home being
owned for 20 years.

A random home replacement distribution over 20 years, at
3% per vyear would increase the replacement rate of
uncertified stoves from 5% to 8%. The expected emission
reduction from both stove replacement strategies may range
from 50% cleaner in the case of a certified woocdstove
being chosen as the replacement heating device, to 99%
cleaner if a gas heater 1is chosen.

III. STATEWIDE WOQODSTOVE CURTAILMENT (OAR 340 Division 34)

The 1991 Oregon legislature authcrized the following
program to be put in place in any area of the State where
such a program is required under the Clean Air Act: If a
local government or regional authority has not adopted or
is not adequately implewmenting the Clean Air Act required
woodstove curtallment program, the Environmental Quality
Commiggion way adopt by rule and the Department of
Environmental Quality may operate and enforce a program to
curtail residential woodburning during periceds of air
gtagnation. The curtailment program would apply to
weedstoves, fireplaces, and other woocheating devices.
The State curtailment program must include at a minimum:

+ A provision for a two stage curtailment program
based on the geverity of the pIOJected air quality
conditions. Y

3
+ A provisgion to exempt all Oregon certified

woodsgtoves from the first stage of curtailment.
+ A provision for low income exemptions.

* A provigional exemption for sole source
woodburning households.

+  An exemption for pelletstoves.
+ A provision for the Department to defer the operaticon and

enforcement of the curtailment program at gsuch time as the
local government or regional authority has adopted and is
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adequately implementing the required curtailment program.
FUNDING AND RESQURCES:

Should it become necessary for the Department to implement
a State residential wood smoke curtailment program within
a community the Department would seek assistance from the
EPA to fund the necessary public education, daily
advisory, monitoring, surveyance, and enforcement efforts.

The Department staff could provide support for a public
education campaign, and distribute the daily burn
advisory. The Department would explore the possibilities
of contracting with local agencies to provide services in
the areas of wmonitoring, compliance gurveys, and
enforcement.

EMTSSTON REDUCTION:

EPA guidance regarding wocdheating curtailment programs
suggests that & minimum 10% credit for emission reduction
can be taken for a voluntary curtailment program, and that
a minimum 50% emission reduction credit may be taken for
a mandatory program. The Department has had several years
of experience establishing and monitoring curtailment
programg in the Medford, Klamath Falls, Jackson County,
and Grants Pass PM;; nonattainment areas.

The Department’s experience with curtailment programs
supports that a 30% ewmission reduction credit is a
reascnable estimate for a voluntary  woodburning
curtailment program. A mandatory curtailment program,
given the proper effort in the area of community education
and information is <capable of attaining emission
reductions in the range of 70% to 90%.

IV. USED STOVE BAN (OAR 340 Division 34)

The 1991 legislature enacted a ban on the sale of
uncertified used woodstoves. As of the effective date of
House Bill 2175 August 5, 1591 no perscn shall advertise
for sale, offer to sell or sell, a used woodstove that was
not certified for sale as new to the 1986 Oregon woodstove
emission standard. Additionally, HB2175 has charged the
State Building Code Agency to amend their administrative
rules, prohibiting the installation of uncertified used
woodstoves.
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FUNDING AND RESOURCES:

The Department’s  Woodheating  Program  staff will
investigate potential violations of the uncertified used
stove sales ban, and with assgistance from the Department’s
enforcement section will take the appropriate enforcement
action when necessary. The Department’s Public Relations
section in conjunction with the Woodheating Prcgram staff
will mount a public education and information campaign to
make the public aware of the new ban on used stove sales.
The State Building <Code Agency will enforce these
regulations prohibiting the ingtallation of uncertified
used stoves.

EMISSION REDUCTION:

Qur best information indicates that 1 out of every 4
stoves purchased ig a uncertified used stove. Prohibiting
their purchase and installation will ensure that the full
emission credit potential offered by the normal c¢hange
over to certified stoves will be realized. With the
prohibition on uncertified used stoves each new stove
purchase will provide at a minimum a 50% decrease in
emissions or better depending upon the type of replacement
heating device chosen. The 1991 Oregon Legislature adopted
a new statute (HB2175) prohibiting the commercial sale of
uncertified woodstoves and requiring the removal of
conventional woodstoves upon sale of a home. Stove removal
upon sale has been reserved as a contingency measure (see
below) to be implemented in the event that the attainment
gtrategy fails to achieve the NAAQS. Both measures greatly
accelerate the woodstove changeover rate.

RACM Elements

Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM) for Urban Fugitive
Dust, Residential Wood Combustion and Prescribed Burning are defined
by the EPA’s April 2, 1991, Memorandum on PM,, Moderate Area SIP
Guidance. Further guidance is c¢ontained in EPA-450/3-88-008
(September, 1988), Control of Open Fugitive Dust Sources and EPA-
450/2-89-015 (September, 1989), Guidance Document for Residential
Wood Combustion Control Measureg.

URBAN FUGITIVE DUST RACM MEASURES
_ EPA guidance requires that the following fugitive dust RACM
elements be included in the PM,, SIPs if the source is a significant

contributor to PM;; nonattainment and it is econcmically and
technologically feasible to control:
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(1) Pave, vegetate or chemically stabilize access points where
unpaved traffic surfaces adjoin paved roads; (2) Require dust
control plans for construction or land clearing projects; (3)
Require haul trucks to be covered; (4) Provide for traffic rerouting
or rapid clean up of temporary (and not readily preventable) sources
of dust on paved roads (water erosion runoff, mud/dirt carryout
areas, material gspills, skid control sand). Delineate who is
responsible for clean up;

(5) Prohibit permanent unpaved haul roads, and parking or staging
areag at commercial, municipal, or industrial facilities; (6) Develop °
traffic reduction plans for unpaved rcads using speed bumps, low
speed limits, etc. to encourage use of other (paved) roads; (7) Limit
use of recreational vehicles on open land (e.g., confine operations

to gpecific areas, require use permits, outright ban}); (8) Require
improved material specification for and reduction of usage of skid
control sand and salt (e.g., require use of coarse, nonfriable

material during snow and ice season) ; (9) Require curbing and pave or
stabilize (chemically or with vegetation) shoulders of paved roads;
(10} Pave or chemically stabilize unpaved roads;

(11} Pave, vegetate, or chemically stabilize unpaved parking areas;
{12} Require dust control measures for material storage piles; (13)
Provide for storm water drainage to prevent water erosion onto paved
roads; (14) Require revegetation, chemical stabilization, or other
abatement of wind ercdible soil, including lands subjected tc water
mining, abandoned farms, and abandoned construction sites and (15)
Rely upon the soil conservation requirements {(e.g., conservation
plans, conservation resexrve) of the Food Security Act to reduce
emissions from agricultural operations.

Fugitive dust control measures that have already been adopted by
rule are found in Chapter 340, Division 21, Department of
Environmental Quality. These rules apply within incorporated cities
of 4,000 or more population and are enforce under CAR 340-21-060.
These rules implement the following fugitive dust RACM measures:

RACM Element OAR 340 Divigibn 21 Section:

1 {2) (a}
2,10, 11 (2) (b)
3 (2) (£)
4 (2) (g)
12 (2) (c)

In addition, the Xlamath County Clean Air Ordinance reduires
implementation of RACM elements 4 {trackout) and 8 (winter road
sanding) . The contingency plan implements elements 3 (covering haul
trucks), 7 (recreational vehicle use on open lands) and 14
(abatement of wind erodible soil).

Klamath Falls PM;, SIP A-74



REASONABLY AVAILABLE RESIDENTIAL WOOD COMBUSTION CONTROL MEASURES

EPA guidance. regquires that the State PM;,; SIPs include
strategies from each of the following four RACM measuresg:

1. Establish an episode curtailment program, including: a
curtailment plan; a communication strategy to implement the plan; a
surveillance plan {(e.g., "windshield" survey, opacity trigger); and
enforcement provisions including procedures, penalties, and

exemptions). A voluntary program will be deemed reasonable if the
area demonstrates attainment.

The Klamath Falls mandatory curtailment program fulfills
this requirement. Enforcement procedures, penalties and
exemptions are found in the Xlamath County Clean Air
Ordinance.

2. Establish a public information program to inform and educate
citizens about stove gizing, installation, proper operation and
maintenance, general health risks of wood smocke, new technology
stoves, and alternatives to woodheating.

The Klamath County ©public education program, as
adminigtered by KXlamath County Department of Health
Services, provides a comprehensive information on each of
the elements of this RACM measure. This program is
supplemented by the Department’s public information
program.

3. Encourage improved performance of woodburning devices by:

- Establishing a program to identify, through opacity
obgervation, deficiencies in stove operation and
maintenance. (Under such a program, advice and assistance
should be provided to the identified households to help
reduce visible emissions from their devices);

Klamath County’s curtailment turveillance
program is used both to assess compliance rates
and to identify homeowners that are operating
woodstoves with excessgive emissions. The
mandatory 20%, year around opacity program will
identify those that need to improve stove
operation. ' '

- Providing voluntary dryness certification programs for
dealers and/or making free or 1nexpen51ve wood m01sture
checks available to burners;

The Klamath County program includeg a voluntary
cordwood certification program implemented
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through local fire districts. A similar
mandatory program is included as a contingency.

- Evaluating and encouraging, ag  appropriate, the
accelerated changeover of existing devices to new scurce
performance standards or other new technology stoves
(e.g., hybrid desgigns, pelletstoves) by such apprcaches as
subsidized stove purchases tax credits or other
incentives.

Accelerated changeover 1is encouraged through
the woodstove changecut program established
under OAR 340 Division 34; through the phaseocut
of curtailment exemptions in the Klamath County
ordinance and through the low income home
weatherization program operated by Xlamath
County {PURE) .

4., Provide inducements that would lead to reductions in the stove
and fireplace population (or use) by:

- Encourage a reduction in the number of woodburning
devices (i.e., removing or disabling the devices} through
tax creditg or other incentives;

OAR 340 Division 34 includes, as a contingency
measure, removal of uncertified stoves upon
home sale.

- Discouraging the resale of used stoves through taxes,
feeg or other incentives;

OAR 340 Divigion 34 and the Klamath County
Clean Alr Ordinance includes a ban on the sale
of used woodstoves. '

RACM Measures not included in the Klamath Falls SIP include:

- Discouraging the availability of free (or very
inexpensive) firewood by increasing cutting fees or
limiting the cutting season.

- Slowing the growth of woodburning devices in new housing
units by taxes, installation permit fees, or other
disincentives;

REASONABLY AVAILABLE CONTROL MEASURES FOR PRESCRIBED BURNING
EPA guidance requires that RACM measures from prescribed (slash

burning) be included where it is shown that prescribed burning is ox
does contribute significantly to PM,, exceedances within the
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nonattainment area. The guidance specifies that such a program must
include (1) smoke dispersion forecasts based (at minimum) on
National Weather Service data; (2) a process for preparation and
approval of burn plans; (3) availability of training programs for
burners; (4) a public information program; (5) provisions for
surveillance and enforcement of any mandatory requirements; (6)
development of emission lnventorles, and (7) State oversight of the
smoke management programs.

Oregon’s forestry smoke management program administered by the
Oregon Department of Forestry (ODOF) 1is administered through a
voluntary program on forest lands surrounding Klamath Falls. The
voluntary program meets all of the above RACM reguirements. Smoke
digpersion forecasts issued daily by ODOF’s smoke management center
for the Klamath Falls area are based on NWS and local weather data.
The program requires the preparation and approval of burn plans
prior to ignition. Training 1s provided each year by ODOF staff to
all burners. For Federal employees, this training is supplemented by
training programs offered by the US Forest Service, the Bureau of
Land Management and the National Park Service. ODCOF and the Federal
agencies all offer information on their programs to the public. Air
monitoring surveillance is provided through the Department’s
programs and through aircraft plume tracking conducted by those
conducting the burning. Emission inventories are developed in
cocperation with ODOF using state of the art fuel consumption
models. The Department oversees ODOF’s program through pericdic
reviews and through ORS 477.515 which requires that the Director of
the Department approve the program.

Fugitive Dust Control Element

A 60% reduction in emissions from winter road sanding is
required to attain the 24-hour NAAQS on worst-case winter days.
Sanding materials used in the Klamath Falls area are obtained from
a gravel pit located near Merrill, Oregon where volcanic cinders,
pea gavels, silts and clays have been deposited. Nearly all of the
aggregate used within the UGB is applied by the Oregon Department of
Transportation Highway Division, mostly orn US 97, South Sixth
Street, Alameda Bypass and the South Side Bypass. The City, County
and State all maintain sectiong of Washburn Way and other streets in
South suburban Klamath Falls. The City maintains streets within the
Central Busginess District. Approximately 2,000 cubic vyards of
aggregate are applied each year by the Highway Division. The County
and City use very little sanding material.

Three control options were evaluated: (1) processing of
aggregate from the Merrill pit to remove silts and clays thereby
reducing the amount of material to be entrained by traffic; (2)

substitution of the Merrill aggregate with crushed gravel from hard
rock sources located in the area or (3) use of a deicing slurry in
lieu of road sanding and improved road sanding practices to minimize
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use of the aggregate consistent with public safety standards.
Bagis for 60% Credit for the Winter Road Sanding Control Program

The gpecifics of the winter road sanding contrcol strategy are
contained in corresgpondence from the Oregon State Highway Division
(Appendix 4). The 60% credit is based on the Highway Division’s
commitment to reduce winter road sanding by 60% through (a)
replacement of aggregate with a deicing slurry; (b) reduction in the
‘amount of aggregate used by maintenance crews and (¢} rapid cleanup
using street washing or sweeping of road sanding materials used on
majior thoroughfares. Streets included in the program are south Sixth
Street, Alameda Bypass, Washburn Way, South Side Bypass and portions
of US 97. During worst case winter days, a 366} 1,265 pound per
day emigsion reduction will occur. On an annual basgis, rcad sanding
emigsions will be reduced by {383+ 17 tons per year.

Thege reductions will be documented on the basis cf Highway
Divigion records of the number of cubic yards of sanding material
applied each winter to roadways. Since rcad sanding emissions are
linearly related to road surface gilt loading, emission reduction
credite can be documented on the basis of Oregon State Highway
Division records of the number of cubic yards of sanding material
used each year within the nonattainment area. Because of significant
yearly variationg in snowfall, the use of road sanding aggregate
should also be expected to vary accordingly.

Since all of the heavily traveled roads in the Klamath Falls
UGB are paved, reductions in resuspended road dust from paved
streets may alsc be considered should additional emission reductions
be required. Other methods of control include the addition of
asphalt shoulders and curbs to major paved streets thereby
eliminating trackout from the edge of the pavement into the traffic
lanes. The paving of unpaved roads and control of mud trackout from
construction sites are additional strategies that may be useful.

In addition, the Klamath County ordinance provides for
mandatory cleanup of trackout from unpaved areas ontco State highway
right-of-ways enforced through Oregon Department of Trangportation
administrative rules by the Highway Division.

Restrictions on Open Burning

The Klamath County ordinance contains the following open burning
restrictions:

1. A year around prohibition on agricultural open burning
within the nonattainment area and within one-gquarter mile
of the nonattainment area boundary. Elimination of these
emissions results in a reduction of {246} 156 tons per
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year of PM,, and is the basis of the emission reduction
credit noted in the annual NAAQS demenstration of
attainment;

2. Prohibition of highway right-of-way burning within the
county and residential open burning on woodburning
curtailment days;

3. A voluntary agricultural smoke management program on
farm lands within Klamath County coordinated by the
Klamath County Farm Bureau was adopted in June, 1921
(dppendix 4). Burn\no-burn advisories are provided by
Klamath County Air Quality during October 15 through March
15 of each year; cooperating operators monitor and report
smoke transport conditions and record date, acreage and
location of each field fire which is reported to Klamath
County yearly.

In correspondence dated Novembexr 27, 1989 (Appendix 4) the
Department requested that the State Fire Marshal direct the local
fire districts not to issue open burning permits during periods when
"Yellow" or "Red" woodburning curtailment advigsories are issues by
the Klamath County Department of Health Services. A cooperative
agreement between the Klamath County Board of Fire Chiefs and
Klamath County restricting open burning has also been adopted. The
Department has further reguested that land clearing and agricultural
burning permits not be issued within approximately 30 miles of the
Urban Growth Boundary during poor air quality days.

Forestry Slash Burning

PM,, emissions from forestry slash burning, both because of the
magnitude of the emissions and the proximity of the burning to the
nonattainment area, can potentially have a significant impact on
Klamath Falls air quality. Forestry burning is regulated under
Oregon law (CORS 477.515) which requires that ithe State Forester and
the Department of Environmental Quality jointly approve a plan to
manage smoke from slash burning in areas they designate.

By statute, the Oregon Department of Forestry (ODOF) 1is
responsible for the administration of rules (OAR 629-43-043) and
written procedures to assure the protection of air quality. At
present, the mandatory, daily burning instructions issues by ODOF
apply only within the smoke management plan’s Restricted Area which
covers western Oregon (crest of the Cascades west) and the Deschutes
National Forest.

Recognizing the need to protect the Klamath Falls nonattainment

area from slash smoke intrusions, forest land owners surrounding
Klamath bagin have entered into a voluntary smoke management program
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(See Appendix 4} . The voluntary program was adopted in April, 1990
and signed by all of the major forest land owners near Klamath
Falls. The provisions of this program are coordinated by the Oregon
Department of Forestry which provides daily smoke management
forecasts and advigories for Klamath County, thereby meeting EPA’s
reguirements for Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM) for
forestry smoke management programs.

In addition, the Visibility Protection Program incorporated as
Section 5.2 of the Oregon State Implementation Plan includes as a
goal a 50% reduction in western Oregon PM,, prescribed burning
emigsions relative to the 1978-79 baseline esmissions. These emission
reductions are to be achieved in a reasonably linear manner over by
the year 2000. Reductions are to be achieved through increases in
wood waste utilization, rescheduling burning to spring-like fuel
moigture conditions, application of mass ignition burning
techniques, reductions in acres burned and accelerated mop-up of
smoldering units. Although the emission reductions will cccur west
of the Cascades, the strategy will reduce impacts from forestry
burning that may be transported into the Urban Growth Boundary from
units burned on the Rogue River and Umpqua National Forests and
BIM’g Medford District.

Industrial Emigsion Growth Management

In June, 1989, the Department amended OAR 340-20-225
Significant Emission Rate provisions for industrial sources. The
significant emission rate for new or expanding industrial emission
was revised from 15 to 5 tons per year to assure that even
relatively small increases in industrial emissions would be offset
by compensating emigsion reductions of an equal or greater amount.
The tightened offset regquirement assures that future industrial
emigsion growth will not offset emission reductions achieved through
elements of the attainment strategy.

Contingency Measures & Emission Reductions

Section 172(C) (9) of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990
Clean Alr Act requires that the State Implementation Plan include
contingency measures for significant sources of PM,,. These measures
are to take effect without any further action by the State if the
area fails to attain the PM,, standard by the attainment date
required by the Act. Contingency measures are triggered upon
publication by EPA of notice in the Federal Register that the area
has failed to attain the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for
PM;, by the attainment date required in the Clean Air Act. Depending
upon the effectiveness of the control strategies, EPA could make
this determination in 1994 or subsequent years.

The following elements have been included to fulfill this
requirement of the Act:
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Residential Woodburning Measures

1. State backup authority from the 1991 Legislature to require removal of
uncertified woodstoves upon sale of a home. Rules to implement the statute
are being proposed as a revision to OAR 340 Division 34. A gimilar
provision is found in Klamath County cordinance Section 170.650(5) ;

2. Fuelwoocd seasohing requirement on all firewood scld with Klamath County
implemented through the Klamath County ordinance Section 170.650(6) ;

3. Expansion of the Klamath County air quality contrcl area to include the
Keno - Midland area south to the California border implemented through the
Klamath County ordinance Section 170.650(7);

4. Prohibition on installation of more than one woodstove in a new
dwelling implemented through the Klamath County ordinance Section
170.650(9) ; .

Fugitive Dust Control Measures

1. Prohibition on off road vehicle use on open fields and hillsides
within the nonattainment area implemented through the Klamath County
ordinance Section 170.650(4) ;

2. Dust control on public and private landfill sites, *abandoned
construction sites and quarries as well as lots without ground cover
implemented through the Klamath County ordinance Section 170.650(3) ;

3. Requirements to cover haul trucks implemented through the Klamath
County ordinance Section 170.650{2);

4. Construction gites within the nonattainment area required to have
asphalt trackout strips to reduce trackout implemented through the
Klamath County ordinance Secticon 170.650(3);

5. Requires establishment of a mandatory agricultural open burning
smoke management program within Klamath County implemented through
the Klamath County ordinance Section 170.650(8);

Industrial RACT Requirements

The industrial contingency plan is adopted as OAR 340-21-200 through
340-21-240. The 1990 Clean Alir Act requires RACT in the control
strategy if it is needed to demonstrate attainment, and otherwise
requires RACT in the contingency plan. In Klamath Falls, attainment
can _be successfully demonstrated by controlling sourceg other than
industry (RACM measures for area sources). Therefore, RACT
recquirements for industrial point sources have been included in the
contingency measures, and not in the primary attainment strategy.
The industrial contingency elements in Division 21 satisfy
Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) requirements for
industrial sources of PM, emissions which are not otherwise subject
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to RACT under state-wide standards. If the contingency plan is
triggered by failure to meet the Clean Air Act deadline for
attainment, affected sources will be required to submit detailed
plans to the Department within three months and demonstrate
compliance within 30 months. This schedule is consistent with Clean
Air Act requirements to implement contingency measures @ as
expeditiously as practicable to continue progress toward attainment
while a revised control strategy is under development.

Under OAR 340-21-210(2), the Department fFst requesteditime}
Weyerhaeuser to conduct a receptor/dispersion modeling study by
December 31, 1994, to determine whether emisgions from the

Weyerhaeuser faClllty have a significant impact (annual average
impact of 1.0 ug/m’, or 24-hour impact of 5.0 ug/m’) at the maximum
concentration point within the nonattainment area (Peterson School

monitoring site) .fFHf—the—PM —impacts—are—determined—to—be

Weverhaeuser 8 permitted emissions have recentlv been 51qn1f1cantlv
reduced to levels below Department estimates, and their Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) is being modified to reflect
this lower emission level. The Department has therefore provided
Weverhaeuser the opportunity to model emission impacts at Peterson
School using these new permitted emissions. Preliminary results of
this modeling indicate that Weverhaeuser'’s maximum exceedence day
impact at Peterson School is below the Department’s 5 uqg/m
significance ¢riteria. The Department will continue to review the
new modeling results and will, by QOctober 1, 1955, make a final
determination regarding the gsignificance of Weyverhaeuser’s impact at
the Peterson Schogl monitoring site. If the PM,, impacts are
determined to be significant, and if attainment is not maintained in
Klamath Falls, -Hfattaipment—is—npot—reached Py —the—Dbecember—3ir
1994-—-deaddipe—of—the—lean—Air—Aet—1 then the Department will

require Weyerhaeuser to comply with the game RACT contingency
requirements as other stationary sources within the nonattainment
area boundary. +ttheWeyerhacwnger-facilityrwild boecomesubiect—to—the
RACT —eontingeney—reguirements— I1f exceedence day impacts at

Peterson School are determined to be insignificant, Weverhaeuser
will not be subject to the PMyy Control Plan Industrial Contingency

Requirements.

Emission Reductions From Contingency Measures

Woodstove emissions would be reduced an additicnal 108 tons per
year by the vyear 2000 through the contingency plan. Industrial
emissions would be reduced an additional 132 tons per year (844 tons
per yvear including industries cutside of the Urban Growth Boundary
but inside the Klamath County Control Area with significant impacts)
through installation of RACT\BACT contingency emission controls.
Additional reductions which cannot be quantified by the emission
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inventory would be achieved through fugitive dust control
contingency measures. Total reductions are estimated at a minimum cof
240 tong per year (nonattainment area industries, only) which is 11%
of the estimated 1994 emission levels prior to application of
control strategy credits and 25% of the expected 1994 emission level
following strategy reductions. Because of the dominance of
woodburning emission within the airshed and the very large wcodstove
emission reductions included in the attainment sgtrategy, it is not
possible to achieve a full 25% reduction from the 1994 uncontrolled
emission level through contingency measures.

4.12.3.3 Demonstration of Attainment

This section describes the application of emission reduction
credits described in Section 4.12.3.2. in demonstrating attainment
of the NAAQS. The calculations are based on proportional rollback of
1994 emission estimates. Appendix 5 contains the detailed
caiculations that support the following text.
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Table 4.12.3-4: Summary of 24-Hour Emission Reductions
To Be Achieved by 19534

Strategy Element Credit Emission Reduction
Highway Road Sanding Program 60% 1,265 Pounds/Day
qudburninq Strateqgies:

- Woodburning Curtailment 86% 16,625 Poundsz/Day

- Certification of Woodstoves 24% 582 Pounds/Dav

- Woodstove Removal Program - - 373 Pounds/Day
Woodstove Strategies, Total 18,180 Pounds/Day
Total reduction from all strategies....19,444 Pounds/Day
Recuired emigsion reduction ........... 18,877 Pounds/Day

No credits have been taken for the Klamath County public education programs, the 36%
reduction in woodburning emiassions that have occurred since 1987 because of voluntary fuel
switching, the voluntary forestry and agricultural smoke management programs orx the other
fugitive dust control elements included in the Klamath County ordnance.

Strategy Emission Reduction - Annual Average Case

Attainment of the annual average NAAQS in 1994 will require a
47% reduction in annual emissions or a reduction of 1008 tons per
year. Although the entire needed emission reduction is achieved
through the woodburning curtailment program, emission reductions
obtained from the road deicing, elimination of agricultural burning
within the nconattainment area and other elements of the woodburning
emission reduction programs are also included since they will occur
ag a vresult of dimplementing the 24-hour strategy. The needed
reductions are achieved through the strategy elements listed below.




Table 4.12.3-5: Summary of Annual Average Emission Reductions
To be Achieved by 1554

Strategy Element Credit Emission Reduction
Highway Road Sanding Program 60% 17 Tons/Year
Eliminate Agricultural Burning 100% 156 Tons/Year

Woodburning Strategies:

- Woodburning Curtailment 74% 938 Tons/Year
- Woodstove Certification 24% 78 Tong/Year
- Woodstove 20% Opacity 5% 12 Tonsg/Year
Woodstove Strategies, Total 1028 Tons/Year
Total reduction from all gtrategiegs...... 1201 Tong/Year *
Total reguired emission reduction........1035 Tons/Year

* Note: On an annual basis, the woodburning curtailment program will
result in a 28% reduction in annual wood smcke emissions. This,
however, is not reflective of annual air guality benefits of the
program since the restricted ventilation during the curtailment
periods compounds the benefits of the emission reductions. The
effective or equivalent reduction is calculated based on a 86%
curtailment program operating on 47 days per yvear indicating a
reduction of the annual average PM,; concentraticn from 75 to 50.2
ug/m*. As a result, the woodburning strategies alone, implemented
on 47 days per year, will provide gufficient benefits to assure that
the annual NAAQS is achieved. Additicnal strategy elements are
claimed as a result of reductions achieved through the 24-hour
strategy. See Section 4.12.3.3.

4.12.3.4 Emission Offsets and Banking

Although the contrel strategy does not formally incorporate
provisions for growth in industrial emissions through an emission
offset and banking provisions, there is congiderable -growth margin
for increases in industrial emissions within the current plant
permits. The difference between the 1986 actual and the 19954
projected industrial emisgion projections is %7} 88 tons per year
(annual) and %45t 743 pounds per day in PM,, emissions.

OBR 340-20-225 (22} requires that new or meodified industrial
sources that emit more than 5 tong per year of PM,; emissions must
obtain emission reductions from other sources to offset their
emissions. The emission offsets may be obtained by reducing
emigsiong within the facility to be modified, from other industrial
sources or from external socurces, including woodstove emissions from
sole source, low income households. The Department estimates that an
additional 100 tons per year could be obtained by reducing existing
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wood-fired boliler emissiong by 70-85% tc 0.03 grains per standard
cubic foot and veneer driers by 42-70% to 0.3-0.45 pounds per
thousand square feet of veneer (3/8" basis). In addition, at least
175 tons per year of PM,, emission offset ig available by replacing
conventional woodstoves in sole scurce, low income households with
natural gas or electrical heating systems.?

The emissions wargins and scurces of offsets will help assure
continued maintenance of the NAAQS beyond 1934.

4.12.3.5 Demonstration of Maintenance

Emission reductions achieved through the adoption of a county
ordinance banning the installation of uncertified woodstoves will
assure that emission growth associated with fugitive dust and
transportation sources will not cause the NAAQS tc be exceeded by
the year 2000. Appendix 5 lists emissicn projections for the ten
year period fellowing attainment in 1994.

4.12.3.56 Emergency Action Plan Provigions

OAR 340 Division 27 describes Oregon’s Emergency Action Plan.
The rule is intended to prevent the excesggive accumulation of air
contaminants during periods of air stagnation which, if unchecked,
could result in concentrations of pollutants which could cause
significant harm tc the public health. The rules establish criteria
for identifying and declaring air pollution episodes below the
gignificant harm level and were adopted pursuant to reguirements cf
the Clean Air Act. The action levels found in the Plan were
established by the Environmental Protection Agency and subsequently
adopted by the Department.

The significant harm level for PM, particulate matter of 600
pg/m*,  24-hour average (adopted by the Environmental Quality
Commisgion April, 1988) was exceeded twice 1in Klamath Falls; on
January 25, 1988 (792 pg/m’) and on February 3, 1988 (723 ug/w’). At
the time of these events, the significant harm level was 1,000 pg/m’
of Total Suspended Particulate, a level which was not exceeded.

The PM,, "Alert" level is 350 ug/m’; the "Warning" level is 420
pg/m® and the "Emergency" level is 500 ug/m’, 24-hour average. These
levels must be coupled with meteorological forecasts for continuing
alr stagnation to trigger the Action Plan.

YResponse to testimony received at the Klamath Falls public
hearing on proposed changes to industrial rules. Attachment E to
staff report prepared for the June 2, 1989 Environmental Quality
Commission, Agenda Item H.
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Authority for the Department to regulate air pollution sources
during emergency episcdes is provided under ORS 468, including
emissions from woodstoves. The provisions of HB2175 which authorizes
the Department to regulate woodstoves are implemented under OAR 340-
34-150 through - 175. These rules and statute give the Department
authority to regulate wocdstoves under emergency episode conditions.
When there is an imminent and substantial endangerment to public
health (the significant harm level), ORS 468.115 authorizes the
Department, at the direction of the Governor, to enforce orders
requiring any person to cease and desist actions causing the
polluticon. State and local pelice are directed to cooperate in the
enforcement of such orders.

4.12.4 Implementation of the Control Strategy

Specific elements of the strategy were implemented as noted
below.

4.12.4.1 Schedule for Implementation

The Oregon Woodstove Certification Program became effective
June 30, 1986; the Klamath County Air Quality and voluntary
woodburning curtailment programs were implemented on August 31, 1988
and the road sanding contrecl strategy commitments were received frcm
the Oregon Department of Transportation on December 11, 1989 and
will be implemented during the winter of 1989-1990. Open burning
restrictions implemented through the Oregon State Fire Marshal's
office and local Board of Fire Chiefs began in November, 1989. The
Department’s Significant Emisgion Rate rules became effective on the
date of adoption, June 2, 1989. Klamath County adopted their Clean
Air Ordinance on July 31, 1991 and the City of Klamath Falls adopted
a resclution assigning air guality program enforcement within the
city limits to Klamath County on September 16, 1991. Implementation
of all of the provisions of the Klamath County program will begin in
September, 1991. All of the program elements will be Iimplemented
prior to November 1, 1991, the beginning of the 19%1-92 heating
season.

4.12.4.2 Rules, Regulations and Commitments

The following rules and commitments have been adopted to assure
the enforceability of the control strategies. The ordinance adopted
by the City of Klamath Fallg authorizes Klamath County to implement
their ordinance within the city limits. Item marked with an asterisk
(*) are contingency elements.
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State of Orégon Rules

Woodstove Changecut Program 0AR Division 34
Ban on Used Woodstove Sales OAR .Division 34
Industrial RACT\BACT Controls * OAR Division 21
Wocdstove Removal on Home Sale * OAR 340 Division 34
Mandatory Curtailment Authority * OCAR 340 Division 34
Woodstove Certification Program QAR 340 Division 21

Klamath Falls Significant Emigsion Rate Rule OAR 340-20-225

Klamath County & City Ordinances

Klamath County Clean Air Ordinance Ordinance 36
City of Klamath Falls Ordinance Ordinance 6630
Klamath County Alr Quality Program Regolution 89-116

Development Plan for the Xlamath Falls UGB
Interagency Commitments

Winter Recad Sanding Program, Cregon Department of
Transportation Highway Division Memorandum of
Understanding.

Oregon Dept. of Forestry Smoke Management Plan OAR 629-43-043
State Fire Marshall's Office Open Burning Statute ORS 478.960

4.12.4.3 Reasonable Further Progress

Part D of Title I of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990
(Section 171) reguires that State Implementation Plans for PM0 make
Reascnable Further Progress (RFP) toward attainment of the National
Ambient Alr Quality Standards (NAAQS). The Act further specifies
that RFP means those annual incremental reductions of PM, emissions
necessary to attain the NAAQS by the attainment date. The Department
believes that the scheduled implementation of the provisicons c¢f the
Klamath Falls PM;0 SIP and attainment of the NAAQS within the Klamath
Falls nonattainment area fulfills the FRP requirement of the Act.

4.12.4.4 Revisions to the Plan

In the event that the Klamaéh Falls area fails to meet
Reasonable Further Progress milestones, or the applicable PM,
attainment deadline, then the Department, as the designated lead
agency, will first notify in writing the affected local governments
and industrial organizations. Within 30 days of notification, the
Department will complete a written analysis of control strategy
commitments, evaluating the adequacy of iwmplementation. Any
deficiencies in implementation will be corrected through rulemaking,
if necessary, within six months of the original deficiency
notification. The six month time frame will accommodate the State’s
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normal rulemaking process. Additiconally, affected parties will be
notified of the requirement to implement expeditiously the
contingency measures, 1f necessary. As the lead agency, the
Department will submit a plan revision that meets all relevant Clean
Air Act and EPA requirements within 18 months of a notification from
EPA that the area has failed to meet the attainment deadline and has
been reclassified to "Serious." The revigion will include provisions
to ensure that the Best Available Control Measures (BACM/BACT) for
the control of PM,, shall be implemented no later that 4 years after
the date the area is reclassified as a "serious" area.’

4.,12.4.5 New Source Review Permitting Authority

The New BSource Review rules (OAR 340-20-220 to -276) and Air
Contaminant Discharge Perxrmit rules (OAR 340-20-140 to -185) identify
the procedures for reviewing and permitting new sources. The
significant emission rate for PM,; emissions in the Klamath Falls
Nonattainment Area 1s twenty five tons per year (OAR 340-20-225).
The New Source Review rule (OAR 340-20-240) identifies requirements
for sources in nonattainment areas, including applying the lowest
achievable emission rate {(LAER) and a 1:1 offset ratio, both
required in the Klamath Falls Nonattainment Area.

4.12.4.6 Delegation of Lead Agency Auﬁhority

Barbara Roberts, Governcr of the State of Cregon, hag delegated
the Department of Environmental Quality as the lead agency to
implement, maintain and enforce the reguirements of the Clean Air
Act for PM;0 air guality in Klamath Falls.

4,12.5 Resource Commitments

Resgidential woodburning programs are . being implemented by
Klamath County with a FY 91 budget of $112,600 to operate public
information programs, the daily woodburning advisory, wmandatory
curtailment program including field gurveillance and enforcement,
and progresgs reporting. The Department operates the air monitoring
network used by XKlamath County for the daily woodburning advisory,
provides public information assistance, and administers the
woodstove certification program; these services are part of the
statewide Department’s base program identified in the State/EPA
Agreement (SEA) .

Financial assistance programs are available through Klamath
County’s Project PURE to assist low-income households in
weatherization and replacement of conventional woodstoves with
c¢leaner burning units; about $1.44 million has been raised to date.

Klamath Falls PM,, SIP _ A-89




Industrial compliance assurance programs are implemented by DEQ
as part of the statewide base program; resources are identified in
the SEA. Open burning control programs are implemented by local fire
departments, Klamath County and the Department as part of base
programs.

Porestry slash burning programs are administered by the Oregon
Department of Forestry, the US Forest Service, the Bureau of Land
Management and other private forest land owners as part of their
base prodgrams.

4.12.6 Public Involvement

Development of the Klamath PFalls PM, control strategy included
several areas of public involvement including a continuing Citizen
Advisory Committees, public participation at hearing on proposed
industrial source rules and attendance at hearings conducted by the
Klamath County Board of Commisgsioners.

Proposed industrial rules to reduce the significant emission
rate for new or modified industrial sources within the Klamath Falls
Urban Growth Boundary were approved by the Environmental Quality
Commission on November 4, 1988. A public hearing on the proposal to
reduce the significant emission offset from 15 to 5 tons per year
PM,, was held in Klamath Falls on February 15, 1988. The rule was
adopted at the Environmental Quality Commission’s April, 1989
meeting. Public hearings on the Klamath County ordinance occurred on
July 10 and 31, 1991.

4.,12.6.1 Citizen Advisory Committee

The Klamath County Board of Commissions appointed members to
the Klamath County Air Quality Task Force in November of 1%87 to
assist the County and the Department in the development of control
programs for the Klamath Fallg Nonattainment Area. The 14 member
committee was advised of the requirements of the Clean Air Act and
State Implementation Plan. The Task Force considersed alternative
control strategies and provided recommendation to the Board in
November, 1988. On January 26th and February 3rd, 1588, the Board of
Commissioners held public hearings on a proposed county mandatory
curtailment ordinance designed to achieve the degree cof woodsmoke
~emission reduction required. Folleowing the hearings, the ordinance
was dropped from further consideration and a second 15 member Task
Force (New Citizens Air Quality Committee) was appointed to consider
other options, including develcpment of a voluntary curtailment
program. In May of 1988, the Committee submitted an outline for a
voluntary curtailment program to the Department and the Klamath
County Board of Commissioners and, in April, 1989, the Board adopted
the Klamath County Voluntary Woodburning Compliance Program. In May
of 1991, the Klamath County Board of Commissioners asked the County
Department o©of Health Services to begin preparation of a
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comprehengive ordinance to include a mandatory curtailment program.
The draft ordinance was reviewed by the County’s Advisory Committee,
the Department and the County Board of Health prior to the first
public hearing on July 10, 1991.

4.,12.6.2 Public Notice

Public notice of proposed rule revisions is done through mail
lists maintained by the Department, through notifications published
in local newspapers and through Department presgs releases.

4.12.6.3 Public Hearings

As noted above, public hearings on the Klamath County Plan were
held on January 26 and February 32, 1988. A hearing on revisions to
the industrial rules on significant offset emisgssion rates was held
February 15, 1988 and public hearings on proposed woodstove
legislation were held before the Senate Agriculture and Natural
Resources Committee on several occasions in February and March,
1989. Hearings on the Klamath County ordinance including the
mandatory curtailment program occurred on July 1C and 31, 1991. {&}F
fptPublic hearings on the Klamath Falls PM,, 158} Control Plan were
held in Klamath Falls on September 26, 1991, and June 16, 1995.

4.,12.6.4 Intergovernmental Review

Public hearing notices regarding adeption of this revision to
the State Implementation Plan will be distributed for loczl and
State agency review through the A-95 State Clearinghouse process
forty-five days prior to adoption by the Environmental Quality
Commigsion. ‘

JEC:a
RPT\AH15036

(Lo/25/91)
Revised
DLC

(8/09/85)
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OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 25 - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

DIVISION 25

SPECIFIC INDUSTRIAL STANDARDS

Construction and Operation of
Wigwam Waste Burners

Existing Administrative Agency Orders

340-25-027

(1) The provisions of OAR 340-25-005 through 340-25-020 and fOARY340-25-025(1) are in
addition thereto and do not modify, amend, repeal, alter, postpone, or in any other manner
affect any specific existing agency orders directed against specific parties or persons to abate
air pollution, |

(2) The provisions of QAR 340-25-025(2) shall not be made applicable nor extend in any
manner to any specific existing agency orders directed against specific parties or persons to
abate air pollution.

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the

Environmentai Quality Commission under QAR 340-20-047.}

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: SA 30 f. 6-7-68, ef. 8-1-68; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93, Renumberedfrom 340-25-080
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OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 25 - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

3

Reduction of Animal Matter

Effective Date
340-25-075
[SA 30, f. 6-7-68, ef. 8-1-68; Repealed {+29-931by DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. 3-10-93]

Kraft Pulp Mills

Definitions

340-25-150 As used in OAR 340-25-150 through 340-25-205:

(1) "BLS" means Black Liquor Solids, dry weight.

{2) "Continual Monitoring" means sampling and analysis, in a timed sequence, using
techniques which will adequately reflect actual emission levels or concentrations on an ongoing basis.

(3) "Continuous monitoring” means instrumental sampling of a gas stream on a continuous
basis, excluding pericds of calibration.

(4) "Daily Arithmetic Average"” means the average concentration over the twenty-four hour
period in a calendar day, or Department approved equivalent period, as determined by continuous
monitoring equipment or reference method testing. Determinations based on EPA reference methods
or equivalent methods in accordance with the Department Source Sampling Manual consist of three
f3)-Iseparate consecutive runs having a minimum sampling time of sixty 60 -kminutes each and a
maximum sampling time of eight {{8)thours each. The three values for concentration (ppm or.
grains/dscf) are averaged and expressed as the daily arithmetic average which is used to determine
compliance with process weight limitations, grain loading or volumetric concentration limitations and
to determine daily emission rate.

(5) "Department” means the Department of Environmental Quality.

(6) "Emission" means a release into the atmosphere of air contaminants.

(7) "Kraft Mill" or "Mill" means any industrial operation which uses for a cooking liquor an
alkaline sulfide solution containing sodium hydroxide and sodium sulfide in its pulping process.

(8) "Lime Kiln" means any production device in which calcium carbonate is thermally
converted to calcium oxide. _

(9) "Non-Condensibles” mean gases and vapors, contaminated with TRS compounds, from the
digestion and multiple-effect evaporation processes of a mill.

(10) "Other Sources"” mean sources of TRS emissions in a kraft mill other than recovery
furnaces and lime kilns, including but not limited to:

(a) Vents from knotters, brown stock washing systems, evaporators, blow tanks, blow heat
accumulators, black liquor storage tanks, black liquor oxidation system, pre-steaming vessels, tall oil
recovery operations; and

(b} Any vent which is shown to contribute to an identified nuisance condition.

(11) "Particulate Matter" means all solid or liquid material, other than uncombined water,
emitted to the ambient air as measured by EPA Method 5 or an equivalent test method in accordance
with the Department Source Sampling Manual. Particulate matter emission determinations by EPA
Method 5 shall use water as the cleanup solvent instead of acetone, and consist of the average of three
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OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 25 - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

[33-3separate consecutive runs having a minimum sampling time of 60 minutes each, a maximum
sampling time of eight {&Fhours each, and a minimum sampling volume of 31.8 dscf each.

(12) "Parts Per Million (ppm)" means parts of a contaminant per million parts of gas by
volume on a dry-gas basis (1 ppm equals 0.0001% by volume).

(13) "Production" means the daily amount of air-dried unbleached pulp, or equwalent
produced during the 24-hour period each calendar day, or Department approved equivalent period,
and expressed in air-dried metric tons (admt) per day. The corresponding English unit is air-dried
tons (adt) per day. ‘

(14) "Recovery Furnace" means the combustion device in which dissolved wood solids are
incinerated and pulping chemicals recovered from the molten smelt, For QAR 340-25-150 through
340-25-205, and where present, this term shall include the direct contact evaporator.

(15) "Significant Upgrading of Pollution Control Equipment” means a modification or a
rebuild of an existing pollution control device for which a capital expenditure of 50 percent or more
of the replacement cost of the existing device is required, other than ongoing routine maintenance.

(16) "Smelt dissolving tank vent" means the vent serving the vessel used to dissolve the
molten smelt produced by the recovery furnace.

(17) "Standard Dry Cubic Meter" means the amount of gas that would occupy a volume of
one cubic meter, if the gas were free of uncombined water, at a temperature of 20° C. (68° F.) and a
pressure of 760 mm of mercury (29.92 inches of mercury). The corresponding English unit is
standard dry cubic foot. When applied to recovery furnace gases "standard dry cubic meter" requires
adjustment of the gas volume to that which would result in a concentration of 8% oxygen if the
oxygen concentration exceeds 8%. When applied to lime kiln gases "standard dry cubic meter”
requires adjustment of the gas volume to that which would result in a concentration of 10% oxygen if
the oxygen concentration exceeds 10%. The mill shall demonstrate that oxygen concentrations are
below noted values or furnish oxygen levels and corrected pollutant data.

(18) "Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS)" means the sum of the sulfur compounds hydrogen sulfide,
methyl mercaptan, dimethyl sulfide, and dimethyl disulfide, and any other organic sulfides present
expressed as hydrogen sulfide (H,S).

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the
Environmental Quality Commission under QAR 340-20-047.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 50, f. 2-9-73, ef. 3-1-73; DEQ 137, f. & ef. 6-10-77; DEQ 2-1990, f. & cert. ef. 1-24-00; DEQ 4-1993, f. &
cert. ef. 3-10-93

Neutral Sulfite Semi-Chemical
(NSSC) Pulp Mills

Definitions
340-25-220 As used in OAR 340-25-220 through 340-25-234.
o)) "Acid Absorption Tower" means the device where the sodium carbonate and sulfur dioxide

react to form a sodium sulfite solution prior to use as the cooking liquor.
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2
3

(4)
&)

(6)
(7
(8)

e

(10

(11

(12)

(13)

(14)

"BLS" means black liquor solids, dry weight.

"Continual Monitoring" means sampling and analysis, in a timed sequence, using techniques
which will adequately reflect actual emission levels or concentrations on an ongoing basis.
"Continuous Monitoring" means instrumental sampling of a gas stream on a continuous basis,
excluding periods of calibration.

"Daily Arithmetic Average” means the average concentration over the fawentyfowrd24-hour
period in a calendar day or, Department approved equivalent period, as determined by
continuous moenitoring equipment or reference method testing. Determinations based on EPA
reference methods or equivatent methods in accordance with the Department Source
Sampling Manual consist of three (3) separate consecutive runs having a minimum sampling
time of sixty (60) minutes each and a maximum sampling time of eight (8) hours each. The
three values for concentration (ppm or grains/dscf) are averaged and expressed as the daily
arithmetic average which is used to determine compliance with process weight limitations,
grain loading or volumetric concentration limitations and to determine daily emission rate.
"Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality.

"Emission” means a release into the atmosphere of air contaminants.

"Neutral Sulfite Semi-Chemical (NSSC) Pulp Mill" means any industrial operation which uses
for cooking, a liquor prepared from a sodium carbonate solution and sulfur dioxide at a
neutral pH, range 6-8.

"Particulate Matter" means all solid or liquid material, other than uncombined water, emitted
to the ambient air as measured by EPA Method 5 or an equivalent test method in accordance
with the Department Source Sampling Manual. Particulate matter emission determinations by
EPA Method 5 shall use water as the cleanup solvent instead of acetone, and consist of the
average of three (3) separate consecutive runs having a minimum sampling time of 60 minutes
each, a maximum sampling time of eight (8) hours each, and a minimum sampling volume of
31.8 dscf each.

"Parts Per Million (ppm)" means parts of a contaminant per million parts of gas by volume
on a dry-gas basis (one ppm equals 0.0001{%]percentby volume).

"Production” means the daily amount of virgin air-dried unbleached NSSC pulp, or
equivalent, produced during the 24-hour period each calendar day, or Department approved
equivalent period, expressed in air-dried metric tons (ADMT) per day. The corresponding
English unit is air-dried tons (ADT) per day.

"Spent Liquor Incinerator” means the combustion device in which pulping chemicals are
subjected to high temperature to evaporate the water, incinerate organics and reclaim the
sodium sulfate (saltcake) and sodium carbonate.

"Standard Dry Cubic Meter” means the amount of gas that would occupy a volume of one
cubic meter, if the gas were free of uncombined water, at a temperature of 20 °C. (68 °F.)
and a pressure of 760 mm of mercury.

"Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS)" means the sum of the sulfur compounds hydrogen sulfide,
methyl mercaptan, dimethyl sulfide, and dimethyl disulfide, and any other organic sulfides
present expressed as hydrogen sulfide (H,S).

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the

Environmental Quality Commission under QAR 340-20-047.]
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[Publications: The publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the
Department of Environmental Quality.]

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 2-1990, f. & cert. ef. 1-24-90; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef, 3-10-93

Emission Limitations
340-25-224
{1) Emission of Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS): Spent Liquor Incinerator. The emissions of TRS

from any spent liquor incinerator stack shall not exceed 10 ppm and 0.07 gram/kg BLS (0.14

Ib/ton BLS} as a daily arithmetic average.

(2) Particulate Matter: Spent Liquor Incinerator. The emissions of particulate matter from any
spent liquor incinerator stack shall not exceed:

(a) 3.6 grams/kg BLS (7.2 lbs/ton BLS) as a daily arithmetic average in accordance with
the Department Source Sampling Manual; and

(b) An opacity equal to or greater than 35 percent for a period exceeding 3 minutes in
any one hour, excluding periods when the facility is not operating.

(3) Sulfur Dioxide (50,):

(a) Spent Liquor Incinerator. The emissions of sulfur dioxide from each spent liquor
incinerator stack shall not exceed a 3-hr arithmetic average of 10 ppm on a dry gas
basis; :

(b) Acid Absorption Tower. The emissions of sulfur dioxide from the acid absorption
tower stack shall not exceed 20 ppm as a 3-hr arithmetic average on a dry gas basis.

@) All NSSC sources, with the exception of spent liquor incinerators, shall not exhibit an opacity
equal to or greater than 20 percent for a period exceeding three (3) minutes in any one hour.

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the
Environmental Quality Commission under GAR 340-20-047.]

[Publications: The publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the
Department of Environmental Quality.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch, 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 2-1990, {. & cert. ef. 1-24-90; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef, 3-10-93

Monitoring

340-25-230

n General:

(a) The details of the monitoring program for each mill shall be submitted to and
approved by the Department. This submittal shall include diagrams and descriptions of
all monitoring systems, monitoring frequencies, calibration schedules, descriptions of
all sampling sites, data reporting formats and duration of maintenance of all data and
reports. Any changes that are subsequently made in the approved monitoring program
shall be submitted in writing to the Department for review and approved in writing
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(b)

@ @

(b)

©

& @

(b)

(©)

prior to change;

All records associated with the approved monitoring program including, but not
limited to, original data sheets, charts, calculations, calibration data, production
records and final reports shall be maintained for a period of at least two calendar
years and shall be furnished to the Department upon request.

Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS). Each mill shall continuously monitor the spent liquor
incinerator for TRS emissions using: continuous monitoring equipment, except where
a vibration problem, which was in existence on March 26, 1989, exists and
continuous monitoring equipment is not practical or economically feasible; in which
case, upon documentation of the above condition, the spent liquor incinerator shall be
sampled for TRS emissions using the reference method and the analytical method
(EPA Method 16, 16A, or 16B) as outlined in the Department Source Sampling
Manual,;

Spent liquor incinerator TRS source tests shall be performed quarterly except that
testing may be semi-annual when the preceding six (6) source tests were less than 7.5
ppm;

Flow rate measurements used to determine TRS mass emission rates shall be corrected
for cyclonic flow, where applicable.

Particulate Matter. Each mill shall sample the spent liquor incinerator for particulate
emissions with:

(A) The sampling method; and

(B)  The analytical method specified in the Department Source Sampling Manual.
Spent liquor incinerator particulate source tests shall be performed quarterly except
that testing may be semi-annmual when the preceding six (6) source tests were less than
2.7 f&3grams/Hdke BLS (5.4 lbs./ton BLS). All sampling data shall be corrected for
cyclonic flow, where applicable;

Each mill shall provide continuous monitoring of opacity of emissions discharged to
the atmosphere from the spent liquor incinerator, and the acid plant in accordance
with the Department Continuous Monitoring Manual; except that when continuous
monitoring of opacity is not feasible due to excessive moisture then EPA Method 9
shall be used for the determination of opacity.

4) Sulfur Dioxide (S0,). Representative sulfur dioxide emissions from spent liquor incinerators
and from the acid absorption tower shall be determined at least once every six (6) months

with:

(a) The sampling method; and
(b) The analytical method specified in the Department Source Sampling
Manual.

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the
Envircnmental Quality Commission under QAR 340-20-047.]

[Publications: The publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the
Department of Environmental Quality.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
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Hist.: DEQ 2-1990, f. & cert. ef. 1-24-90; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cext. ef, 3—10-93

Primary Aluminum Plants

Statement of Purpose
340-25-255 In furtherance of the public policy of the fs}State as set forth in ORS 468A.010, it

is hereby declared to be the purpose of the Commission in adopting the following regulations to:

o)) Require, in accordance with a specific program and time table for each operating primary
aluminum plant, the highest and best practicable collection, treatment, and control of
atmospheric pollutants emitted from primary aluminum plants through the utilization of
technically feasible equipment, devices, and procedures necessary to attain and maintain
desired air quality.

@) Require effective monitoring and reporting of emissions, ambient air levels of fluorides,
fluoride content of forage, and other pertinent data, The Department will use these data, in
conjunction with observation of conditions in the surrounding areas, to develop emission and
ambient air standards and to determine compliance therewith.

(3) Encourage and assist the aluminum industry to conduct a research and technological
development program designed to reduce emissions, in accordance with a definite program,
including specified objectives and time schedules.

@ Establish standards which, based upon presently available technology, are reasonably
attainable with the intent of revising the standards as needed when new information and better
technology are developed. ‘

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the
Environmental Quality Commission under OAR 340-20-047.] .

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A :
Hist.: DEQ 60, f. 12-5-73, ef. 12-25-73; DEQ 10-1982, f. & ef. 6-18-82; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93

Definitions :

340-25-260 As used in OAR 340-25-255 through 340-25-285:

(1) "All Sources™ means sources including, but not limited to, the reduction process, alumina
plant, anode plant, anode baking plant, cast house, and collection, treatment, and recovery
systems,

(2) "Ambient Air" means the air that surrounds the earth, excluding the general volume of gases
contained within any building or structure.

3 "Annual Average" means the arithmetic average of the monthly averages reported to the
Department during the twelve most recent consecutive months.

4) "Anode Baking Plant" means the heating and sintering of pressed anode blocks in oven-like
devices, including the loading and unloading of the oven-like devices.

(5) "Anode Plant” means all operations directly associated with the preparation of anode carbon
except the anode baking operation.

(6) "Conunission" means Environmental Quality Commission.
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7 "Cured Forage" means hay, straw, ensilage that is consumed or is intended to be consumed
by livestock.

(8) "Department” means Department of Environmental Quality.

(9 "Emission" means a release into the outdoor atmosphere of air contaminants.

(10)  "Emission Standards" means the limitation on the release of contaminant or multiple
contaminants to the ambient air.

(11)  "Fluorides" means matter containing fluoride ion.

(12)  "Forage" means grasses, pasture, and other vegetation that is consumed or is intended to be
consumed by livestock.

(13)  "Monthly Average" means the summation of the arithmetic average of all representative test

results obtained during any calendar month and the emission rates established for sources not
subject to routine testing.

(14)  "Opacity" means the degree to which an emission reduces transmission of light or obscures
the view of an object in the background.

(15 "Particulate Matter" means a small discrete mass of solid or liquid matter, but not including
uncombined water.

(16)  "Primary Aluminum Plant" means those plants which will or do operate for the purpose of, or
related to, producing aluminum metal from aluminum oxide (alumina).

(17y  "Pot Line Primary Emission Control Systems" means the system which collects and removes
contaminants prior to the emission point. If there is more than one such system, the primary
system is that system which is most directly related to the aluminum reduction cell.

(18)  "Regularly Scheduled Monitoring" means sampling and analyses in compliance with a
program and schedule approved pursuant to OAR 340-25-280.

(26119 "Standard Dry Cublc Foot of (Gas"” means that amount of the gas Wthh would occupy
a cube having dimensions of one foot on each side, if the gas were free of water

vapor at a pressure of 14.7 P.S.I.A. and a temperature of 68 °F.

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the
Environmental Quality Commission under OAR 340-20-047.]

[Publications: The Publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the
Department of Environmental Quality.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 60, f. 12-5-73, ef. 12-25-73; DEQ 10-1982, f. & ef. 6-18-82; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93

Emission Standards
340-25-265 -

(1) The exhaust gases from each primary aluminum plant constructed after January 1, 1973, shall
be collected and treated as necessary so as not to exceed the following minimum
requirements:

(a) Total fluoride emissions from all sources shall not exceed:
(A} A monthly average of 1.3 pounds of fluoride ion per ton of aluminum
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produced; and
B) An annual average of 1.0 pound of fluoride ion per ton of aluminum
produced; and
© 12.5 tons of fluoride ion per month from any single aluminum plant without
prior written approval by the Department.
() The total of organic and inorganic particulate matter emissions from all sources shall
not exceed:
(A) A monthly average of 7.0 pounds of particulate per ton of aluminum
produced; and
(B) An annual average of 5.0 pounds of particulate per ton of aluminum
produced
(c) Visible emissions from any source shall not exceed ten (10) percent opacityf-er-6-5-on
the Ringlemann-Smoke-Chart] at anytime.

2) Each primary aluminum plant constructed and operated after January 1, 1973, shall be in full
compliance with OAR 340-25-255 through 340-25-285 no later than 180 days after completing
potroom start-up and shall maintain full compliance thereafter.

3 The exhaust gases from each primary aluminum plant constructed on or before January 1,
1973, shall be collected and treated as necessary so as not to exceed the following minimum
requirements:

(a) Total fluoride emissions from all sources shall not exceed:
(A) A monthly average of 3.5 pounds of fluoride ion per ton of aluminum
produced; and
B An annual average of 2.5 pounds of fluoride ion per ton of aluminum
produced; and
© 22.0 tons of fluoride ion per month from any single aluminum plant without
prior written approval by the Department. '
(b} The total of organic and inorganic particulate matter emissions from all sources at
plants using vertical stud Soderberg cells shall not exceed:
(A) A monthly average of 13.0 pounds of particulate per ton of aluminum
produced; and
B) An anmual average of 10.0 pounds of particulate per ton of aluminum
produced.
(©) The total of organic and inorganic particulate matter emissions from all sources at.
plants using prebake cells shall not exceed:
(A) A monthly average of 15.6 pounds of particulate per ton of alumlnum
preduced; and
(B) - An annual average of 13.5 pounds of particulate per ton of aluminum
produced.
(d) Visible emissions from any source shall not exceed 20 percent opacityf-ert-8-on-the
Ringlemann-Smoke-Cheart] at any time.

(C)] Each existing primary aluminum plant shall comply with OAR 340-25-255 through 340-25-

285 upon adoption.
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[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the
Environmental Quality Commission under QAR 340-20-047.]

[Publications: The Publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the
Department of Environmental Quality.]

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 60, f, 12-5-73, ef, 12-25-73; DEQ 4-1980, f. & ef. 1-28-80; DEQ 10-1982, f. & ef. 6-18-82; DEQ 4-1993, f. &

cert. ef. 3-10-93

Laterite Ore Production of Ferronickel

Staterment of Purpose
340-25-405 In furtherance of the public policy of the fs}State as set forth in ORS 468A.010, it

is hereby declared to be the purpose of the Commission in adopting OAR 340-25-405 through 340-25-430

to:

(n Require, in accordance with a specific program and timetable, the highest and best practicable
collection, treatment, and control of atmospheric pollutants through the utilization of technically
feasible equipment, devices, and procedures necessary to attain and maintain desired air quality.

(2) Establish standards which based upon presently available technology, are reasonably attainable
with the intent of revising the standards as needed when new information and/or better technology
are developed.

[NOTE: This rufe is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the Environmental
Quality Commission under OAR 340-20-047 ]

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 463A
Hist.: DEQ 37, . 2-15-72, ef. 3-1-72; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert, ef. 3-10-93

Standards of Performance for
New Stationary Sources

" Definitions
340-25-510 As used in OAR 340-25-505 through 340-25-805:
(D "Administrator" means the Administrator of the EPA or authorized representative.
(2) "CFR" means' Code of Federal Regulations.
3) " Alternative method" means any method of sampling and analyzing for an air pollutant which is

not a teference or equivalent method but which has been demonstrated to the Department’s
: satisfaction to, in specific cases, produce results adequate for determination of compliance.

4) "Capital expenditures" means an expenditure for a physical or operational change to an existing
facility which exceeds the product of the applicable "annual asset guideline repair allowance
percentage” specified in the latest edition of Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Publication 534
and the existing facility’s basis, as defined by Section 1012 of the Internal Revenue Code.
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&)

(6)
(M

(8)
9

(10)

(11)

(12)
(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)
(18)

(19)

However, the total expenditure for a physical or operational change to an existing facility must
not be reduced by any "excluded additions" as defined in IRS Publication 534, as would be done
for tax purposes.

"Commenced" means, with respect to the definition of "new source” in section 111{a)(2} of the
federal Clean Air Act, that an owner or operator has undertaken a continuous program of
construction or modification or that an owner or operator has entered into a contractual obligation
to undertake and complete, within a reasonable time, a continuous program of construction or
modification.

"Construction” means fabrication, erection, or installation of a facﬂlty

“Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality or, in the case of Lane County,
the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority.

"Environmental Protection Agency" or "EPA" means the United States Environmental Protection
Agency.

"Equivalent method" means any method of sampling and analyzing for an air poltutant which has
been demonstrated to the Department’s satisfaction to have a consistent and quantitatively known

_ relationship to the reference method, under specified conditions.

"Existing facility” means, with reference to a stationary source, any apparatus of the type for
which a standard is promulgated in 40 CFR Part 60, and the construction or modification of
which commenced before the date of proposal by EPA of that standard; or any apparatus which
could be altered in such a way as to be of that type.

"Facility" means all or part of any public or private building, structure, installation, equipment,
vehicle or vessel, including, but not limited to, ships.

"Fixed capital cost" means the capital needed to provide all the depreciable components.

"Modification"” means any physical change in, or change in the method of operation of, an

existing facility which increases the amount of any air pollutant (to which a standard applies)

emitted into the atmosphere by that facility or which results in the emission of any air pollutant

(to which a standard applies) into the atmosphere not previously emitted.

"Particulate matter" means any finely divided solid or liquid material, other than uncombined

water, as measured by an applicable reference method, or an equivalent or alternative method.

"Reconstruction” means the replacement of components of an existing facility to such an extent

that:

(a) The fixed capital cost of the new components exceeds 50 percent of the fixed capital cost
that would be required to construct a comparable entirely new facility, and

(b It is technologically and economically feasible to meet the applicable standards set forth
in 40 CFR Part 60.

"Reference method" means any method of samplmg and analyzmg for an air pollutant as Sp&C]fied

in 4 g 33 Fi3ts

Meﬁﬁefmg—Maﬂaal—Jaﬁ&&Py—w%—er—&ﬂ—&ppheab%e—mbp&H—ef 40 CFR Part 60 (July 1 1993)

"Standard” means a standard of performance proposed or promulgated under 40 CFR Part 60.

"Stationary source” means any building, structure, facility, or installation that emits or may emit

any air pollutant subject to regulation under the federal Clean Air Act.

"Volatile organic compounds" or "VOC" means any organic compounds that participate in

atmospheric photochemical reactions; or that are measured by a reference method, an equivalent

-
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method, an alternative method, or that are determined by procedures specified under any
applicable rule.

[Publications: The Publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in thls rule are available from the Department
of Environmental Quality.]

Stat. Auth.; ORS Ch. 468 & 468A

Hist.: DEQ 97, f. 9-2-75, ef. 9-25-75; DEQ 22-1982, f. & ef. 10-21-82; DEQ 17-1983, f. & ef. 10-19-83; DEQ 16-1984, {. &
ef. 8-21-84; DEQ 15-1985, f. & ef. 10-21-85; DEQ 19-1986, f. & ef. 11-7-86; DEQ 17-1987, . & ef. 8-24-87; DEQ 24-1989,
f. & cert, ef. 10-26-89; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93; DEQ 17-1993, f. & ef. 114-93

Federal Regulations Adopted by Reference
340-25-535

0 Except as provided in section (2) of this rule, 40 CFR Part 60 Subparts D through XX and
BBB through NNN and PPP through VVV (July 1, 1993) are by this reference adopted and
incorporated herein, and 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OO0 (July 1, 1993) is by this reference
adopted and incorporated herein for major sources only.

(2) Where "Administrator” or "EPA" appears in 40 CFR Part 60, "Department” shall be substituted,

- except in any section of 40 CFR Part 60 for which a federal rule or delegation specifically

indicates that authority will not be delegated to the state.

(3) Where a discrepancy is determined to exist between OAR 340-25-505 through 340-25-80(]0 and
40 CFR Part 60, 40 CFR Part 60 shall apply.

[Publications: The Publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the Department
of Environmental Quality.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A

Hist.: DEQ 97, f. 9-2-75, ef. 9-25-75; DEQ 16-1981, f. & ef. 5-6-81; sections {1) thru (12) of this rule renumbered to 340-25-350
thre 340-25-605; DEQ 22-1982, f. & ef. 10-21-82: DEQ 17-1983, f. & ef. 10-19-83; DEQ 16-1984, f. & ef. 8-21-84;, DEQ
15-1983, f. & ef. 10-21-85, DEQ 19-1986, f. & ef. 11-7-86; DEQ 17-1987, f. & ef 8-24-87, DEQ 24-1989, f. & cert. ef.
10-26-89, DEQ 17-1993, f. & of. 11-4-93

Standards of Performance for Municipal Waste Combustors

340-25-556

¢} Applicability.

{a) Except as provided in subsections (b) through (d) of this section and section (3) of this
rule, this rule applies to each Municipal Waste Combustor with an MWC unit capacity
greater than 250 tons per day of MSW or RDF for which construction, modification, or
reconstruction is commenced after December 20, 1989.

(b) Cofired combustors that are subject to a federally-enforceable permit limiting the
operation of the combustor to no more than 250 tons per day of MSW or RDF are not
subject to this rule.

(©) MWC units combusting solely medical waste are not subject to this rule.

(d) Cofired combustors which fire less than 30 percent segregated medical waste and no
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other municipal solid waste are not subject to this rule.

(2) Requirements.

(a) Except as provided in subsectlons (b) and (c} of this section, MWC units subject to this
rule shall comply with 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Ea, as adopted under OAR 340-25-
535.

(b) An MWC unit combusting tires or fuel derived solely from tires and that combust no
other MSW or refuse-derived fuel (RDF) is only subject to the initial reporting in 40
CFR 60.5%a(a).

(© Cofired combustors are only subject to the initial reporting in 40 CFR 60.59a(a), and
records and reports of the daily weight of MSW or RDF and other fuels fired as required
under 40 CFR 60.59a(b)}(14) and 40 CFR 60.59a(m). '

3 Special provisions. Physical or operational changes made to an existing MWC unit solely to
comply with emission guidelines under 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Ca, are not considered a
modification or reconstruction and do not subject an existing MWC unit to this rule.

@ Definitions. As used in this rule:

(2) "Cofired combustor” means a unit combusting municipal-type solid waste or refuse-
derived fuel with a non-MSW fuel and subject to a federally enforceable permit limiting
the unit to combusting a fuel feed stream, 30 percent or less of the weight'of which is
comprised, in aggregate, of MSW or RDF as measured on a 24-hour daily basis. A unit
combusting a fuel feed stream, more than 30 percent of the weight of which is
comprised, in aggregate, of MSW or RDF shall be considered an municipal waste
combustor unit and not a cofired combustor;

(b) "Medical waste” means any solid waste which is generated in the diagnosis, treatment,
or immunization of human beings or animals, in research pertaining thereto, or in
production or testing of biologicals. Medical waste does not include any hazardous waste
identified under Subtitle C of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act or any
household waste as defined in regulations under subtitle C of the Resource Conservation

- and Recovery Act;

{c) "Municipal-type solid waste” or "MSW" means household, commermal/retaxl and/or
institutional waste. Household waste includes material discarded by single and multiple
residential dwellings, hotels, motels, and other similar permanent or temporary housing
establishments or facilities. Commercial/retail waste includes material discarded by
stores, offices, restaurants, warehouses, nonmanufacturing activities at industrial facilities
and other similar establishments or facilities. Institutional waste includes material
discarded by schools and hospitals, and nonmanufacturing activities at prisons and
government facilities and other similar establishments or facilities. Household,
commercial/retail, and institutional waste do not include sewage, wood pallets,
construction and demolition wastes, industrial process or manufacturing wastes, or motor
vehicles (including motor vehicle parts or vehicle fluff). Municipal-type solid waste does
include motor vehicle maintenance materials, limited to vehicle batteries, used motor oil,
and tires. Municipal type solid waste does not include wastes that are solely segregated
medical wastes. However, any mixture of segregated medical wastes and other wastes
which contains more than 30 percent medical waste discards, is considered to be
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municipal-type solid waste;

(d) "Municipal waste combustor” or "MWC" or "MWC unit" means any device that
combusts, solid, liquid, or gasified MSW including, but not limited to, field-erected
incinerators (with or without heat recovery), modular incinerators (starved air or excess
air), boilers (i.e., steam generating units), furnaces (whether suspension-fired, grate-fired,
mass-fired, or fluidized bed-fired) and gasification/combustion units. This does not
include combustion units, engines, or other devices that combust landfill gases collected
by landfill gas collection systems; '

(&) "MWC unit capacity” means- the maximum design charging rate of an MWC unit
expressed in megagrams per day (tons per day) of MSW combusted, calculated according
to the procedures under 40 CFR 60.58a(j). Municipal waste combustor unit capacity is
calculated using a design heating value of 4,500 British thermal units per pound for MSW
and 8,500 British thermal units per pound for medical waste. The calculation procedures
under 40 CFR 60.58a(j) include procedures for determining MWC unit capacity for
batch MWC’s and cofired combustors and combustors firing mixtures of medical waste
and other MSW,

@ "Refuse-derived fuel” or "RDF" means a type of MSW produced by processing MSW
through shredding and size classification. This includes all classes of RDF including low
density fluff RDF through densified RDF and RDF fuel pellets.

[Publications; The Publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the Department
of Environmental Quality.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 17-1993, 1. & ef. 11-4-93

Standards of Performance for Volatile Organic Liquid Storage Vessels (Including Petroleum Liquid
Storage Vessels) for which Construction, Reconstruction, or Modification Commmenced after July
23, 1984

340-25-587

1 Applicability:

(a) Except as provided in subsections (b) through (d) of this section, this rule applies to each
storage vessel with a capacity greater than or equal to 40 cubic meters (m®) used to store
volatile organic liquids (VOL’s), for which construction, reconstruction, or modification
is commenced after July 23, 1984,

)] Except for record-keeping requirements specified in 40 CFR 60.116b(a) and (b), storage
vessels with design capacity less than 75 m® are not subject to OAR 340-25-530 or this
rule; .

{c) Except for record-keeping requirements specified in 40 CFR 60.116b(a) and (b), vessels
either with a capacity greater than or equal to 151 m’ storing a liquid with a maximum
true vapor pressure less than 3.5 kPa or with a capacity greater than or equal to 75 m’
but less than 151 m® storing a liquid with a maximum true vapor pressure less than 15.0
kPa are not subject to OAR 340-25-530 or this ruie;
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(d) The following storage vessels are not subject to this rule:

(A)  Vessels at coke oven by-product plants;

B) Pressure vessels designed to operate in excess of 204.9 kPa and w1thout
emissions to the atmosphere;

© Vessels permanently attached to mobile vehicles such as trucks, rail cars, barges,
or ships;

(D)  Vessels with a design capacity less than or equal to 1,589.874 m® used for
petroleum or condensate stored, processed, or treated prior to custody transfer;

(E) Vessels located at bulk gasoline plants;

13} Storage vessels located at gasoline service stations;

@ Vessels used to store beverage alcohol.

2) Requirements. Storage vessels subject to this rule shall comply with 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart
Kb, as adopted under OAR 340-25-535. '
(3) Definitions. As used in this rule:

(a)  "Bulk gasoline plant” means any gasoline distribution facility that has a gasoline
throughput less than or equal to 75,700 liters per day. Gasoline throughput shall be the
maximum calculated design throughput as may be limited by compliance with an
enforceable condition under Federal requirement or Federal, State or local law, and
discoverable by the Department and any other person.

(b) "Condensate” means hydrocarbon liquid separated from natural gas that condenses due
to changes in the temperature or pressure, or both, and remains liquid at standard
conditions.

(c) "Custody transfer” means the transfer of produced petroleum and/or condensate, after

processing and/or treatment in the producing operations, from storage vessels or
automatic transfer facilities to pipelines or any other forms of transportation.

{d) “Maximum true vapor pressure” means the equilibrium partial pressure exerted by the
stored VOL at the temperature equal to the highest calendar-month average of the VOL
storage temperature for VOL’s stored above or below the ambient temperature or at the
local maximum monthly average temperature as reported by the National Weather Service
for VOL’s stored at the ambient temperature: '

(A) As determined in accordance with methods described in American Petroleum
Institute Bulletin 2517, Evaporation Loss From External Floating Roof Tanks;

(B) As obtained from standard reference texts; or

<) As determined by ASTM{-Method] D2879-83;

(D) As determined by any other method approved by the Department.

(e) "Petroleum" means the crude oil removed from the earth and the oils derived from tar
sands, shale, and coal.

') "Petroleum liquids" means petroleum, condensate, and any finished or intermediate
products manufactured in a petroleum refinery.

(g) "Storage vessel” means each tank, reservoir, or container used for the storage of volatile

organic liquids, but does not include:
(A) frames, housing, auxiliary supperts, or other components that are not directly
involved in the containment of liquids or vapors; or
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(B) subsurface caverns or porous rock reservoirs.

(h) "Volatile organic liquid" or "VOL" means any organic liguid which can emit volatile
organic compounds into the atmosphere except those VOL's that emit only those
compounds which the Department has determined do not contribute appreciably to the
formation of ozone. These compounds are identified in 42 FR 35314, 44 FR 32042, 45
FR 32424, and 45 FR 48941.

[Publications: The Publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the Department
of Environmental Quality.]

Stat. Auth.: 468 & 468A
Hist.:DEQ 24-1989, {. & cert. ef. 10-26-89; DEQ 17-1993, f. & ef. 11-4-93

Standards of Performance for Coal Preparation Plants
340-25-615

(1) Applicability. This rule applies to the following facilities in coal preparation plants which process
more than 200 tons per day, and for which construction or modification commenced after October
24, 1974
(a) thermal dryers;
(b) pneumatic coal-cleaning equipment (air tables);

() coal processing and conveying equipment (including breakers and crushers);
(d) coal storage systems; and
(e) coal transfer and loading systems.

2) Requirements. Facilities subject to this rule shall comply with 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Y, as
adopted under OAR 340-25-535.

3) Definitions. As used in this rule:
{(a) "Coal" means all solid fossil fuels classified as anthracite, bituminous, subbituminous,
or lignite by ASTM[-Pesigration} D388-77.
(b) "Coal preparation plant" means any facility (excluding underground mining operations)

which prepares coal by one or more of the following processes: breaking, crushing,
screening, wet or dry cleaning, and thermal drying.

(e “Coal processing and conveying equipment" means any machinery used to reduce the size
of coal or to separate coal from refuse, and the equipment used to convey coal to or
remove coal and refuse from the machinery. This includes, but is not limited to,
breakers, crushers, screens, and conveyor belts.

(d) "Coal storage system” means any facility used to store coal except for open storage piles.
(e) "Pneumatic coal-cleaning equipment” means any facility which classifies bituminous coal
by size or separates bituminous coal from refuse by application of air stream(s).

H "Thermal dryer” means any facility in which the moisture content of bituminous ceal is

reduced by contact with a heated gas stream which is exhausted to the atmosphere.
(g) "Transfer and loading systems” means any facility used to transfer and load coal for
shipment.
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[Publications: The Publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the Department
of Environmental Quality.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch, 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 16-1981, f. & ef. 56-81; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93; DEQ 17-1993, f, & cf. 11-4-93

Standards of Performance for Ferroalloy Production Facilities
340-25-620
O Applicability. This rule applies to the following facilities for which construction or modification
commenced after October 21, 1974
(a)  electric submerged arc furnaces which produce silicon metal, ferrosilicon, calcium
silicon, silicomanganese zirconium, ferrochrome silicon, silvery iron, high-carbon
ferrochrome, charge chrome, standard ferromanganese, silicomanganese, ferromanganese
silicon, or calcium carbide; and
()  dust-handling equipment.
2) Requirements. Ferroalloy production facilities subject to this rule shall comply with 40 CFR
Part 60, Subpart Z, as adopted under OAR 340-25-535.

(3) Definitions. As used in this rule:
(a) "Calcium carbide" means material containing 70 to 85 percent calcium carbide by weight.
(b) "Calcium silicon" means that alloy as defined by ASTM[-Desigration] A495.76.
(©) "Charge chrome" means that alloy containing 52 to 70 percent by weight chromium, 5
to § percent by weight carbon, and 3 to 6 percent by weight silicon.
(d) "Dust-handling equipment” means any equipment used to handle particulate matter

collected by the air pollution control device (and located at or near such device) serving
an electric submerged arc furnace subject to this rule.

(e) "Electric submerged arc furnace” means any furnace in which electrical energy is
converted to heat energy by transmission of current between electrodes partially
submerged in the furnace charge.

H "Ferrochrome silicon" means that alloy as defined by {American-Society—of Testing—¢
Meatericls AASTMP-DPesigration}-A482-76.

() "Ferromanganese silicon" means that alloy containing 63 to 66 percent by weight
manganese, 28 to 32 percent by weight silicon, and a maximum of 0.08 percent by
weight carbon,

(h) "Ferrosilicon" means that alloy as defined by ASTM[-Desigration} A100-69 grades A,
B, C, D, and E, which contains 50 or more percent by weight silicon.

(i) "High-carbon ferrochrome” means that alloy as defined by ASTM[-Pesignation] A101-

73,
{0 "Silicomanganese” means that alloy as defined by ASTM{ Designation] A483-64.
& "Silicomanganese zirconium" means that alloy containing 60 to 65 percent by weight

silicon, 1.5 to 2.5 percent by weight calcium, 5 to 7 percent by weight zirconium, 0.75
to 1.25 percent by weight aluminum, 5 to 7 percent by weight manganese, and 2 to 3

percent by weight barium.
) "Silvery iron"” means that alloy as defined by ASTM[ Desigration} A100-69, which
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contains less than 30 percent silicon,

(m) "Silicon metal" means any silicon alloy containing more than 96 percent silicon by
weight.

() “Standard ferromanganese" means that alloy as defined by ASTM[-Pesignation] A99-76.

[Publications: The Publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the Department
of Environmental Quality,]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 16-1981, f. & ef. 5-6-81; DEQ 17-1993, f. & ef. 11-4-53

More Restrictive Regulations
340-25-805 If at any time there is a conflict between OAR 340-25-005 through8045{Department]
or regional authority rules and the Federal Regulation (40 CFR, Part 60), both shall apply.

[Publications: The Publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the Department
of Environmental Quality.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist,: DEQ 97, f. 9-2-75, ef. 9-25-75; Renumbered from 340-25-545; DEQ 15-1985, f & ef. 10-21-85; Renumbered from
340-23-705; DEQ 17-1993, f. & ef. 11-4-93
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DIVISION 28

Stationary Source Air Pollution Control
and Permitting Procedures

General

Purpose, Application and Organization

(1)

(2}

340-28-100

The purpose of this Divigion is to prescribe air

pollution control and permitting procedures which apply

to all stationary sources regulated by the Department.

Thig Division applies in addition to all other rules of

the Environmental Quality Commission. In cases of

apparent conflict, the most stringent rule shall apply.

The requirements in this Division shall be administered

by the Department, except in Lane County, where they

gshall be administered by the Lane Regional Air

Pollution Authority.

Thisg Divigion is organized as follows:

(a) General Ruleg, including purpose, application,
organization and definitions;

(b} Rules applicable to all stationary sources,
including information submittal and disclosure,
compliance schedules, general control
regquirements, registration, and Notice of
Construction;

{¢) Rules applicable to sources required to have Air
Contaminant Discharge Permits or ffederal
eperatingpermitsiOregon Title V Operating
Permits, including plant site emission limits,
sampling, testing, monitoring, excess emissions,
and emission statements;

{d) Rules applicable to sources required to have Air
Contaminant Discharge Permits, including
permitting procedures, New Source Review, and
fees; and

(e} Rules applicable to sources required to have
tfederaloperatingpermits}Oregon Title V
Operating Permits, including permitting procedures
and fees.

Subject to the provision of the rules in this Division,

the Regional Authority is designated by the Commission

as the permitting agency to implement the {Ffederast
permit—program-Oregon Title V Operating Permit program
within its area of jurisdiction. The Regional

Authority’s program is subject to Department oversight.

The requirements and procedures contained in this

Division pertaining to the {federal—eoperating
permittOreqon Title V Operating Permit program shall be




used by the Regional Authority to implement its
permitting program until the Regicnal Authority adopts
superseding rules which are at least ag restrictive as
state rules.

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act
Implementation Flan as adopted by the EQC under OBRR 340-20-047.]

Stat. ARuth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1%9%3, f. & ef. $-24-93; DEQ 19-1993, £. & ef. 11-4-93

Definitions
340-28-110 As used in this Division:

(1) "Act" or "FCAA" means the Federal Clean Air Act, Public
Law 88-206 as last amended by Public Law 101-549.

(2) "Actual emissions" means the mass emissions of a

pollutant from an emissions source during a specified

time period. Actual emissions shall be directly

meagured with a continuous monitoring system or
calculated usgsing a wmaterial balance or verified
emiggion factor in combination with the socurce’s actual
operating hours, production rates, or types of
materials processed, gtored, or combusted during the
gspecified time period.

(a) For purposes of determining actual emissions as of
the baseline period:

(4) Except as provided in paragraph (B) of this
subsection, actual emissgions shall equal the
average rate at which the source actually
emitted the pollutant during a baseline
period and which ig representative of normal
gsource operation;

(B) The Department may presume the

- source-specific mass emissions limit included
in the permit for a sgsource that was effective
on September 8, 1981 is equivalent to the
actual emissions of the source during the
bageline period if it is within 10% of the
actual emissions calculated under paragraph
(A) of this subsection.

(b) For any source which had not yet begun normal
operation in the gpecified time period, actual
emissions shall equal the potential to emit of the
source. .

{c) For purposes of determining actual emissions for
Emission Statements under OAR 340-28-1500 through
340-28-1520, Major Source Interim Emigssion Fees
under OAR 340-28-2400 through 340-28-2550, and
tederal operating permitlOregon Title V Operating
Permit Fees under OAR 340-28-2560 through 340-28-
2740, actual emigsions include, but are not
limited to, routine process emissions, fugitive
emissions, excess emissions from mailntenance,
startups and shutdowns, equipment malfuncticn, and




other activities.

"Affected source" means a source that includes one or:
more affected units that are subject to emission
reduction requirements or limitations under Title IV of
the FCAA.

"Affected States" mean all States:

{a} Whose air quality may be affected by a proposed
permit, permit modification or permit renewal and
that are contiguous to Cregon; or

(b) That are within 50 miles of the permitted source.

"Aggregate insignificant emissions" means the annual

actual emissions of any regulated air pollutant from

one or more degignated activities at a sourxce that are
less than or equal to the lowest applicable level
specified in this section. The total emissions from
each designated activity and the aggregate emissions
from all designated activities shall be less than or
equal to the lowest applicable level specified in this
section. The aggregate insignificant emisgions levels
are:

(a) One ton for total reduced gulfur, hydrogen

sulfide, sulfuric acid mist, any Class I or II

substance subject to a standard promulgated under

or established by Title VI of the Act, and each
criteria pollutant, except lead;

120 pounds for lead;

600 pounds for flucride;

500 pounds for PM,, in a PM;, nonattainment area;

The lesser of the amount established in OAR 340-

32-13G, Table 1 or OAR 340-32-5400, Table 3, or

1,000 pounds;

{e) Bn aggregate of 5,000 pounds for all Hazardous Air
Pollutants.

"Alir Contaminant” means a dust, fume, gas, mist, odor,

smoke, vapocr, pollen, scot, carbon, acid or particulate

matter, or any combination thereof.

"Alr Contaminant Discharge Permit" or "ACDP" means a

written permit issued, renewed, amended, or revised by

the Department, pursuant to OAR 340-28-1700 through

340-28-1790 and includes the application review report.

"Alternative method" means any method of sampling and

analyzing for an air pollutant which is not a reference

or equivalent method but which has been demonstrated to
the Department’s satisfaction to, in specific cases,
produce results adequate for determination of
compliance. BAn alternative method used to meet an
applicable federal requirement for which a reference
method is specified shall be approved by EPA unless EPA
has delegated authority for the approval to the

Department.

"Applicable requlrement" means all of the following as

they apply to emissions units in affederal—operating

(LR eTRe ey




permitln Oregon Title V Operating Permit program
source, including requirements that have been
promulgated or approved by the EPA through rule making
at the time of issuance but have future-effective
compliance dates: ‘

(a)

Any standard or other requirement provided for in
the applicable implementation plan approved ox
promulgated by the EPA through rulemaking under
Title I of the Act that implements the relevant
requirements of the Act, including any revisiocns
to that plan promulgated in 40 CFR Part 52 (July
1, 1993);

Any standard or other requirement adopted undexr
OAR 340-20-047 of the State of Oregon Clean Air
Act Implementation Plan, that is more stringent
than the federal standard or requirement which has
not yet been approved by the EPA, and other state-
only enforceable zir pellution control
requirements;

Any term or condition in an ACDP, OAR 340-28-1700
through 340-28-1790, including any term or
condition of any preconstruction permits issued
pursuant to OAR 340-28-1900 through 340-28-2000,
New Source Review), until or unlesg the Department
revokes or modifies the term or condition by a
permit modification;

Any term or condition in a Notice of Construction
and Approval of Plans, OAR 340-28-800 through 340-
28-820, until or unless the Department revokes or
modifies the term or condition by a Notice of
Construction and Approval of Plans or a permit
modification;

Any term or condition in a Notice of Approval, OAR
340-28-2270, until or unless the Department
revokes or modifies the term or condition by a
Notice of Approval or a permit modification;

Any standard or other requirement under

section 111 of the Act, including section 111(d);
Any standard or other requirement under

section 112 of the Act, including any requirement
concerning accident prevention under section

112 (xr} (7) of the Act;

Any standard or other requirement of the acid rain
program under Title IV of the Act or the
regulations promulgated thereunder;

Any requirements established pursuant to section
504 (b) or section 1l1l4(a) {3) of the Act;

Any standard or other requirement governing solid
waste incineration, under section 129 of the Act;
Any standard or other reguirement for consumer and
commercial products, under section 183 (e) of the
Act;

Any gtandard or cther requirement for tank
vessels, undexr secticn 183 (f) of the Act;



(13)

(m) Any standard or other requirement of the program
to control air pollution from outer continental
shelf sources, under section 328 of the Act;

(n) ° Any standard or other requirement of the
regulations promulgated to protect stratospheric
ozone under Title VI of the Zct, unless the
Adminigtrator has determined that such
requirements need not be contained in a-lfederal
operating-—permitin Oregon Title V Operating
Permit; and '

(0) Any national ambient air quality standard or
increment or vigibility requirement under part C
of Title I of the Act, but only as it would apply
to temporary sources permitted pursuant to
gection 504 (e) of the Act.

"Aggessable Emission" means a unit of emissions for

which the major source owner or operator will be

assessed a fee. It includes an emission of a pollutant
as specified in OAR 340-28-2420 or OAR 340-28-2610 from
an emlission unit and from an area within a major
source. For routine process emissions, emissions of

each pollutant in OAR 340-28-2420 or OAR 340-28-2610

from each emigsion unit included in an ACDP or

IfederallOregon Title V feolOperating dIp}Permit shall be

an assessable emission.

"Baseline Emission Rate" means the average actual

emigsion rate during the baseline period. Baseline

emigsion rate shall not include increases due to
voluntary fuel switches or increased hours of operation
that have occurred after the baseline period.

"Baseline Period" means either calendar years 1877 or

1978. The Department shall allow the use of a prior

time period upon a determination that it is more

representative of normal source operaticn.

"Begt Available Control Technology" oxr "BACT" means an

emisgion limitation, including, but not limited to, a

vigible emission standard, based on the maximum degree

of reduction of each alr contaminant subject to
regulation under the Act which would be emitted from
any proposed major source or major modification which,
on a case-by-case basis, taking into account energy,
environmental, and economic impacts and other costs, is
achievable for such source or modification through
application of production processes or available
methods, systems, and techniques, including fuel
cleaning or treatment or innovative fuel combustion
techniques for control of such air contaminant. In no
event+ shall the applicaticn of BACT result in
emissions of any alr contaminant which would exceed the
emigsions allowed by any applicable new source
performance standard or any standard for hazardous air

pollutant. If an emission limitation is not feasible, a

degign, equipment, work practice, or operational

gstandard, or combination therecf, may be reguired. Such




(14)

(15)

gtandard shall, to the degree possible, set forth the

emission reduction achievable and shall provide for

compliance by prescribing appropriate permit
conditions. '

"Calculated Emissions" as used in OAR 340-28-2400

through 340-28-2550 means procedures used to estimate

emissions for the 1991 calendar year.

"Categorically insignificant activity® means any of the

following listed pollutant emitting activities

principally supporting the source or the major
industrial group. Categorically insignificant
activities must comply with all applicable
requirements.

(a) constituents of a chemical mixture present at less
than 1% by weight of any chemical or compound
regulated under Divisiong 20 through 32 of this
chapter, or less than 0.1% by weight of any
carcinogen listed in the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Service’s Annual Report on Carcinogens
when usage of the chemical mixture is less than
100,000 pounds/year;

(b} evaporative and tail pipe emissions from on-site
motor vehicle operation;

(¢} distillate oil, kerosene, and gasoline fuel
burning equipment rated at less than or egual to
0.4 million Btu/hr;

(d) natural gas and propane burning equipment rated at

less than or equal to 2.0 million Btu/hr;

office activities;

food service activities;

janitorial activities;

personal care activities;

groundskeeping activities including, but not

limited to building painting and rcad and parking

lot maintenance;

on-gite laundry activitieg;

on-site recreation facilities

instrument calibration;

maintenance and repalr shop;

automotive repair shops or storage garages;

air cooling or ventilating equipment not designed

to remove air contaminants generated by or

released from associated equipment;

(p) refrigeration systems with less than 50 pounds of
charge of ozone depleting substances regulated
under Title VI, including pressure tanks used in
refrigeration systems but excluding any combustion
equipment asgsociated with such sygstems;

{(g) Dbench scale laboratory equipment and laboratory
equipment used exclugively for chemical and
physical analysis, including associlated vacuum
producing devices but excluding research and
development facilities;

(r) temporary construction activities;

H- o' rh (D
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warehouse activities;

acclidental fires;

alr vents from air compressors;

alr purification systems;

continuous emissions monitoring vent lineg;
demineralized water tanks;

pre-treatment of municipal water, including use of
deionized water purification systems;

electrical charging stations;

fire brigade training;

instrument air dryers and distribution;

process raw water filtration systems;
pharmaceutical packaging;

fire suppression;

blueprint making;

routine maintenance, repair, and replacement such
as anticipated activities most often associated
with and performed during regularly scheduled
equipment outages to maintain a plant and its
equipment in good operating condition, including
but not limited to steam cleaning, abragive use,
and woodworking; '

electric motors;

storage tanks, reservoirs, transfer and
lubricating equipment used for ASTM grade
distillate or residual fuels, lubricants, and
hydraulic fluids;

cn-gite storage tanks not subject to any New
Source Performance Standards (NSPS), including
underground storage tanks (UST), storing gasoline
or diesel used exclusively for fueling of the
facility’s fleet of wvehicles;

natural gas, propane, and liguefied petroleum gas
(LPG) storage tanks and transfer equipment;
presgsurized tanks containing gaseous compounds;
vacuum sheet stacker wvents;

emiggions from wastewater discharges to publicly
owned treatment works (POTW) provided the source
is authorized to discharge to the POTW, not
including on-site wastewater treatment and/or
holding facilities;

log ponds;

storm water settling basins;

fire suppression and training;

paved roads and paved parking lots within an urban
growth boundary;

hazardous air pollutant emissions of fugitive dust
from paved and unpaved roads except for those
gsources that have processes or activities that
contribute to the deposition and entrainment of
hazardous aig polliutants from surface soils;
health, safety, and emergency response activities;

emergency generators and pumps used only during




(22)

loss of primary equipment or utility service;

{(vv) non-contact steam vents and leaksg and safety and
relief valves for boller steam distribution
systems; :

{ww) non-contact steam condensate flash tanks;

{xx) non-contact steam vents on condensate receivers,
deaerators and gimilar eguipwment;

{vy) boiler blowdown tanks;

{zz) i1ndustrial cooling towers that do not use
chromium-based water treatment chemicals;

{aaa) agh piles maintained in a wetted condition
and associated handling systems and
activities;

(bbb) oil/water separators in effluent treatment

_ systems;

(cca) combiustion source flame safety purging on
startup;

(ddd) broke beaters, pulp and repulping tanks,

stock chests and pulp handling equipment,
excluding thickening equipment and repulpers;

(ece) stock cleaning and pressurized pulp washing,
excluding open stock washing systems; and
(££f) white water storage tanks.

"Certifying individual" meansg the responsible person ox
official authorized by the owner or operator of a
source who certifies the accuracy of the emission
statement.

"CFR" means Code of Federal Regulations.

"Class I area" means any Federal, State or Indian

regervatlon land which is classified or reclagsified as

Class I area. Class I areas are identified in OAR

340-31-120.

"Commence" or "commencement" meane that the owner or

operator has obtained all necessary preconstruction

approvals reguired by the Act and either has:

{a) Begun, or cauged to begin, a c¢cntinuous program of
actual on-gite construction of the source to be
completed in a reasconable time; or

(b) Entered into binding agreements or contractual
obligations, which cannot be canceled or modified
without substantial loss to the owner or operator,
to undertake a program of construction of the
gource to be completed in a reasonable time.

"Commigsion" or "EQC" means Environmental Quality

Commission. '

"Constant Process Rate" means the average variation in

process rate for the calendar year is not greater than

plus or minus ten percent of the average process rate.

"Construction”: ‘

(a) except as provided in subsection (b) of this
section means any physical change including, but
not limited to, fabrication, erection,
installation, demolition, or modification of a
gource or part of a source;



(23)

(29).

{(b) as uged in OAR 340-28-1900 through 340-28-2000
means any physical change including, but not
limited to, fabrication, erection, installation,
demolition, or modification of an emissions unit,
or change in the method of operation of a source
which would result in a change in actual
emissions.

"Continuous Monitoring Systems" means gampling and

analysis, in a timed seguence, using techniques which

will adequately reflect actual emissions or
concentrations on a continuing basis in accordance with
the Department’s Continuocus Monitoring Manual, and
includes continuous emission monitoring systems and
continuous parameter monitoring systems.

"Criteria Pollutant" meang nitrogen oxideg, volatile

organic compounds, particulate matter, PM,, sulfur

dicxide, carbon monoxide, or lead.

"Department"

(a) as used in OAR 340-28-100 through 340-28-2000 and
OAR 340-28-2400 through 340-28-2550 means
Department of Environmental Quality;

(b) as used in OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320 and
OAR 340-28-2560C throughout 340-28-2740 means
Department of Environmental Quality or in the case
of Lane County, Lane Regional Air Pollution
Authority.

"Director" means the Director of the Department or the

Director’s designee.

"Draft permit" means the version of a-l—federal

eperatingpermitln Oregon Title V Operating Permit for

which the Department or Lane Regional Air Poliution

Authority offers public participation under OCAR 340-28-

22390 or the EPA and affected State rev1ew under OAR

340-28-2310.

"Effective date of the program" means the date that the

EPA approveg the +5ede%a%~€f%ﬂ%&ﬁﬁ%ﬁf%ﬂﬁﬂ%$Oreqon Title

V _Operating Permit program submitted by the Department

on a full or interim basis. 1In case of a partial

approval, the "effective date of the program" for each
portion of the program is the date of the EPA approval
of that portion.

"Emergency" means any situation arising from sudden and

reasconably unforeseeable events beyond the control of

the owner or operator, including acts of God, which
situation requires immediate corrective action to
restore normal operation, and that causes the source to
exceed a technology-based emiggion limitation under the
permit, due to unavoidable increases in emissions
attributable to the emergency. An emergency shall not
include noncompliance to the extent caused by
improperly designed equipment, lack of preventative
maintenance, careless or improper operation, or
operator error.




{38)

"Emission” means a release into the atmosphere of any
regulated pollutant or air contaminant.
"Emission Estimate Adjustment Factor" or "EEAF" means
an adjustment applied to an emission factor to account
for the relative inaccuracy of the emission factor.
*"Emission Factor" means an estimate of the rate at
which a pollutant is released into the atmosphere, as
the result of some activity, divided by the rate of
that activity (e.g., production or process rate).
Scurces shall use an emission factor approved by EPA
or the Department.
"Emiggion Limitation" and "Emission Standard" mean a
regquirement established by a State, local government,
or the EPA which limitg the quantity, rate, or
concentration of emissions of air pollutants on a
continuous basis, including any requirements which
limit the level of cpacity, prescribe equipment, set
fuel specifications, or prescribe operation or
maintenance procedures for a source to assure
continucous emission reduction.
"Emisgion Reduction Credit Banking'" means to presently
regserve, subject to requirements of OAR 340-28-1900
through 340-28-2000, New Source Review, emigsion
reductions for use by the reserver or assignee for
future compliance with ailr polluticn reduction
regquirements.
"Emigsion Reporting Form™ means a paper or electronic
form develcped by the Department that sghall be
completed by the permittee to report calculated
emissions, actual emissions or permitted emissions for
interim emigsion fee assegsment purposes.
"Emissgions unit" means any part or activity of a
source that emits or has the potential to emit any
regulated air pollutant.
ta) A part of a source is any machine, egquipment, raw
material, product, or byproduct which prcduces or
emits air pollutants. An activity is any process,
operation, action, or reaction (e.g., chemical) at

a stationary source that emits air pollutants.

Except as described in subsection (d) of this

section, parts and activities may be grouped for

purposes of defining an emissions unit provided
the following conditions are met:

(A) the group used to define the emissions unit
may not include discrete parts oxr activities
to which a distinct emissions standard
applies or for which different compliance
demonstration requirements apply, and

(B) the emissions from the emissions unit are
gquantifiable.

(b) Emissions units may be defined on a pollutant by
pollutant basig where applicable.

(c) The term emissions unit is not meant to alter or
affect the definition of the term "unit" for



(39)

{40)

(41)

purposes of Title IV of the FCAA.
(d) Parts and activities shall not be grouped foxr
purposes of determining emissions increases fronm
an emisgions unit under OAR 340-28-1%30, OAR 340-
28-1940, or OAR 340-28-2270, or for purposes of
determining the applicability of any New Source
Performance Standard {NSPS).
"EPA" or "Administrator" means the Administrator cf the
United States Environmental Protection Agency or the
Administrator’s designee.
"Equivalent method" means any method of sampling and
analyzing for an air pollutant which has been
demonstrated to the Department’s satisfaction to have a
consistent and guantitatively known relationship to the
reference method, under specified conditions. An
equivalent method used to meet an applicable federal
requirement for which a reference method is specified
shall be approved by EPA unlesg EPA has delegated
authority for the approval to the Department.
"Event" means excess emissions which arise from the
game condition and which occur during a gingle calendar
day or continue into subsequent calendar days.
"Excess emissiong" means emissions which are in excess
of a permit limit or any applicable air quality rule.
"Federal Land Manager" means with respect to any lands
in the United States, the Secretary of the federal
department with authority over such lands.

(4H53-2) "Final permlt" means the version of al—Ffederald -

n Oreqon Title V Operating Permit
issued by the Department or Lane Regional Air
Pollution Authority that has completed all review
procedures required by OAR 340-28-2200 through
340-28-2320.,

(4f5+3) "Fugitive Emissions':

(a) except as used in subsgection (b) of this section,
means emissions of any alr contaminant which
egcape to the atmosphere from any point or area
that is not identifiable as a sgtack, wvent, duct,
cr egquivalent opening.

(b) as used to define a major ftfederaleoperating
permitiOregon Title V. _Operating Permit program
source, means those emissgions which could not
reagsonably pass through a stack, chimney, vent, or
other functionally equivalent opening.

(4-F73-4) "General permit" means a-lfederal-eoperating

permitin Oregon Title V Operating Permit that
meets the requirements of CAR 340-28-2170.

(4-F83-5) "Growth Increment" means an allocation of some

part of an airshed’s capacity to accommodate
future new major sources and major modifications
of sources.

(4-f536) "Tmmediately" means as soon as possible but in no

case more than one hour after the beginning of the
excess emission period.




(+=6+47)

(£=21-48)

(5-5310)

"Insignificant Activity" means an activity or
emission that the Department has designated as
categorically insignificant, or that meets the
criteria of aggregate insignificant emissions.
"Insignificant Change” means an off-permit. change
defined under OAR 340-28-2220(2) (a) to elther a
significant or an insignificant activity which:
doces not result in a redesignation from an
ingignificant to a significant activity;

does not invoke an applicable requirement not
included in the permit; and

does not result in emisgsion of regulated air
pollutants not regulated by the source’s permit.
"Interim Emission Fee" means $13 per ton for each
agsesgable emigsion subject to emission fees under
OAR 340-28-2420 for calculated, actual or
permitted emisgsions released during calendar years
1991 and 19392.

"Large Socurce" as used in OAR 340-28-1400 through
340-28-1450 means any stationary source whose
actual emissions oxr potential controlled emissions
while operating full-time at the design capacity
are equal to or exceed 100 tons per year of any
regulated air pollutant, or which is subject to a
National Emissions Standard for Hazardous Air .
Pollutants (NESHAP). Where PSELs have been
incorporated into the ACDP, the PSEL shall be used
to determine actual emissions.

"Late Payment" means a fee payment which is
postmarked after the due date.

"Lowegst Achievable Emigsion Rate" or LAER" means
that rate of emissions which reflects: the most
stringent emission limitation which is contained
in the implementation plan of any state for such
class or category of scurce, unless the owner or
operator of the proposed source demonstrates that
such limitations are not achievable; or the most
stringent emission limitation which is achieved in
practice by such class or category of source,
whichever is more stringent. In no event, shall
the application of this term permit a proposed new
or modified source to emit any air contaminant in
excess of the amount allowable under applicable
New Source Performance Standards (NSP3) or
standards for hazardous air pollutants.

"Major Modification" means any physical change or
change of operation of a source that would result
in a net significant emission rate increase for
any regulated air pcllutant. This criteria also
applies to any pollutants not previously emitted
by the source. Calculaticng cf net emission
increases shall take into account all accumulated
increases and decreases in actual emissions
occurring at the source since the baseline period,



(5-f#3+4)
(a)

(b)

or since the time of the last construction
approval issued for the source pursuant £o the New
Source Review Regulations in OAR 340-28-1S00
through 340-28-2000 for that pollutant, whichever
time ig more recent. Emissions from ingignificant
activities shall be included in the calculation of
net emission increases. Emission decreases
regquired by rule shall not be included in the
calculation of net emission increases. I£
accumulation of emission increases results in a
net significant emission rate increase, the
modifications causing such increases become
gubject to the New Source Review requirements,
including the retrofit of required controls.
"Major Source':
except as provided in subsections (b) and {(c) of
this section, means a source which emits, or has
the potential to emit, any regulated air pollutant
at a Significant Emission Rate, as defined in this
rule. Emissions from insignificant activities
shall be included in determining if a source is a
major source.
as used in OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320,
Rules Applicable to Sources Required to Have
tFrederal Operatingl-Oregon Title V. _Operating
Permits, 340-28-2560 through 340-28-2740,
tFederallOregon Title V Operating Permit Fees, and
OAR 340-28-1740, Synthetic Minor Sources, means
any stationary source, (or any group of stationary
sources that are located on cne or more contiguous
or adjacent properties and are under common
control of the same person (or persons under
common contrecl)), belonging to a single major
industrial grouping orfarel ig supporting the
major industrial group and that are described in
paragraphs (&), (B), or (C) of this subsection.
For the purposes of this subsection, a stationary
gource or group of stationary sources shall be
congidered part of a single industrial grouping if
all of the pollutant emitting activities at such
gource or group of sources on contiguous or
adjacent properties belong to the same Major Group
(1.e., all have the same two-digit code) as
described in the Standardflndustrial
Clasgification Manual (U.3. Office of Management
and Budget, 1987) or support the major industrial
group.
(A) A major source of hazardous air pollutants,
which is defined as:

(i) For pollutants cther than
radionuclides, any stationary
gource or group of stationary
sources located within a
contiquous area and under




(B)

common control that emits orx
hag the potential to emit, in
the aggregate, 10 tons per
year (tpy) or more of any
hazardous air pollutants which
has been listed pursuant to
OAR 340-32-130, 25 tpy or mere
of any combination of such
hazardous air pollutants, or
such lesser guantity as the
Administrator may establish by
rule. DNotwithstanding the
preceding sentence, emissions
from any oil or gas
exploration or production
well, with itsg associated
equipment, and emissions from
any pipeline compressor or
pump station shall not be
aggregated with emissions from
other similar units, whether
or not such unitg are in a
contiguous area or under
common control, to determine
whether such units or stations
are major sources; or

(11) For radionuclides, "major
source" shall have the meaning
gpecified by the Administrator
by rule.

A major stationary source cof air pollutants,

ag defined in section 302 of the Act, that

directly emits or has the potential to emit,

100 tpy or more of any regulated air

pollutant, including any major source of

fugitive emisgsgions of any such pollutant.

The fugitive emissions of a stationary source

shall not be considered in determining

whether it is a major statiocnary source for

the purposes of section 302(j) of the Act,

unlegs the source belongs to one of the

following categorieg of stationary source:

(i) Coal cleaning plants (with

thermal dryers);

i) Kraft pulp mills;

ii)} Portland cement plants;

V) Primary zinc smelters;

} Iron and steel mills;

i) Primary aluminum cre reduction

plants;

(vii) Primary copper smelters;

(viii) Municipal incinerators capable
of charging more than 250 tons
of refuse per day;



(xxii)

(xxxdiii)
(xxiv)

{xxv)
{xxvil)

{xxvii)

Hydrofluoric, sulfuric, or
nitric acid plants;
Petroleum refineries;
Lime plants;
Phogphate rock processing
plants;
Coke oven batteries;
Sulfur recovery plants;
Carbon black plantsg (furnace
process) ;
Primary lead smelters;
Fuel conversion plants;
Sintering plants;
Secondary metal production
plants;
Chemical process plants;
Fossgil-fuel bolilers, or
combination thereof, totaling
more than 250 million
British thermal units per hour
heat input;
Petroleum storage and transfer
units with a total storage
capacity exceeding 300,000
barrels;
Taconite ore processing
plants;
Glass fiber processing plants;
Charcoal production plants;
Foggil-fuel-fired steam
electric plants of more than
250 million British thermal
units per hour heat input; or
All other stationary source
categorieg regulated by a
standard promulgated under
gection 111 or 112 of the
Act, but only with respect to
those air pollutants that have
been regulated for that
category;

(C} A major stationary source asg defined in part
D of Title I of the Act, including:

(1)

For ozone nonattainment areas,
sources with the potential to
emit 100 tpy or more of VOCs
or oxides of nitrogen in areas
clasgified as "marginal" or
"moderate, " 50 tpy or more in
areas classified as "serious,"
25 tpy or more in areas
classified as "severe,!" and 10
tpy or more in areas
claggified as "extreme';




except that the references in
thig paragraph to 100, 50, 25,
and 10 tpy of nitrogen oxides
ghall not apply with respect
to any source for which the
Administrator has made a
finding, under section
182(f) (1) or (2} of the Act,
that requirements under
gection 182{(f) of the Act do
not apply;

(i1} For ozone transport regions
established pursuant to
section 184 of the Act,
gources with the potential to
emit 50 tpy or more of VOCs;

(1id) For carbon monoxide

nonattainment areas

(I} that are classified as
"serious," and

(IT) in which stationary
sources contribute
significantly to carbon
monoxide levels as
determined under rules
issued by the
Administrator, sources
with the potential to
emit 50 tpy or more of
carbon monoxide;

(iv) For particulate matter (PMy)
nonattainment areas classified
as '"serious," sources with the
potential to emit 70 tpy ox
more of PM,.

ag used in OAR 340-28-2400 through 340-28-2550,
Major Source Interim Emission Fees, means a
permitted stationary source or group of staticnary
gsources located within a contiguous area and under
common control or any stationary facility or
source of air pollutants which directly emits, or
is permitted to emit:
(A) One hundred tons per year or more of any
regulated pollutant, or
{(B) Fifty tons per year or more of a VOC and is
located in a serious ozone nonattainment
. area.
"Material Balance'" means a procedure for
determining emissions based on the difference in

the amount of material added to a process and the

amount consumed and/or recovered from a process.
"Nitrogen Oxides"or "NO," means all oxides of
nitrogen except nitrous oxide.



(+60457) T"Nonattainment Area' means a geographical area of

the State which exceeds any state or federal
primary or secondary ambient air quality standard
as designated by the Environmental Quality
Commission or the EPA.

(+#2358) '"Normal Source Operation" means operations which

do not include such conditions ag forced fuel
gsubstitution, equipment malfunction, or highly
abnormal market conditions.

(+62359) "Offset" means an eguivalent or greater emission

reduction which is required prior to allowing an
emissgion increase from a new major source or major
modification of a source.

(+4£+§g) " frederallOregon Title V Operating Permit" means

any permit covering aftfederal-operating permitin

Oregon Title V Operating Permit program socurce
that is issued, renewed, amended, or revised

pursuant to OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320.

(43161) "{Federal -Operating-Permit}Oregon Title ¥

Operating Permit program" means a program approved
by the Administrator under 40 CFR Part 70 July 1,
1983,

{1443-62) "fFederallOregon Title V Operating Permit program

(70)

source" means any source subject to the permitting
- regairements, OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320,
as provided in OAR 340-28-2110.

"Ozone Season" means the contiguous 3 month period of
the year during which ozZone exceedances typically occur
(i.e., June, July, and August).
"Particulate Matter" means all finely divided sclid or
liguid material, other than uncombined water, emitted
to the ambient air as measured by an applicable
reference method in accordance with the Department’s
Source Sampling Manual, (January, 1992).
"Permit" means an Air Contamlnant Discharge Permlt or
at—Federaltn Oregon Title V Cperating Permit issued
pursuant to this Division.
"Permit modification" means a revision to a permit that
meets the applicable requirements of QAR 340-28-1700
through 340-28-1790, CAR 340-28-1900 through 340-28-
2000, or QAR 340-28-2240 through 340-28-2260.
"Permit revision" means any permit modification or
administrative permit amendment.
"Permitted Emissions" as used in OAR 340-28-2400
through 340-28-2550, and OAR 340-28-2560 through 340-
28-2740 means each assessable portion of the annual
PSEL.
"Permittee” means the owner or coperator of the
facility, in whose name the coperation of the scource is
authorized by the ACDP or the {federai}Oregon Title V
Operating Permit.
"Person" means -theFnited-States—GCoveramentand
ageﬁe&es—%hefeeé——aﬂy—sﬁaﬁe—+1nd1v1duals toublia—or
private—tcorporations, fpeliticat-—subdivision,




(72)

goveramental—agernaey —municipat ity —fndustery
eo—partnerghip—lassociationsg, firms, partnerships,
joint stock companies, public and municipal
corporations, political subdivisions, the state and any

agencieg thereof, and the Federal government and any
agencies thereofl trugt,—egtate—orany-otherJtegal
eptity—whatgoever]

"Plant Site Emission Limit" or "PSEL" means the total
mass emissions per unit time of an individual air
poliutant specified in a permit for a socurce. The PSEL
for a major gource may consigt of more than one
assegsgsable emisgsion.

n PM]_O n H

(a) when used in the context of emissions, means
finely divided solid or liquid material, including
condensible particulate, other than uncombined
water, with an aerocdynamic diameter less than or
equal to a nominal 10 micrometers, emitted to the
ambient alr as measured by an applicable reference
method in accordance with the Department’s Source
Sampling Manual {(January, 1992} ;

(b} when used in the context of ambient concentration,
means airborne finely divided solid or liquid
material with an aerodynamic diameter less than or
equal to a nominal 10 micrometers as measured in
accordance with 40 CFR Part 50, Appendix J (July,
1993) .

"Potential to emit" means the maximum capacity of a

gtationary source to emit any air pollutant under its

physical and operational design. Any physical oxr
operational limitation on the capacity cf a source to
emlt an air pollutant, including air pollution contxol
equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on
the type or amount of material combusted, stored, or
processed, shall be treated as part of its design if
the limitation is enforceable by the Administrator.

This definition does not alter or affect the use of

this term for any other purposes under the Act, or the

term "capacity factor" as used in Title IV of the Act
or the regulations promulgated thereunder. Seccndary
emissions shall not be considered in determining the
potential to emit of a source.

"Process Upset" means a failure or malfunction of a

production process or system to operate in a normal and

usual manner. :

"Proposed permit" means the version of aft—fedexralin

Oregon Title V Operating Permit that the Department or

Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority proposes to isgsue

and forwards to the Administrator for review in

compliance with OAR 340-28-2310.

"Reference method" means any methcd of sampling and

analyzing for an air pollutant as specified in 40 CFR

Part 60, 61 or 63 (July 1, 1993).




(77) "Regional Authority" means Lane Regional Air Pollution
Authority.
(78) "Regulated ailr pollutant" or "Regulated Pollutant":

(a) -

ag uged in OAR 340-28-100 through 340-28-2320

means :

(A) ©Nitrogen oxides or any VOCs;

(B) Any pollutant for which a national ambient
air guality standard hag been promulgated;

(C) Any pollutant that is subject to any standard
promulgated under section 111 of the Act;

(D) Any Class I or II substance subject to a
standard promulgated under or established by
Title VI of the Act; or

(E) Any pollutant listed under OAR 340-32-130 or
QAR 340-32-5400.

as used in OAR 340-28-240C through 340-28-2550

means PM,,, Sulfur Dioxide (S0,), Oxides of

Nitrogen (NOy), Lead (Pb), VOC, and Carbon

Monoxide (CO); and any other pollutant subject to
a New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) such as
Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS) from kraft pulp mills
and Fluoride (F) from aluminum mills.

as used in OAR 340-28-2560 through 340-28-2740

means any regulated alr pollutant as defined in

340-28-110(78) except the following:

(A) Carbon moncxide;

(B) Any pollutant that is a regulated pollutant
gsolely because it is a Class I or Class II
gubstance subject to a standard promulgated
under or established by Title VI of the
Federal Clean Air Act; or

(¢) Any pollutant that is a regulated air
pollutant solely because it is subject to a
standard or regulation under section 112 ({x)
of the Federal Clean Alir Act.

(79) "Renewal" means the process by which a permit is
relgsued at the end of its term. _
(80) "Responsible official" means one of the following:

(a}

For a corporation: a president, secretary,
treasurer, or vice-president of the corporation in
charge of a-principal business function, or any
other person who performs similar policy or
decision-making functions for the corporation, or
a duly authorized representative of such person if
the representative is responsible for the overall
operation of one or more manufacturing,
production, or operating facilities applying for
or subject to a permit and either:

(A} the facilities employ more than 250 persons .
or have grosg annual sales or expenditures
exceeding $25 million (in second quarter 1980
dollars); or

{(B) the delegation of authority to such




representative is approved in advance by the
Department or Lane Regional Air Pollution
Authority;

{b) - For a partnership or sole proprietorship: a
general partner or the proprietor, respectively;

(¢} For a municipality, State, Federal, or other
public agency: either a principal executive
officer or ranking elected official. For the
purposes of this Division, a principal executive
officer of a Federal agency includes the chief
executive officer having responsgibility for the
overall operations of a principal geographic unit
of the agency (e.g., a Regional Administrator of
the EPA); or

{d) For affected sources:

(A) The designated representative in so far as
actions, standards, reguirements, ox
prohibitiocns under Title IV of the Act or the
regulations promulgated thereunder are
concerned; and

(B) The designated representative for any other
purposes under the ffederadl-QOregon Title V
Operating Permit program.

"Secondary Emissions' means emigssions from new or

exigting sources which occur as a result of the

construction and/or operation of a source or
modification, but do not come from the source 1tself

Secondary emissicns ghall be specific, well defined,

quantifiable, and impact the game general area as the

gource associated with the secondary emissions.

Secondary emissions may include, but are not limited

to:

(a} Emissionsg from ships and trains coming to or from
a facility;

(b} Emissions from off-gite support facilities which
would be constructed or would otherwise increase
emissions as a result of the construction of a
gource or modification.

"Section 111" means that section of the FCAA that

includes Standards of Performance for New Stationary

Sources (NSPS).

"Section 111{d)" means that subsection of the FCAA that

requiresg states to submit plans to the EPA which

establish standards of performance for existing sources
and provides for the implementation and enforcement of
such standards.

"Section 112" means that section of the FCAA that

contains regulations for Hazardous Air Pollutants

(HAP) .

"Section 112 (b)" means that subsection of the FCAA that

includes the list of hazardous air pollutants to be

regulated. :

*Section 112 (d)" means that subsection of the FCAA that

directs the EPA to establish emission standards for




gsources of hazardous air pollutants. This section also

defines the criteria to be used by the EPA when
establishing the emission standards.
"Section 112 (e} " meansg that subsection of the FCAA that
directs the EPA to establish and promulgate emissions
standards for categories and subcategories of sources
that emit hazardous air pollutants.
"Section 112 (r) (7)" means that subsection of the FCAA
that requires the EPA to promulgate regulationsg for the
prevention of accidental releases and requires owners
or operators to prepare risk management plans.
"Section 114 (a) (3) " means that subsection of the FCAA
that requires enhanced monitoring and submission of
compliance certifications for major sources.
"Section 129" means that section of the FCAA that
requires the EPA to egtablish emission standards and
other reguirements for solid wasgte incineration units.
"Section 129(e}" means that subsection of the FCAA that
requires solid waste incineration units to obtain
+federadlOregon Title V fefOperating fptPermits.
"Section 182 (f}" means that subsection of the FCAA that
reqguires states to include plan provisions in the State
Impiementation Plan for NO, in ozone nonattainment
areas.
"Section 182 (f) (1) " means that subsection of the FCAA
that requires states to apply those plan provisions
developed for major VOC sources and major NO, sources
in ozone nonattainment areas.
"Section 183 (e)" means that subsection of the FCAA that
requires the EPA to study and develop regulations for
the control of certaln VOC sources under federal ozone
measures.
"Section 183 (f)" means that subsection of the FCAA that
requires the EPA to develop regulationg pertaining to
tank veggels under federal ozone measures.
"Secticn 184" means that section of the FCAA that
contains regulations for the control of interstate
ozone air pollution.
"Section 302" means that section of the FCAA that
contains definitions for general and administrative
purposes in the Act.
"Section 302(j)" means that subsection of the FCAA that
contains definitions of "major stationary source" and
"major emitting facility."
"Section 328" means that section of the FCAA that
contains regulations for air pollution from outer
continental gshelf activities.
"Section 408 (a)" means that subsection of the FCAA
that contains regulations for the Title IV permit
program.
"Section 502(b) {10) change" means a change that
‘contravenes an express permit term but is not a
change that:




a) would violate applicable regquirements;

(b} would contravene federally enforceable permit
terme and conditions that are monitoring,
recordkeeping, reporting, or compliance
certification requirements; or

{c) 1is a Title I modification.

"Section 504 (b)" means that subsection of the FCAA

procedures and methods for determining compliance

"Section 504 {e)” means that subsection of the FCAA
that contains regulations for permit regquirements

"Significant Air Quality Impact'" means an ambient

than those set out in Table 1. For sources of VOC

nonattainment area and is capable of lmpacting the

(102)
that states that the EPA can prescribe by rule
and for monitoring. -
(103)
for temporary sources.
(104)
alr quality impact which is equal tc or greater
or NO,, a major source or major modification will
be deemed to have a significant impact 1f it is=
located within 30 kilometers of an ozone
nonattainment area.
Table 1
CAR 340-28-110
Significant Ambient Air Quality Impact
Which is Equal to. or Greater Than:
Pollutant Averaging Time
Pollutant Annual  24-Hour 8-Hour 3-Hour 1-Hour
50, 1.0 ug/m* 5 ug/m’ 25 ug/m®
TSP 2ug/m3 .0 ug/m’
or PM,,
NO, 1.0 ug/m®
co

0.5 mg/m, 2 mg/m,

(105) "Significant emission rate” , except as provided in subsections (a} through (c) of this
section, means emission rates equal to or greater than the rates specified in Table 2.



OAR 340-28-110

Significant Emission Rates for Pollutants
Regulated Under the Clean Air Act

Significant

Pollutant

(A) Carbon Monoxide

(B Nitrogen Oxides (NO,)

(8] Particulate Matter

(D) PM o

E Sulfur Dioxide

(B) VoC

L€)] Lead

(H) Mercury

)] Beryllium

8 Asbestos

X Vinyl Chloride

(L) Fluorides

(M) Sulfuric Acid Mist

(N} Hydrogen Sulfide

(O Total reduced sulfur
(including hydrogen sulfide)

P Reduced sulfur compounds
(including hydrogen sulfide)

Q) Municipal waste
combustor crganics

- (measured as total tetra- through

octa- chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins
and dibenzofurans)

R Municipal waste combustor metals
(measured as particulate matter)

(8 Municipal waste corbustor

acid gases
{measured as sulfur dioxide
and hydrogen chloride)

Emission Rate

100 tons/year
40 tons/year
25 tons/year
15 tons/year
40 tons/year
40 tons/year
0.6 ton/year
0.1 ton/year
0.0004 ton/year
0.007 ton/year
1 ton/year

3 tons/year

7 tons/year

10 tons/year

10 tons/year
10 tons/year

0.0000035 ton/year

15 tons/year

40 tons/year

(a} For the Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area, and the Klamath Falls
Urban Growth Area, the Significant Emission Rate for particulate matter is defined in
Table 3. For the Klamath Falls Urban Growth Area, the Significant Emission Rates in
Table 3 for particulate matter apply to all new or modified sources for which permit
applications have not been submitted prior to June 2, 1989.




Table 3
QAR 340-28-110

Significant Emission Rates for the Nonattainment
Portions of the Medford-Ashland Air Quality
Maintenance Area and the Klamath Falls Urban Growth Area

Emission Rate

Annual Day Hour

Alr Contaminant Kilograms {tons) Kilogram (Ibs) kilogram

(lbs)

Particulate Matter 4,500 (5.0) 23 (50.0) 4.6

(10.0) ‘ '

or PMy,

(b) For regulated air pollutants not listed in Table 2 or 3, the Department shall
determine the rate that constitutes a significant emission rate.

(© Any new source or modification with an emissions increase less than the
rates specified in Table 2 or 3 associated with a new source or modification
which would construct within 10 kilometers of a Class I area, and would
have an impact on such area equal to or greater than 1 ug/m® (24 hour
average) shall be deemed to be emitting at a significant emission rate.

(106) "Significant Impairment" occurs when visibility impairment in the judgment of the
Department interferes with the management, protection, preservation, or enjoyment of
the visual experience of visitors within a Class I area. The determination shall be made
on a case-by-case basis considering the recomamendations of the Federal Land Manager;
the geographic extent, intensity, duration, frequency, and time of visibility impairment.
These factors will be considered with respect to visitor use of the Class I areas, and the
frequency and occurrence of natural conditions that reduce visibility.

(107) "Small Source"” means any stationary source with a regular ACDP (not a letter permit
or a minimal source permit) or affederafn Oregon Title V Operating Permit which is
not classified as a large source.

{108) “Source":

(a) except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, means any building, structure,
facility, installation or combination thereof which emits or is capable of emitting
air contaminants to the atmosphere and is located on one or more contiguous or
adjacent properties and is owned or operated by the same person or by persons
under common control.

(b) as used in OAR 340-28-1900 through 340-28-2000, New Source Review, and the
definitions of "BACT", "Commenced", "Construction”, "Emission Limitation",
Emission Standard", "LAER", "Major Modification”, "Major Source”, "Potential
to Emit", and "Secondary Emissions” as these terms are used for purposes of
OAR 340-28-1900 through 340-28-2000, includes all pollutant emitting activities
which belong to a single major industrial group (i.e., which have the same two-



(109)

(110)

(111

112)
(113)

(114)

(115)

(116)

(117)

(118)

digit code) as described in the Standard Industrial Classification Manual, (U.S.
Office of Management and Budget, 1987) or are supporting the major industrial
group.

"Source category":

(a) except as provided in subsection (b} of this section, means all the pollutant
emitting activities which belong to the same industrial grouping (i.e., which have
the same two-digit code) as described in the Standard Industrial Classification
Manual, (U.S. Office of Management and Budget, 1987).

(b) as used in OAR 340-28-2400 through 340-28-2550, Major Source Interim
Emission Fees, and OAR 340-28-2560 through 340-28-2740, fEederafOregon
Title V Operating Permit Fees, means a group of major sources determined by the
Department to be using similar raw materials and having equivalent process
controls and pollution control equipment.

"Source Test" means the average of at least three test runs during operating conditions

representative of the period for which emissions are to be determined, conducted in

accordance with the Department’s Source Samphng Manual or other Department
approved methods.

“Startup” and "shutdown" means that time during which an air contaminant source or

emission-control equipment is brought into normal operation or normal operation is

terminated, respectively.

"Stationary source" means any building, structare, facility, or installation that emits or

may emit any regulated air pollutant.

"Substantial Underpayment"” means the lesser of ten percent (10%) of the total interim

emission fee for the major source or five hundred dollars.

"Synthetic minor source" means a source which would be classified as a major source

under OAR 340-28-110, but for physical or operational limits on its potential to emit

air pollutants contained in an ACDP issued by the Department under OAR 340-28-1700

through 340-28-1790.

"Title [ modification” means one of the following modifications pursuant to Title I of

the FCAA:

(a) a major modification subject to OAR 340-28-1930, Requirements for Sources in
Nonattainment Areas;

(b} a major modification subject to OAR 340-28-1940, Prevention of Significant
Deterioration Requirements for Sources in Attainment or Unclassified -Areas ;

(c) a change which is subject to a New Source Performance Standard under Section
111 of the FCAA; or _

(d) a modification under Section 112 of the FCAA.

"Total Suspended Particulate” or "TSP" means particulate matter as measured by the

reference method described in 40 CFR Part 50, Appendix B (July 1, 1993).

"Total Reduced Sulfur” or "TRS" means the sum of the sulfur compounds hydrogen

sulfide, methyl mercaptan, dimethyl sulfide, and dimethy! disulfide, and any other

organic sulfides present expressed as hydrogen sulfide (H,S).

"Typically Achievable Control Technology" or "TACT" means the emission limit

established on a case-by-case basis for a criteria pollutant from a particular emissions

unit in accordance with OAR 340-28-630. For existing sources, the emission limit

established shall be typical of the emission level achieved by emissions units similar in

type and size. For new and modified sources, the emission limit established shall be

typical of the emission level achieved by well controlled new or modified emissions

units similar in type and size that were recently installed. TACT determinations shail




(119)

(120)

(121)

(122)

(123)

be based on information known to the Department considering pollution prevention,
impacts on other environmental media, energy impacts, capital and operating costs, cost
effectiveness, and the age and remaining economic life of existing emission control
equipment. The Department may consider emission control technologies typically
applied to other types of emissions units where such technologies could be readily
applied to the emissions unit. If an emission limitation is not feasible, a design,
equipment, work practice, or operational standard, or combination thereof, may be
required.

"Unavoidable" or "could not be avoided" means events which are not caused entirely

or in part by poor or inadequate design, operation, maintenance, or any other

preventable condition in ejther process ot control equipment.

"Upset"” or "Breakdown” means any failure or malfunction of any pollution control

equipment or operating equipment which may cause an excess emission.

"Verified Emission Factor" means an emission factor approved by the Department and

developed for a specific major source or source category and approved for application

to that major source by the Department.

"Visibility Impairment" means any humanly perceptible change in visual range, contrast

or coloration from that which would have existed under natural conditions. Natural

conditions include fog, clouds, windblown dust, rain, sand, naturally ignited wildfires,
and natural aerosols.

"Volatile Organic Compounds" or "VOC" means any compound of carbon, excluding

carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides, or carbonates, and

ammonium carbonate, which participates in atmospheric photochemical reactions.

(a) This includes any such organic compound other than the following, which have
been determined to have negligible photochemical reactivity: {AMjmethane; ethane;
methylene chloride (dichloromethane); 1,1, 1-trichloroethane (methyl chloroform);
1,1, 1-trichloro-2,2,2-trifluoroethane (CFC-113); Trichlorofluoromethane (CFC-
11); dichlorodifluoromethane (CFC-12); chlorodifluoromethane (CFC-22);
trifluoromethane (FC-23); 1,2-dichloro-1,1,2,2-tetrafluoroethane (CFC-114);
chloropentafluoroethane (CFC-115); 1,1,1-trifluoro 2,2-dichloroethane (HCFC-
123); 1,1,1,2-tetrafluorocthane (HFC-134a); 1,1-dichloro 1-fluoroethane (HCFC-
141b); 1-chloro 1,1-difluoroethane (HCFC-142b); 2-chloro-1,1,1,2-
tetrafluoroethane  (HCFC-124);  pentafluoroethane  (HFC-125); 1,1,2,2-
tetrafluorcethane(HFC-134);1,1, I-trifluoroethane (HFC-143a); 1, 1-difluorcethane
(HFC-152a); and perfluorocarbon compounds which fall into these classes:

(A) Cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinated alkanes;

(B) Cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinated ethers with no
unsaturations;

(C) Cyclic, branched, or linear, completely fluorinated tertiary amines with no
unsaturations; and

(D) Sulfur containing perfluorocarbons with no unsaturations and with sulfur
bonds only to carbon and fluorine.

(b) For purposes of determining compliance with emissions limits, VOC will be
measured by an applicable reference method in accordance with the Department’s
Source Sampling Manual, January, 1992. Where such a method also measures
compounds with negligible photochemical reactivity, these negligibly-reactive

- compounds, as listed in subsection (a), may be excluded as VOC if the amount of
such compounds is accurately quantified, and such exclusion is approved by the
Department.



(c) As a precondition to excluding these compounds, as listed in subsection (a), as
VOC or at any time thereafter, the Department may require an owner or operator
to provide monitoring or testing methods and results demonstrating, to the

- satisfaction of the Department, the amount of negligibly-reactive compounds in the
source’s emissions.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A )

Hist,: DEQ 47, f. 8-31-72, ef. 9-15-72; DEQ 63, f. 12-20-73, ef, 1-11-74; DEQ 107, f. & ef. 1-6-76; Renumbered from
OAR 340-20-033.04; DEQ 25-1981, f. & ef. 9-8-81; DEQ 5-1983, f. & ef. 4-18-83; DEQ 18-1984, f. & ef. 10-16-84;
DEQ 8-1988, f. & cert. ef. 5-19-88 (and corrected 5-31-88); DEQ 14-1989, f. & cert. ef, 6-26-89; DEQ 42-1990, {.
12-13-90, cert. ef. 1-2-91; DEQ 2-1992, f, & ef. 1-30-92; DEQ 27-1992, f. & ef, 11-12-92; Renumbered from OAR
340-20-145; Renumbered from QAR 340-20-225; Renumbered from OAR 340-20-303; Renumbered from CAR 340-20-
355; Renumbered from QAR 340-20-460; Renumbered from OAR 340-20-520, DEQ 13-1993, f, & ef. 9-24.93; DEQ
19-1993, f. & ef. 11-4-53; DEQ 20-1993(T), f. & ef, 11-4-93; DEQ 13-1994, f. & ef. 5-19-94; DEQ 24-19%4, f. & ef.
10-28-94

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC
under QAR 340-20-047.]

Rules Applicable to All Stationary Sources

Scope
340-28-810
(1) Except as provided in section (2) of this rule, OAR 340-28-800 through 340-28-820 shall
apply to the following classes of sources of air contaminant emission:
(a) Air pollution control equipment;
(b) Fuel burning equipment rated at 400,000 BTU per hour or greater;
(c) Refuse burning equipment rated at 50 pounds per hour or greater;
(d) Open burning operations;
(e) Process equipment having emission to the atmosphere;
(f) Such other sources as the Department may determine to be potentially significant
sources of air contamination.
(2) OAR 340-28-800 through 340-28-820 shall not apply fo EfederaﬂOIegon Title V
fe}Operating {p}Permit program sources.

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Ciean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC
under QAR 340-20-047.]

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A.
Hist.: DEQ 15, f. 6-12-70, ef. 9-1-70; DEQ 37, f. 2-15-72, ef. 3-1-72; DEQ 4-1993, {. & cert. ef. 3-10-93; Renumbered
from 340-20-025, DEQ 13-1993, f. & of. 5-24-93




Rules Applicélble to Sources Required to
Have Air Contaminant Discharge Permits
or fFederal]Oregon Title V Operating Permits

Applicability

340-28-900 OAR 340-28-900 through 340-28-1520 apply to stationary sources that are
required to obtain ACDPs under OAR 340-28-1720 or ffederadQregon Title V fe}Operating
{p}Permits under OAR 340-28-2110.

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC
under QAR 340-20-047.7

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, {. & ef, 9-24-93; DEQ 15-1993, f. & &f 11-4-93

Plant Site Emission Limits

Requirement for Plant Site Emission Limits
340-28-1010
(1) PSELs shall be incorporated in all ACDPs and {federaf]Oregon Title V [s]Operating
{p#Permits except minimal source permits and special letter permits as a means of managing
airshed capacity. Except as provided in OAR 340-28-1050 or 340-28-1060, all sources
subject to regular permit requirements shall be subject to PSELs for all regulated pollutants.
PSELs will be incorporated in permits when permits are renewed, modified, or newly
issued.
(2) The emissions limits established by PSELs shall provide the basis for:
(a) Assuring reasonable further progress toward attaining compliance with ambient air
standards;
(b) Assuring that compliance with ambient air standards and Preventlon of Significant
Deterioration increments are being maintained;
(c) Administering offset, banking and bubble programs;
(d) Establishing the baseline for tracking consumption of Prevention of Significant
Deterioration Increments. :

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC
under OAR 340-20-047.]

Stat. Auth,: QRS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 25-1981, f, & ef. 9-8-81; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93; Renumbered from OAR 340-20-301, DEQ
13-1993, f. & ef, 9-24-93; DEQ 19-1993, f. & ef. 11-4-93

Criteria for Establishing Plant Site Emission Limits
340-28-1020

(1) For existing sources, PSELs shall be based on the baseline emission rate for a particular
pollutant at a source and shall be adjusted upward or downward pursuant to Department
Rules:
(a) If an applicant requests that the PSEL be established at a rate higher than the baseline



2)
(3)

(4)
)

(6)

(7)

emission rate, the applicant shall:

(A) Demonstrate that the requested increase is less than the 51gmﬁcant emission rate
increase[-defined-in-GAR-340-28 HA; or

(B)  Provide an assessment of the air quality impact pursuant to procedures specified
in OAR 340-28-1930 to 340-28-1940. A demonstration that no air quality standard
or PSD increment will be violated in an attainment area or that a growth
increment or offset is available in a nonattainment area shall be sufficient to allow
an increase in the PSEL to an amount not greater than the plant’s demonstrated
need to emit as long as no physical modification of an emissions unit is involved.

(b) Increases above baseline emission rates shall be subject to public notice and opportunity
for public hearing pursuant to applicable permit requirements,

PSELs shall be established on at least an annual emission basis and a short term period

emission basis that is compatible with source operation and air quality standards.

Mass emission limits may be established separately within a particular source for process

emissions, combustion emissions, and fugitive emissions.

Documentation of PSEL calculations shall be available to the permittee.

For new sources, PSELs shall be based on application of applicable control equipment

requirements and projected operating conditions,

PSELs shall not be established which allow emissions in excess of those allowed by any

apphcable federal or state regulation or by any speclﬁc permit condition unless specific

provisions of OAR 340-28-1030 are met.

PSELs may be changed pursuant to Department rules when:

(a) Errors are found or better data is available for calculating PSELs;

(b) More stringent control is required by a rule adopted by the Commission;

(¢) An application is made for a permit modification pursuant to OAR 340-28-1700
through 340-28-1790, ACDPs, OAR 340-28-1900 through 340-28-2000, New Source
Review, and approval can be granted based on growth increments, offsets, or available
Prevention of Significant Deterioration increments, or OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-
28-2320, Rules Applicable to Sources Required to Have {FederefiOregon Title V
Operating Permits; or

(d) The Department finds it necessary to initiate modifications of a permit pursuant to OAR
340-14-040, Modification of a Permit or OAR 340-28-2280, Reopenings.

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC

under OAR 340-20-047.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 25-1981, f. & ef. 9-8-81; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93; Renumbered frorn 340-20-310, DEQ 13-1993,
f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 19-1993, . & ef, 11-4-93

Alfernative Emission Controls (Bubble)

340-28-1030 Alternative emission controls may be approved for use within a plant site such

that specific mass emission limit rules are exceeded provided that:

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)

Such alternatives are not specifically prohibited by a permit condition.

Net emissions for each pollutant are not increased above the PSEL.

The net air quality impact is not increased as demonstrated by procedures required by OAR
340-28-1970, Requirements for Net Air Quality Benefit.

No other pollutants including malodorous, toxic or hazardous pollutants are substituted.
BACT and LAER where required by a previously issued permit and NSPS, OAR 340-25-




(6)
(7)

505 through (531805, and NESHAP, OAR 340-25-456132-5500 through {346-25-48515650,
where required, are not relaxed.

Specific mass emission limits are established for each emission unit involved such that
compliance with the PSEL can be readily determined.

Apnplication is made for a permlt modification and such modification is approved by the
Department,

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC

under QAR 340-20-047.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 25-1981, f. & ef. 9-8-81; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert, ef. 3-10-63; Renumbered from 340-20-315, DEQ 13-1593,
f. & ef, 9-24-93

. Plant Site Emission Limits for Sources of Hazardous Air Pollutants

ey

2)

3

(4)

340-28-1050

For purposes of establishing PSELs, hazardous air pollutants listed under OAR 340-32-130

or OAR 340-32-5400 shall not be considered regulated pollutants under OAR 340-28-1010

until such time as the Commission determines otherwise.

The Department may establish PSELs for hazardous air pollutants for the following causes:

(a) an owner or operator elects to establish a PSEL for any hazardous air pollutant emitted
for purposes of determining emission fees as prescribed in OAR 340-28-2400 through
340-28-2550 or,

(b) the source is subject to a hazardous air pollutant emission standard, limitation, or
control requirement other than Plant Site Emission Limits.

Procedures for establishing and modifying PSELs for hazardous air pollutant ermsswns shall

be consistent with OAR 340-28-1020 except for the following:

(a) a baseline emission rate shall not apply, and

(b) the provisions of OAR 340-28-1030 shall not apply.

PSELs established for hazardous air pollutants shail not be used for any provisions other

than those prescribed in section (2) of this rule.

Stat. Auth,: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist,: DEQ 13-1993, {. & ef. 9-24-93; DLQ 19-1993, f. & ef. 11-4-93

Sampling, Testing and Measurement of
Air Contaminant Emissions

Stack Heights and Dispersion Techniques

(D

(2)

340-28-1110

40 CFR Parts 51.100(ff) through 51.100(kk), 51.118, 51.160 through 51.166 (July 1, 1993)
are by this reference adopted and incorporated herein, concerning stack heights and
dispersion techniques.

In general, the rule prohibits the use of excessive stack height and certain dispersion
techniques when calculating compliance with ambient air quality standards. The rule does
not forbid the construction and actual use of excessively tall stacks, nor use of dispersion



techniques; it only forbids their use in calculations as noted above.

(3) The rule has the following general applicability. With respect to the use of excessive stack
height, stacks 65 meters high or greater, constructed after December 31, 1970, and major
modifications to existing plants after December 31, 1970 with stacks 65 meters high or
greater which were constructed before that date, are subject to this rule, with the exception
that certain stacks at federally-owned, coal-fired steam electric generating units constructed
under a contract awarded before February 8, 1974, are exempt. With respect to the use of
dispersion techniques, any technique implemented after December 31, 1970, at any plant is
subject to this rule. However, if the plant’s total allowable emissions of sulfur dioxide are
less than 5,000 tons per year, then certain dispersion techniques to increase final exhaust gas
plume rise are permitted to be used when calculating compliance with ambient air quality
standards for sulfur dioxide:

(a) Where found in the federal rule, the term "reviewing agency” means the Department,
LRAPA, or the EPA, as applicable;

(b) Where found in the federal rule, the term "authority administering the State
Implementation Plan" means Department, LRAPA, or EPA;

(¢) The "procedures" referred to in 40 CFR 51.164 are the New Source Review
procedures at the Department (OAR 340-28-1900 to 340-28-2000) or at LRAPA (Title
38), and the review procedures for new, or modifications to, minor sources, at the
Department (OAR 340-28-800 to 340-28-820, 340-28-1700 to 340-28-1790) or at
LRAPA (Title 34f-and @AR-38-045);

(d) Where "the state” or "state, or local control agency" is referred to in 40 CFR 51.118,
it means the Department or LRAPA;

() Where found in the federal rule, the terms "applicable state implementation plan" and
"plan” refer to the programs and rules of the Department or LRAPA, as approved by
the EPA, or any EPA-promulgated regulations (see 40 CFR Part 52, Subpart MM).

[Publications: The publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the office
of the Department.]

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQ)
under OAR 340-20-047.] ‘ .

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 11-1986, f. & ef. 5-12-86; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93; Renumbered from OAR 340-20-037, DEQ
13-1993, . & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 19-1993, f. & ef. 11-4-93

Emission Statements for VOC and No,
Sources
in Ozone Nonattainment Areas

Purpose and Applicability
340-28-1500

(1} The purpose of these rules is to obtain data on actual emissions of VOCs and NO, from
sources in ozone nonattainment areas, in accordance with FCAA requirements, for the
purpose of monitoring progress toward attainment of the ozone national ambient air quality
standard. _

(2) This rule shall apply to sources of VOC and NO, in ozone nonattainment areas, with a




PSEL equal to or greater than 25 tons per year for either pollutant, and to any source whose
actual emissions are equal to or greater than 25 tons per year.

(3) For purposes of establishing consistent emission reporting requirements, owners or operators
of VOC and NGO, sources already subject to the Department’s Interim Emission Fee Rules,
OAR 340-28-2400 through 340-28-2550_and the Oregon Title V Operating Permit Rules,
OAR 340-28-2560 through2740, and electing to pay fees based on actual emissions shall
report emission data to the Department, utilizing procedures identified in those rules to
calculate actual VOC and NO, emissions, to the extent applicable. Owners or operators of
other sources shall use current and applicable emission factors and actual production data
to estimate and report actual emissions.

Stat. Auth,: ORS Ch. 468A
Hist: DEQ 27-1992, f. & ef. 11-12-92; Renumbered from OAR 340-20-450, DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 19-
1593, f. & ef. 11-4-93

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC

. under QAR 340-20-047.]

Submission of Emission Statement

340-28-1520 The owner or operator of any facility meeting the applicability requirements
stated in OAR 340-28-1500 shall submit annual Emission Statements to the Department beginning
in 1993, The Emission Statement for the preceding calendar year is due to the Department no
later thanfeitherFebruary25-o#] the due date for the annual permit report specified in the
source’s ACDP or {federaOregon Title V fo}Operating {sJPermit.

Stat. Auth.: ORS 468A
Hist.: DEQ 27-1992, f. & ef. 11-12-92; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93; Renumbered from 340-20-480, DEQ 13-
1993, f. & ef. 9-24.93

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan adopted by the EQC under
OAR 340-20-047.]

Rules Applicable to Sources Reqﬁired to
Have Air Contaminant Discharge Permits

Air Contaminant Discharge Permits

Purpose _

340-28-1700 The purpose of QAR 340-28-1700 through 340-28-1790 is to prescribe the
requirements and procedures for obtaining ACDPs pursuant to ORS 468A.040 through 468A.060
and related statutes for stationary sources. OAR 340-28-1700 through 340-28-1790 shall not
apply to {federaflOregon Title V feOperating {pjPermit program sources unless an ACDP is
required by OAR 340-28-1720(2), OAR 340-28-1720(4), OAR 340-28-1740, or OAR 340-28-
1900(1).

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC
under QAR 340-20-047.]



Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 47, f. 8-31-72, ef. 5-15-72; DEQ 63, f. 12-20-73, ef. 1-11-74; DEQ 107, f. & ef. 1-6-86; Renumbered from
340-20-033.02; DEQ 4-1993, . & cert. ef, 3-10-93; Renumbered from QAR 340-20-140, DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93

Permit Required

(L

)

€)

(4)

(5)

(6)

340-28-1720

No person shall construct, install, establish, develop or operate any air contaminant source

which is referred to in Table 4, appended hereto and incorporated herein by reference,

without first obtaining an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) from the Department

or Regional Authority.

No person shall construct, install, establish, or develop any major source, as defined by

OAR 340-28-2110 that will be subject to the {federaflOregonTitle V fe}Operating {pJPermit

program without first obtaining an ACDP from the Department or Regional Authority. Any

ffederatiOregon Title V fe}Operating {p}Permit program source required to have obtained

an ACDP prior to construction shall:

(a) choose to become a synthetic minor source, OAR 340-28-1740, and remain in the
. ACDP program; or

(b) file a complete application to obtain the ffederajOregonTitle V fo}Operating fp}Permit

within 12 months after initial startup.

No person shall modify any source covered by an ACDP under OAR 340-28-1700 through

340-28-1790 such that the emissions are significantly increased without first applying for and

obtaining a permit modification.

No person shall modify any source required to be covered by an ACDP under OAR 340-28-

1700 through 340-28-1790 such that the source becomes subject to the {federai}OregonTitle

V {o}Operating {p}Permit program, OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320 without first

applying for and obtaining a modified ACDP. Any {federaOregon Title V fs}Operating

{pPermit program source required to have obtained an ACDP prior to modification shall:

{(a) choose to become a synthetic minor source, OAR 340-28-1740, and remain in the
ACDP program;

(b) choose to remain a synthetic minor source, OAR 340-28-1740, and remain in the
ACDP program; or

(c) file a complete application to obtain the ffederafOregonTitle V {s}Operating {;B}Permit
within 12 months after initial startup of the modification.

No person shall increase emissions above the PSEL or operate in excess of the enforceable

condition to limit potential to emit and remain a synthetic minor source without first

applying for and obtaining a modified ACDP.

No person shall modify any source covered by an ACDP under OAR 340-28-1700 through

340-28-1790 and not required to obtain affederafin Oregon Title V fs}Operating fpiPermit

such that:

(a) The process equipment is substantially changed or added to; or

(b) The emissions are significantly changed without first notifying the Department

Any owner or operator may apply to the Departiment or Regional Authority for a special

letter permit if operating a facility with no, or insignificant, air contaminant discharges. The

determination of applicability of this special permit shall be made solely by the Department

or Regional Authority having jurisdiction. If issued a special permit, the application

processing fee and/or annual compliance determination fee, provided by OAR 340-28-1750,

may be waived by the Department or Regional Authority.

The Department may designate any source as a "Minimal Source” based upon the following




criteria:

(a) Quantity and quality of emissions;

(b) Type of operation;

(c) Compliance with Department. regulations; and

(d) Minimal impact on the air quality of the surrounding region. If a source is designated
as a minimal source, the annual compliance determination fee, provided by OAR 340-
28-1750, will be collected no less frequently than every five (5) years.

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC

under QAR 340-20-047.]

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A

Hist.: DEQ 47, . 8-31-72, ef. 9-15-72; DEQ 63, f. 12-20-73, ef. 1-11-74; DEQ 107, f. & ef. 1-6-76; Renumbered from
340-20-033.08; DEQ 125, f. & ef. 12-16-76; DEQ 20-1979, . & ef. 6-29-79; DEQ 23-1980, f. & ef. 9-26-80; DEQ
13-1981, f, 5-6-81, ef. 7-1-81; DEQ 11-1983, f. & ef. 5-31-83; DEQ 3-1986, f. & ef, 2-12-86; DEQ 12-1987, f. & ef.
6-15-87; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93; Renumbered from OAR 340-20-155, DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ
19-1993, f, & ef. 11-4-93

Synthetic Minor Sources

(D)

2

3

4
)

(6)

340-28-1740

Enforceable conditions to limit a source’s potential to emit shall be included in the ACDP

for a synthetic minor source. Enforceable conditions, in addition to the PSEL established

under OAR 340-28-1000 through 340-28-1060, shall include one or more of the following

physical or operational limitations but in no case shall exceed the conditions used to establish

the PSEL:

(a) restrictions on hours of operation;

(b) restrictions on levels of production;

(c) restrictions on the type or amount of material combusted, stored, or processed

(d) additional air pollution control equipment; or

(e) other limitations on the capacity of a source to emit air pollutants.

The reporting and monitoring requirements of the conditions which limit the potential to

emit contained in the ACDP of synthetic minor sources shall meet the requirements of OAR

340-28-1100 through 340-28-1140.

To avoid being required to submit an application for affederafin Oregon Title V

folOperating {p}Permit, the owner or operator of a major source shall obtain an ACDP or

a modification to an ACDP containing conditions that would qualify the source as a synthetic

minor source before the owner or operator would be required to submit af-federefin Oregon

Title V {fe}Operating {piPermit application.

Applications for synthetic minor source status shall be subject to notice procedures of OAR

340-28-1710.

Synthetic minor source owners or operators who cause their source to be subject to the

trederallOregon Title V fo}Operating {p{Permit program by requesting an increase in the

source’s potential to emit, when that increase uses the source’s existing capacity and does

not result from construction or modification, shall:

(a) become subject to OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320;

(b) submit af-federafin OregonTitle V fo}Operating f#}Permit application pursuant to OAR
340-28-2120; and :

(c) receive a n Oregon Title V {s}Operating {p}Permit before commencing
operation in excess of the enforceable condition to limit potential to emit.

Synthetic minor source owners or operators who cause their source to be subject to the




NG

ﬁ%der&HOregon Title V fe}Operating {p}Permit program by requesting an increase in the

source’s potential to emit, when that increase is the result of construction or modification,

shall:

{a) submit an application for the modification of the existing ACDP;

{(b) receive the modified ACDP before beginning construction or modification;

(¢} become subject to OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320; and

(d) submit affedereAn OregonTitle V {#{Operating fp}Permit application under OAR 340-
28-2120 to obtain af-federafn Oregon Title V {o}Operating {p{Permit within 12 months
after initial startup of the construction or modification.

Synthetic minor sources that exceed the limitations on potential to emit are m Vlolatlon of

OAR 340-28-2110(1)(a).

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Impiementation Plan as adopted by the EQC

under OAR 340-20-047.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A.
Hist.: DEQ 13-1963, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 19-1993, . & ef. 11-4-93

Fees and Permit Duration

(D

2)

&)

()

&)

340-28-1750

All persons required to obtain a permit shall be subject to a three part fee consisting of a
uniform non-refundable filing fee of $75, an application processing fee, and an annual
compliance determination fee which are determined by applying Table 4, Part II. The
amount equal to the filing fee, application processing fee, and the annual compliance
determination fee shall be submitted as a required part of any application for a new permit.
The amount equal to the filing fee and the application processing fee shall be submitted with

any appl1cat1on for modification of a pemnt %ﬁﬁ%ﬁ%&ﬁkﬂgﬁ%ﬂﬁpﬁﬁ%

The fee schedule contained in the listing of air contaminant sources in Table 4 shall be
applied to determine the fees for ACDP user fees (Table 4, Part 1.) and ACDP fees (Table
4, Part I1.) on a Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) plant site basis.

Modifications of existing, unexpired permits which are instituted by the Department or
Regional Authority due to changing conditions or standards, receipts or additional
information, or any other reason pursuant to applicable statutes and do not require refiling
or review of an application or plans and specifications shall not require submission of the
filing fee or the application processing fee.

Applications for multiple-source permits received pursuant to OAR 340-28-1730 shall be
subject to a single $75 filing fee. The application processing fee and annual compliance
determination fee for multiple-source permits shall be equal to the total amounts required
by the individual sources involved, as listed in Table 4.

The annual compliance determination fee shall be paid at least 30 days prior to the start of
each subsequent permit year. Failure to timely remit the annual compliance determination
fee in accordance with the above shall be considered grounds for not issuing a permit or
revoking an existing permit.

* If a permit is issued for a period less than one (1) year, the applicable annual compliance

determination fee shall be equal to the full annual fee, If a permit is issued for a period
greater than 12 months, the applicable annual compliance determination fee shall be prorated
by multiplying the anmual compliance determination fee by the number of months covered




by the permit and dividing by twelve {12).

(7} In no case shall a permit be issued for more than ten (10) years, except for synthetic minor
source permits which shall not be issued for more than five (5) years.

(8) Upon accepting an application for filing, the filing fee shall be non-refundable.

(9) When an air contaminant source which is in compliance with the rules of a permit issuing
agency relocates or proposes to relocate its operation to a site in the jurisdiction of another
permit issuing agency having comparable control requirements, application may be made and
approval may be given for an exemption of the application processing fee. The permit
application and the request for such fee reduction shall be accompanied by:

(a) A copy of the permit issued for the previous location; and

(b) Certification that the permittee proposes to operate with the same equipment, at the
same production rate, and under similar conditions at the new or proposed location.
Certification by the agency previously having jurisdiction that the source was operated
in compliance with all rules and regulations will be acceptable should the previous
permit not indicate such compliance, |

(10) If a temporary or conditional permit is issued in accordance with adopted procedures, fees
submitted with the application for an ACDP shall be retained and be applicable to the
regular permit when it is granted or denied.

{11) All fees shall be made payable to the permit issuing agency.

{12) Pursuant to ORS 468A.135, a regional authority may adopt fees in different amounts than
set forth in Table 4 provided such fees are adopted by rule and after hearing and in
accordance with ORS 468.065(2).

(13) Sources which are temporarily not conducting permitted activities, for reasons other than
regular maintenance or seasonal limitations, may apply for use of a modified annual
compliance determination fee in lieu of an annual compliance determination fee determined
by applying Table 4. A request for use of the modified annual compliance determination
fee shall be submitted to the Department in writing along with the modified annual
compliance determination fees on or before the due date of the annumal compliance
determination fee. The modified amual compliance determination fee shall be $385.

(14) Owners or operators who have received Department approval for payment of a modified
annual compliance determination fee shall obtain authorization from the Department prior
to resuming permitted activities. Owners or operators shall submit written notification to
the Department at least thirty (30) days before startup specifying the earliest anticipated
startup date, and accompanied by: ‘

(a) Payment of the full annual compliance determination fee determined from Table 4 if
greater than six (6) months would remain in the billing cycle for the source, or

(b) Payment of 50% of the annual compliance determination fee determined from Table 4
if six (6) months or less would remain in the billing cycle.

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementatien Plan as adepted by the EQC
under QAR 340-20-047.]
Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 47, £. 8-31-72, ef. 9-15-72; DEQ 63, {. 12-20-73, ef. 1-11-74; DEQ 107, {. & ef. 1-6-76; Renumbered from
340-20-033.12; DEQ 125, f. & ef. 12-16-76; DEQ 20-1979, f. & ef. 6-29-79; DEQ 11-1983, f. & ef. 5-31-83; DEQ
6-1986, f. & ef. 3-26-86; DEQ 12-1987, f. & ef, 6-15-87; DEQ 17-1990, f. & cert, ef. 5-25-90; AQ 4-1592, f. & ef.
12-2-81; AQ 1-1993, f. & ef. 3-9-93; Renumbered from QAR 340-20-165; AQ 9-1993, { & ef. 9-24-93; AQ 11-1993
Temp,, f, & ef. 11-2-93; DEQ 13-1994, f. & ef. 5-19-94; DEQ 21-1994, f, & ef. 10-14-94; DEQ 22-19%94, f. & ef. 10-
14-94



Permit Program For Regional Air Pollution Authority
340-28-1790 Subject to the provisions of this rule, the Commission authorizes the Regional
Authority to issue, modify, renew, suspend, and revoke ACDPs or [federaf}Oregon Title V
f610perating fp{Permits for air contamination sources within its jurisdiction.
(1) Each permit proposed to be issued or modified by the Regional authority shall be submitted
to the Department at least thirty (30) days prior to the proposed issuance date.
(2) A copy of each permit issued, modified, or revoked by the Regional authority shall be
promptly submitted to the Department.

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC
under QAR 340-20-047.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 47, £. 8-31-72, ef. 9-15-72; DEQ 63, f. 12-20-73, ef. 1-11-74; DEQ 107, f. & ef. 1-6-76; Renumbered from
340-20-033.20; AQ 1-1993, f. & ef. 3-9-63; Renumbered from OAR 340-20-185, DEQ 13-1993, {. & ef. 9-24-93

New Source Review

Procedural Requirements
340-28-1910
(1) Information Required. The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major
modification shall submit ail information necessary to perform any analysis or make
any determination required under these rules. Such information shall include, but not
be limited to:

(a) A description of the nature, location, design capacity, and typical operating schedule
of the source or modification, including spemficatxons and drawings showing its design
and plant layout;

(b) An estimate of the amount and type of each air contaminant emitted by the source in
terms of hourly, daily, and yearly rates, showing the calculation procedure;

(¢) A detailed schedule for construction of the source or modification;

(d) A detailed description of the air pollution control equipment and emission reductlon
processes which are planned for the source or modification, and any other information
necessary to determine that BACT or LAER technology, whichever is applicable,
would be applied;

(¢) To the extent required by these rules, an analysis of the air quality and/or visibility
impact of the source or modification, including meteorological and topographical data,
specific details of models used, and other information necessary to estimate air quality
impacts; and

(f) To the extent required by these rules, an analysis of the air quality and/or visibility
impacts, and the nature and extent of all commercial, residential, industrial, and other
source emission growth which has occurred since Jamuary 1, 1978, in the area the
source or modification would affect.

(g) The owner or operator of a source for which af-federafin OregonTitle V fo}Operating
{51Permit has been issued who applies for a permit to construct or modify under OAR
340-28-1900 through 340-28-2000 may request that an enhanced New Source Review
process be used, including the external review procedures required under OAR 340-
28-2290 and OAR 340-28-2310 instead of the notice procedures under this rule to
allow for subsequent incorporation of the construction permit as an administrative




amendment. All information required under OAR 340-28-2120 shall be submitted as
part of any such request.

(2) Other Obligations:

(3)

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

Any owner or operator who constructs or operates a source or modlﬁcatlon not in
accordance with the application submitted pursuant to OAR 340-28-1900 through 340-
28-2000 or with the terms of any approval to construct, or any owner or operator of
a source or modification subject to OAR 340-28-1900 who commences construction
without applying for and receiving an ACDP, shall be subject to appropriate
enforcement action;
Approval to construct shall become invalid if construction is not commenced within
18 months after receipt of such approval, if construction is discontinued for a period
of 18 months or more, or if construction is not completed within 18 meonths of the
scheduled time. The Department may extend the 18-month period upon satisfactory
showing that an extension is justified. This provision does not apply to the time period
between construction of the approved phases of a phased construction project; each
phase shall commence construction within 18 months of the projected and approved
commencement date;
Approval to construct shall not relieve any owner or operator of the respon.s.lblhty to
comply fully with applicable provisions of the State [mplementation Plan and any other
requirements under local, state or federal law.
Approval to construct a source under an ACDP issued under paragraph (3)(b)(I) of this
rule shall authorize construction and operation of the source,except as prohibited in
subsection (e} of this rule, until the later of;
(A) One year from the date of initial startup of operation of the major source or
major modification, or
(B) If atimely and complete application for affedersfin OregonTitle V {s10perating
fpiPermit is submitted, the date of final action by the Department on the
{federalOregon Title V {51O0perating {p}Permit application.
Where an existing {federajOregonTitle V {o}Operating {p}Permit would prohibit such
construction or change in operation, the owner or operator must obtain a permit
revision before commencing operation.

Public Participation:

(@)

(b)

Within 30 days after receipt of an application to construct, or any addition to such
application, the Department shall advise the applicant of any deficiency in the
application or in the information submitted. The date of the receipt of a complete
application shall be, for the purpose of this section, the date on which the Department
received all required information;

Notwithstanding the requirements of OAR 340-14-020 or OAR 340-28-2120, but as

expeditiously as possible and at least within six months after receipt of a complete

application, the Department shall make a final determination on the application. This
involves performing the following actions in a timely manner:

(A) Make a preliminary determination whether construction should be approved,
approved with conditions, or disapproved;

(B) Make available for a 30-day period in at least one location a copy of the permit
application, a copy of the preliminary determination, and a copy or summary of
other materials, if any, considered in making the preliminary determination;

(C) Notify the public, by advertisement in a newspaper of general circulation in the
area in which the proposed source or modification would be constructed, of the
application, the preliminary determination, the extent of increment consumption



D)

(E)

(F)

(€)

(H)

ey

that is expected from the source or modification, the opportunity for a public
hearing and for written public comment and, if applicable, that an enthanced New
Source Review process, including the external review procedures required under
OAR 340-28-2290 and QAR 340-28-2310, is being used to allow for subsequent
incorporation of the operating approval into affederaln Oregon Title V
feiOperating fp{Permit as an administrative amendment;
Send a copy of the notice of opportunity for public comment to the applicant and
to officials and agencies having cognizance over the location where the proposed
construction would occur as follows: The chief executives of the city and county
where the source or modification would be located, any comprehensive regional
land use planning agency, any State, Federal Land Manager, or Indian
Governing Body whose lands may be affected by emissions from the source or
modification, and the EPA;
Upon determination that significant interest exists, or upon written requests for
a hearing from ten (10) persons or from an organization or organizations
representing at least ten persons, provide opportunity for a public hearing for
interested persons to appear and submit written or oral comments on the air
quality impact of the source or meodification, alternatives to the source or
modification, the control technology required, and other appropriate
considerations. For energy facilities, the hearing may be consolidated with the
hearing requirements for site certification contained in OAR Chapter 345,
Division 15; ‘
Consider afl written comments submitted within a time specified in the notice of
public comment and all comments received at any public hearing(s) in making
a final decision on the approvability of the application. No later than 10 working
days atter the close of the public comment period, the applicant may submit a
written response to any comments submitted by the public. The Department shall
consider the applicant’s response in making a final decision. The Department
shall make all comments available for public inspection in the same locations
where the Department made available preconstruction information relating to the
proposed source or modification; :
Make a final determination whether construction should be approved, approved
with conditions, or disapproved pursuant to this section;
Notify the applicant in writing of the final determination and make such
notification available for public inspection at the same location where the
Department made available preconstruction information and public comments
relating to the source or modification.
After the effective date of Oregon’s program to implement the HederallOregon
Title V fs{Operating {#}Permit program, the owner or operator of a source
subject to OAR 340-28-2110 who has received a permit to construct or modify
under OAR 340-28-1900 through 340-28-2000, shall submit an application for
an ffederaOregon Title V fe}Operating {plPermit within one year of initial
startup of the construction or medification, unless the ffedera}Oregon Title V
felOperating {pIPermit prohibits such construction or change in operation. The
{federatlOregon Title V folOperating [p{Permit application shall include the
following information: '
4] information required by OAR 340-28-2120, if not previously
included in the ACDP application;
(i} a copy of the existing ACDP;




(iii) information on any changes in the construction or operation from the
existing ACDP, if applicable; and

(iv) any monitoring or source test data obtained during the first year of
operation.

INOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Impiementation Plan as adopted by the EQC
under QAR 340-20-047.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A

Hist.: DEQ 25-1981, f. & ef. 9-8-81; DEQ 18-1984, f. & ef. 10-16-84; DEQ 13-1988, f. & cert. ef. 6-17-88; DEQ 4-
1993, 1. & cert, ef. 3-10-93; Renumbered from 340-20-230, DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 19-1993, f. & ef.
11-4-93; DEQ 24-1994, f. & ef. 10-28-94

Reguirements for Sources in Nonattainment Areas
340-28-1930

Proposed new major sources and major modifications which would emit a nonattainment pollutant

within a designated nonattainment areafs}, including VOC or NO, in a designated Ozone

Nonattainment Area, shall meet the requirements listed below:

(1) LAER. The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major modification shall
demonstrate that the source or meodification will comply with the LAER for each
nonattainment pollutant which is emitted at or above the significant emission rate . In the
case of a major modification, the requirement for LAER shall apply only to each new or
modified emission unit which increases emissions. For phased construction projects, the
determination of LAER shall be reviewed at the latest reasonable time prior to
commencement of construction of each independent phase.

(2) Source Compliance. The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major
modification shall demonstrate that all major sources owned or operated by such person (or
by an entity controlling, controlled by, or under common control with such person) in the
state are in compliance or on a schedule for compliance, with all applicable emission
limitations and standards under the Act.

(3) Offsets. The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major modification shall
provide offsets as specified in OAR 340-28-1960 and 340-28-1970.

(4) Net Air Quality Benefit. For cases in which emission reductions or offsets are required, the
applicant shall demonstrate that a net air quality benefit will be achieved in the affected area
as described in OAR 340-28-1970 and that the reductions are consistent with reasonable
further progress toward attainment of the air quality standards. Applicants in an ozone
nonattainment area shall demonstrate that the proposed VOC or NO, offsets will result in
a 10% net reduction in emissions, as required by OAR 340-28-1970(3)(c).

(5) Alternative Analysis;

{a) The owner or operator of a proposed new major source or major modification shall
conduct an alternative analysis for each nonattainment pollutant emitted at or above
the significant emission rate , except that no analysis shall be required for TSP;

(b) This analysis shall include an evaluation of alternative sites, sizes, production
processes, and environmental control techniques for such proposed source or
modification which demonstrates that benefits of the proposed source or modification
significantly outweigh the environmental and social costs imposed as a result of its
ocation, construction or modification.

(6) Special Exemption for the Salem Ozone Nonattainment Area. Proposed new major sources
and major modifications which are located in or impact the Salem Ozone Nonattainment
Area are exempt from OAR 340-28-1970 and sections (3) through (5) of this rule for VOC
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and NO, emissions with respect to ozone formation in the Salem Ozone Nonattainment area.
Special requirements for the Klamath Falls Urban Growth Area. For the Klamath Falls
Urban Growth Area, particulate matter or PM,, emission increases of 5.0 or more tons per
year shall be fully offset, but the application of LAER is not required unless the emission
increase is 15 or more tons per year. At the option of the owner or operator of a source
with particulate matter or PM,, emissions of 5.0 or more tons per year but less than 15 tons

" per year, LAER control technology may be applied in lieu of offsets.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch, 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 25-1981, f. & ef. 9-8-81; DEQ 5-1983, {. & ef, 4-18-83; DEQ 27-1992, f. & ef. 11-12-92; DEQ 4-1993,
f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93, Renumbered from 340-20-240, DEQ 13-1993, . & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 19-1993, f. & ef. 11-4-93

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC

under OAR 340-20-047.]

Exemptions
340-28-1950
(1) Temporary emission sourcesfs} which would be in operation at a site for less than two

2)

(3
)

years, such as pilot plants and portable facilities, and emissions resulting from the
construction phase of a new source or modification shall comply with OAR 340-28-1930(1)
and (2) or OAR 340-28-1940(1), whichever is applicable, but are exempt from the
remaining requirements of QAR 340-28-1930 and OAR 340-28-1940 provided that the
source or modification would pot impact frefa Class I area or {nejan area where an
applicable finerementimirequirementis known to be violated.

Proposed increases in hours of operation or production rates which would cause emission
increases above the levels allowed in a permit and would not involve a physical change in
the source may be exempted from the requirement of OAR 340-28-1940(1) provided that
the increases cause no exceedances of an increment or standard and that the net impact on
a nonattainment area is less than the significant air quality impact levels. This exemption
shall not be allowed for new sources or modifications that received permits to construct
after January 1, 1978. , ‘
Also refer to OAR 340-28-1940(3) for exemptions pertaining to sources smaller than the
Federal Size-Cutoff Criteria.

Emissions of hazardous air pollutants that are subject to a MACT standard under OAR 340-
32-500 or OAR 340-32-4500 shall not be subject to OAR 340-28-1940.

- [NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC

under OAR 340-20-047.]

Stat, Auth,; ORS Ch, 468 & 4684
Hist.: DEQ 25-1981, f. & ef. 9-8-81; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert, ef. 3-10-93; Renumbered from 340-20-250, DEQ 13-1993,
f. & ef, 9-24-93; DEQ 19-1993, f. & ef. 11-4-93




Rules Applicable to Sources
Required to
Have fFederaliOregon Title V Operating Permits

Policy and Purpose

340-28-2100 These rules establish a program to implement Title V of the FCAA for the

State of Oregon as part of the overall industrial source control program.

¢y

2

3)

All sources subject to QAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320 shall have an Hfedera3Oregon
Title V fs{Operating {p{Permit that assures compliance by the source with all applicable
requirements in effect as of the date of permit issuance.
The requirements of the {federal}OregonTitle V feJOperating {p{Permit program, including
provisions regarding schedules for submission and approval or disapproval of permit
applications, shall apply to the permitting of affected sources under the national acid rain
program, except as provided herein.
All sources subject to OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320 are exempt from the
following:
(a) registration as required by ORS 468A.050 and OAR 340-28-500 through 340-28-520,
(b) Notice of Construction and Approval of Plans, OAR 340-28-800 through 340-28-820;
(c) Air Contaminant Discharge Permits, OAR 340-28-1700 through 340-28-1790, unless
required by OAR 340-28-1720(2), OAR 340-28-1720(4), or OAR 340-28-1900(1); and
{d) OAR 340, Division 14.

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93

Applicability
340-28-2110
(1) OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320 apply to the following sources:

(2

€)

(a) Any major source;

(b} Any source, including an area source, subject to a standard, limitation, or other
requirement under section 111 of the FCAA;

(c) Any source, including an area source, subject to a standard or other requirement under

~ section 112 of the FCAA, except that a source is not required to obtain a permit solely

because it is subject to regulations or requirements under section 112(r) of the FCAA;

(d) Any affected source under Title IV; and

() Any source in a source category designated by the Commission pursuant to OAR 340-
28-2110.

The owner or operator of a source with af-federefn OregonTitle V {s}Operating {p{Permit

whose potential to emit later falls below the emission level that causes it to be a major

source, and which is not otherwise required to have affederefln_Oregon Title V

fe1Operating f#]Permit, may submit a request for revocation of the ffederafiOregon Title

V {siOperating {p}Permit. Granting of the request for revocation does not relieve the

source from compliance with all applicable requirements or ACDP requirements.

Synthetic minor sources.

(a) A source which would otherwise be a major source subject to OAR 340-28-2100
through 340-28-2320 may choose to become a synthetic minor source by limiting its
emissions below the emission level that causes it to be a major source through



(4)

()

(6)

(7

(8)

production or operational limits contained in an ACDP issued by the Department

under 340-28-1700 through 340-28-1790.

(b) The reporting and monitoring requirements of the emission [imiting conditions
contained in the ACDPs of synthetic minor sources issued by the Department under
340-28-1700 through 340-28-1790 shall meet the requirements of OAR 340-28-0
through 340-28-1140.

(c) Synthetic minor sources who request to increase their potential to emit above the major
source emission rate thresholds shall become subject to OAR 340-28-2100 through
340-28-2320 and shall submit a permit application under QAR 340-28-2120 in
accordance with OAR 340-28-1740.

(d) Synthetic minor sources that exceed the limitations on potential to emit are in violation
of OAR 340-28-2(1)(a).

Source category exemptions.

(a) The following source categories are exempted from the obligation to obtain af
federafn Oregon Title V {¢Operating {p{Permit:

(A) All sources and source categories that would be required to obtain a permit
solely because they are subject to 40 CFR part 60, Subpart AAA - Standards of
Performance for New Residential Wood Heaters; and

(B) All sources and source categories that would be required to obtain a pemut
solely because they are subject to 40 CFR part 61, Subpart M - Nationat
Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Asbestos section 61.145,
Standard for Demelition and Renovation

(b) All sources listed in OAR 340-28-2110(1) that are not major sources, affected sources,
or solid waste Incineration units required to obtain a pertnit pursuant to section 129(c)
of the FCAA, are exempted by the Department from the obligation to obtain af
federatin Oregon Title V feOperating {p}Permit.

(c) Any source listed in OAR 340-28-2110(1) exempt from the requirement to obtain a
permit under this rule may opt to apply for a{jfedemﬂn Oregon Title V fe}Operating
tp{Permit.

Emissions units and ffederaOregon Title V fo}Operating {p}Permit program sources.

(a) For major sources, the Department shall include in the permit all applicable
requirements for all relevant emissions units in the major source, including any
equipment used to support the major industrial group at the site.

(b) For any nonmajor source subject to the {federaiOregonTitle V f6}Operating fp}Permit
program under OAR 340-28-2110(1) and not exempted under OAR 340-28-2110(4),
the Department shall include in the permit all applicable requirements applicable to
emissions units that cause the source to be subject to the {federa}Oregon Title V
f#}Operating {pIPermit program.

Fugitive emissions. Fugitive emissions from affederafin Oregon Title V {s]Operating

fp}Permit program source shall be included in the permit application and the permit in the

same manner as stack emissions, regardless of whether the source category in question is
included in the list of sources contained in the definition of major source.

Insignificant activity emissions. All emissions from insignificant activities, including

categorically insignificant activities and aggregate insignificant emissions, shall be included

in the determination of the applicability of any requirement.

{ederaflOregonTitle V {o3Operating {p{Permit program sources that are required to obtain

an ACDP, OAR 340-28-1700 through 340-28-1790, or a Notice of Approval, OAR 340-28-

2270, because of a Title I modification, shall operate in compliance with the

ffederaROregon Title V. {6}Operating {p{Permit until the B%demﬂOregon Title ¥V




fo1Operating {p}Permit is revised to 1ncorp0rate the ACDP or the Notice of Approval for

the Title I modification.
Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, {. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 24-1994, f. & ef. 10-28-54

Permit Applications

340-28-2120

Duty to apply. For each {federejOregon Title V fs1Operating {p}Permit program source,
the owner or operator shall submit a timely and complete permit application in accordance
with this rule.

(a) Timely application.

(1

(A)

(B)

©

(D)

(B)

()

A timely application for a source that is in operation as of the effective date of
the [federal}Oregon Title V Je}Operating {p}Permit program is one that is
submitted 12 months after the effective date of the [federaflOregon Title V
fefOperating {p}Permit program in Oregon or on or before such earlier date as
the Department may establish. If an earlier date is established, the Department
will provide at least six (6) months for the owner or operator to prepare an
application. A timely application for a source that is not in operation or that is
not subject to the ffederafOregonTitle V fo}Operating fp}Permit program as of
the effective date of the {federaljOregonTitle Y f¢}Operating {piPermit program
is one that is submitted within 12 months after the source becomes subject to the
ffederalOregon Title V fs1Operating {p}Permit program.

Any [federallOregonTitle V [s]Operating {p}Permit program source required to
have obtained a permit prior to construction under the ACDP program, OAR
340-28-1700 through 340-28-1790; New Source Review program, OAR 340-28-
1900 through 340-28-2000; or the construction/operation modification rule, OAR
340-28-2270; shall file a complete application to obtain the ffederafjOregonTitle
V {610perating {pfPermit or permit revision within 12 months after commencing
operation, Commencing operation shall be considered initial startup. Where an
existing ffederallOregon Title V [#]Operating {pJPermit would prohibit such
construction or change in operation, the owner or operator shall obtain a permit
revision before commencing operation.

Any ffederat}Oregon Title V foOperating fp{Permit program source owner or
operator shall follow the appropriate procedures under OAR 340-28-2100
through 340-28-2320 prior to commencement of operation of a source permitted
under the construction/operation modification rule, OAR 340-28-2270.

For purposes of permit renewal, a timely application is one that is submitted at
least 12 months prior to the date of permit expiration, or such other longer time
as may be approved by the Department that ensures that the term of the permit
will not expire before the permit is renewed. If more than 12 months is required
to process a permit renewal application, the Department shall provide no less
than six (6) months for the owner or operator to prepare an application. In no
event shall this time be greater than 18 months.

Applications for initial phase II acid rain permits shall be submitted to the
Department by January 1, 1996 for sulfur dioxide, and by January 1, 1998 for
nitrogen oxides.

Applications for Compliance Extensions for Early Reductions of HAP shall be
submitted before proposal of an applicable emissions standard issued under
section 112(d) of the FCAA and shall be in accordance with provisions




(2)

€

prescribed in OAR 340-32-300 through 340-32-380.
{b) Complete application.

(A) To be deemed complete, an application shall provide all information requlred
pursuant to section (3) of this rule. The application shall include six (6) copies
of all required forms and exhibits in hard copy and one (1) copy in ¢lectronic
format as specified by the Department. Applications for permit revision need to
supply information required under QAR 340-28-2120(3) only if it is related to
the proposed change. Information required under section (3) of this rule shall
be sufficient to evaluate the subject source and its application and to determine
all applicable requirements. A responsible official shall certify the submitted
information is in accordance with section (5) of this rule, .

(B) Applications which are obviously incomplete, unsigned, or which do not contain
the required exhibits, clearly identified, will not be accepted by the Department
for filing and shall be returned to the applicant for completion.

(C) 1If the Department determines that additional information is necessary before
making a completeness determination, it may request such information in writing
and set a reasonable deadline for a response. The application will not be
considered complete for processing until the adequate information has been
received. When the information in the application is deemed adequate, the
applicant will be notified that the application is complete for processing.

(D) Unless the Department determines that an application is not complete within
60 days of receipt of the application, such application shall be deemed to be
complete, except as otherwise provided in OAR 340-28-2200(1)(e). If, while
processing an application that has been determined or deemed to be complete,
the Department determines that additional information is necessary to evaluate
or take final action on that application, it may request such information in
writing and set a reasonable deadline for a response. If the additional
information is not provided by the deadline specified, the application shall be
determined to be incomplete, and the application shield shall cease to apply.

(E) Applications determined or deemed to be complete shall be submitted by the
Department to the EPA as required by OAR 340-28-2310(1)(a).

(F) The source’s ability to operate without a permit, as set forth in 340-28-2200(2),
shall be in effect from the date the application is determined or deemed to be
cowplete until the final permit is issued, provided that the applicant submits any
requested additional information by the deadline specified by the Department.

Duty to supplement or correct application. Any applicant who fails to submit any relevant
facts or who has submitted incorrect information in a permit application shall, upon
becoming aware of such failure or incorrect submittal, promptly submit such supplementary
facts or corrected information. In addition, an applicant shall provide additional information
as necessary to address any requirements that become applicable to the source after the date
it filed a complete application but prior to release of a draft permit.

Standard application form and required information. Applications shall be submitted on
forms and in electronic formats specified by the Department. Information as described
below for each emissions unit at af-federefin Oregon Title V-fo}Operating {p}Permit
program source shall be included in the application. An application may not omit
information needed to determine the applicability of, or to impose, any applicable
requirement, including those requirements that apply to categorically insignificant activities,
or to evaluate the fee amount required. The application shall mclude the elements specified
below:




(a)

(B

©

Identifying information, including company name and address, plant name and address
if different from the company’s name, owner’s name and agent, and telephone number
and names of plant site manager/contact.

A -description of the source’s processes and products by Standard Industrial
Classification Code including any associated with each alternative operating scenario
identified by the owner or operator and related flow chart(s).

The following emissions-related information for all requested alternative operating
scenarios identified by the owner or operator:

(A)

(B)

©)

(D)

(E)

All emissions of pollutants for which the source is major, all emissions of
regulated air potlutants and all emissions of pollutants listed in OAR 340-32-130.
A permit application shall describe all emissions of regulated air pollutants
emitted from any emissions unit, except where such units are exempted under
section (3) of this rule. The Department shall require additional information
related to the emissions of air pollutants sufficient to verify which requirements
are applicable to the source, and other information necessary to collect any
permit fees owed.

Identification and description of all points of emissions described in paragraph

(3Xc)(A) of this rule in sufficient detail to establish the basis for fees and

applicability of requirements of the FCAA and state rules.

Emissions rates in tons per year and in such terms as are necessary to establish

compliance consistent with the applicable standard reference test method and to

establish PSELs for all regulated air pollutants except as restricted by OAR 340-

28-1050 and OAR 340-28-1060.

(1) An applicant may request that a period longer than hourly be used for the
short term PSEL provided that the requested period is consistent with the
means for demonstrating compliance with any other applicable
requirement and the PSEL requirement, and:

(I) The requested period is no longer than the shortest period of the
Ambient Air Quality Standards for the poliutant, which shall be no
longer than daily for VOC and NO,, or ,

(If) The applicant demonstrates that the requested period, if longer than
the shortest period of the Ambient Air Quality Standards for the
pollutant, is the shortest period compatible with source operations.

(1l  The requirements of the applicable rules shall be satisfied for any
requested increase in PSELs, establishment of baseline emissions rates,
requested emission reduction credit banking, or other PSEL changes.

Additional information as determined to be necessary to establish ary alternative

emission limit in accordance with OAR 340-28-1030, if the permit applicant

requests one.

The application shall include a list of all categorically insignificant activities and

an estimate of all emissions of regulated air pollutants from those activities which

are designated insignificant because of aggregate insignificant emissions. Owners
or operators that use more than 100,000 pounds per year of a mixture that
contains not greater than 1% by weight of any chemical or compound regulated
under Divisions 20 through 32 of this chapter, and not greater than 0.1% by
weight of any carcinogen listed in the U.S. Department of Health and Human

Service’s Annual Report on Carcinogens shall contact the supplier and

manufacturer of the mixture to try and obtain information other than Material

Safety Data Sheets in order to quantify emissions.



(@

(e)

0

(g}

(h)
®

(F) The following information to the extent it is needed to determine or regulate
emissions: fuels, fuel sulfur content, fuel use, raw materials, production rates,
and operating schedules.

(@) Any information on pollution prevention measures and cross-media impacts the
owner or operator wants the Department to consider in determining applicable
control requirements and evaluating compliance methods; and

(H) Where the operation or maintenance of air pollution control equipment and
ernission reduction processes can be adjusted or varied from the highest
reasonable efficiency and effectiveness, information necessary for the Department
to establish operational and maintenance requirements under OAR 340-28-620
(1) and (2).

(D Identification and description of air pollution control equipment, including
estimated efficiency of the control equipment, and compliance monitoring devices

: or activities.

(1) Limitations on source operation affecting emissions or any work practice
standards, where applicable, for all regulated air pollutants at the {federaiOregon
Title V f¢}Operating {p}Permit program source.

(K) Other information required by any applicable requirement, including information
related to stack height limitations developed pursuant to OAR 340-28-1110.

(L) Calculations on which the information in items (A) through (K) above is based.

A plot plan showing the location of all emissions units identified by Universal

Transverse Mercator or "UTM" as provided on United States Geological Survey maps

and the nearest residential or commercial property.

The following air pollution control requirements:

(A) Citation and description of all applicable requirements, and

(B) Description of or reference to any applicable test method for determining
compliance with each applicable requirement.

The following monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements:

(A) A proposed Enhanced Monitoring Protocol as required by the FCAA;

(B) All emissions monitoring and analysis procedures or test methods required under
the applicable requirements;

(C) Proposed periodic monitoring to determine compliance where an applicable -
requirement does not require periodic testing or monitoring;

(D) The proposed use, maintenance, and installation of monitoring equlpment or
methods, as necessary;

{E} Documentation of the apphcab;hty of the proposed Enhanced Monitoring

Protocol, such as test data and engineering calculations;
(F) Proposed consolidation of reporting requirements, where possible;
(G) A proposed schedule of submittal of all reports; and
(H) Other similar information as determined by the Department to be necessary to
protect human health or the environment or to determine compliance with
applicable requirements.
Other specific information that may be necessary to implement and enforce other
applicable requirements of the FCAA or state rules or of OAR 340-28-2100 through
340-28-2320 or to determine the applicability of such requirements.
An explanation of any proposed exemptions from otherwise applicable requirements.
A copy of any existing permit attached as part of the permit application. Owners or
operators may request that the Department make a determination that an existing
permit term or condition is no longer applicable by supplying adequate information to
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(k)

M
(m)

(m)

support such a request. The existing permit term or condition shall remain in effect

unless or until the Department determines that the term or condition is no longer

applicable by permit modification.

Additional information as determined to be necessary by the Department to define

permit terms and conditions implementing off-permit changes for permit renewals.

Additional information as determined to be necessary by the Department to define

permit terms and conditions implementing section 502(b}10) changes for permit

renewals.

Additional information as determined to be necessary by the Départment to define

permit terms and conditions implementing emissions trading under the PSEL including

but not limited to proposed replicable procedures and permit terms that ensure the

emissions trades are quantifiable and enforceable if the applicant requests such trading.

Additional information as determined to be necessary by the Department to define

permit terms and conditions implementing emissions trading, to the extent that the

applicable requirements provide for trading without a case-by-case approval of each

emissions trade if the applicant requests such trading.

A compliance plan that contains all the following:

(A) A description of the compliance status of the source with respect to all applicable
requirements.

(B) A description as follows: .

(i3 For applicable requirements with which the source is in compliance, a
statement that the source will continue to comply with such requirements.

(i)  For applicable requirements that will become effective during the permit
term, a statement that the source will meet such requirements on a timely
basis.

(iif)  For requirements for which the source is not in compliance at the time of
permit issuance, a narrative description of how the source will achieve
compliance with such requirements.

(C) A compliance schedule as follows:

(1) For applicable requirements with which the source is in compliance, a
statement that the source will continue to comply with such requirements.

(iiy  For applicable requirements that will become effective during the permit
term, a statement that the source will meet such requirements on a timely
basis. A statement that the source will meet in a timely manner
applicable requirements that become effective during the permit term shall
satisfy this provision, unless a more detailed schedule is expressly
required by the applicable requirement.

(iif) A schedule of compliance for sources that are not in compliance with all
applicable requirements at the time of permit issuance. Such a schedule
shall include a schedule of remedial measures, including an enforceable
sequence of actions with milestones, leading to compliance with any
applicable requirements for which the source will be in noncompliance at
the time of permit issuance and interim measures to be taken by the
source to minimize the amount of excess emissions during the scheduled
period. This compliance schedule shall resemble and be at least as
stringent as that contained in any judicial consent decree or administrative
order to which the source is subject. Any such schedule of compliance
shall be supplemental to, and shall not sanction noncompliance with, the
applicable requirements on which it is based.

(D) A schedule for submission of certified progress reports no less frequently than



(p)

(Q)

()

every 6 months for sources required to have a schedule of compliance to remedy
a violation.
(E) The compliance plan content requirements specified in this section shall apply
- and be included in the acid rain portion of a compliance plan for an affected
source, except as specifically superseded by regulations promulgated under Title
IV of the FCAA with regard to the schedule and method(s) the source will use
to achieve compliance with the acid rain emissions l[imitations.

Requirements for compliance certification, including the following:

(A) A certification of compliance with all applicable requirements by a responsible
official consistent with section {5) of this rule and section 114(a)(3) of the
FCAA; -

(B} A statement of methods used for determining compliance, including a description
of monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements and test methods;

(C) A schedule for submission of compliance certifications during the permit term,

_to be submitted no less frequently than annually, or more frequently if specified
by the underlying applicable requirement or by the Department; and

(D)} A statement indicating the source’s compliance status with amy applicable

- enhanced monitoring and compliance certification requirements of the FCAA or
state rales.

A Land Use Compatibility Statement (LUCS), if applicable, to assure that the type of

land use and activities in conjunction with that use have been reviewed and approved

by local government before a permit is processed and issued.

The use of nationally-standardized forms for acid rain portions of permit applications

and compliance plans, as required by regulations promulgated under Title IV of the

FCAA.

For purposes of permit renewal, the owner or operator shall submit all information as

required in section (3) of this rule. The owner or operator may identify information

in its previous permit application for emissions units that should remain unchanged and
for which no changes in applicable requirements have occurred and provide copies of
the previous permit application for only those emissions units.

(4) Quantifying Bmissions

(@

(b)

When quantifying emissions for purposes of a permit application, modification, or
renewal an owner or operator shall use the most representative data available or
required in a permit condition. The Department shall consider the following data
collection methods as acceptable for determining air emissions:

(A) Continuous emissions monitoring system data obtained in accordance with
the Department’s Continuous Menitoring Manual (January, 1992);

(B) Source testing data obtained in accordance with the Department’s Source
Sampling Manual (January, 1992) except where material balance
calculations are more accurate and more indicative of an emission unit’s
continuous operation than limited source test results (e.g. a volatile organic
compound coating operation);

(C) Material balance calculations;

(D) Emission factors subject to Department review and approval; and

(E) Other methods and calculations subject to Department review and approval.

When continuous monitoring or source test data has previously been submitted to and

approved by the Department for a particular emissions unit, that information shall be

used for quantifying emissions. Material balance calculations may be used as the basis
for quantifying emissions when continuous monitoring or source test data exists if it
can be demonstrated that the results of material balance calculations are more




indicative of actual emissions under normal continuous operating conditions. Emission
factors or other methods may be used for calculating emissions when continuous
monitoring data, source test data, or material balance data exists if the owner or
operator can demonstrate that the existing data is not representative of actual operating
conditions. When an owner or operator uses emission factors or other methods 4s the
basis of calculating emissions, a brief justification for the validity of the emission
factor or method shall be submitted with the calculations. The Department shall
review the validity of the emission factor or method during the permit application
review period. When an owner or operator collects emissions data that is more
representative of actual operating conditions, either as required under a specific permit
condition or for any other requirement imposed by the Department, the owner or
operator shall use that data for calculating emissions when applying for a permit
modification or renewal. Nothing in this provision shall require owners or operators
to conduct monitoring or testing solely for the purpose of quantifying emissions for
permit applications, medifications, or renewals.

(5) Any application form, report, or compliance certification submitted pursuant to OAR 340-
28-2100 through 340-28-2320 shall contain certification by a responsible official of truth,
accuracy, and completeness. This certification and any other certification required under
OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320 shall state that, based on information and belief
formed after reasonable inquiry, the statements and information in the document are true,
accurate, and complete.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 19-1993, f. & ef. 11-4-93, DEQ 24-1994, f. & ef, 10-28-54

Standard Permit Requirements

340-28-2130 Each permit issued under OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320 shall
include the following elements:

Emission limitations and standards, including those operational requirements and limitations
that assure compliance with all applicable requirements at the time of permit issuance.

&y

2)
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(2)

(b)

(c)

The permit shall specify and reference the origin of and authority for each term or
condition, and identify any difference in form as compared to the applicable
requirement upon which the term or condition is based.

For sources regulated under the national acid rain program, the permit shall state that,
where an applicable requirement of the FCAA or state rules is more stringent than an
applicable requirement of regulations promulgated under Title IV of the FCAA, both
provisions shall be incorporated into the permit and shall be enforceable by the EPA.
For any alternative emission limit established in accordance with OAR 340-28-1030,
the permit shall contain an equivalency determination and provisions to ensure that any
resulting emissions limit has been demonstrated to be quantifiable, accountable,
enforceable, and based on replicable procedures.

Permit duration. The Department shall issue permits for a fixed term of 5 years in the case
of affected sources, and for a term not to exceed 5 years in the case of all other sources.
Momnitoring and related recordkeeping and reporting requirements.

(a)

Each permit shall contain the following requirements with respect to monitoring:
(A) A monitoring protocol to provide accurate and reliable data that:

)] is representative of actual source operation;

(ii)  is consistent with the averaging time in the permit emission limits;

(ili) is consistent with monitoring requirements of other applicable



(b)

requirements; and
(iv)  can be used for compliance certification and enforcement.
(B) All emissions monitoring and analysis procedures or test methods required under
- the applicable requirements, including any procedures and methods promulgated
pursuant to sections 504(b) or 114(a)(3) of the FCAA;

(C) Where the applicable requirement does not require periodic testing or
instrumental or noninstrumental monitoring (which may consist of recordkeeping
designed to serve as monitoring), periodic monitoring sufficient to yield reliable
data from the relevant time period that are representative of the source’s
compliance with the permit, as reported pursuant to OAR 340-28-2130(3)(c).
Such menitoring requirements shall assure use of terms, test methods, units,
averaging periods, and other statistical conventions consistent with the applicable
requirement. Continuous monitoring and source testing shall be conducted in
accordance with the Department’s Continuous Menitoring Manual (Jamuary,
1992) and the Source Sampling Manual (January, 1992), respectively. Other
monitoring shall be conducted in accordance with Department approved
procedures. The monitoring requirements may include but shall not be limited
to any combination of the following:

(1) continuous emissions monitoring systems (CEMS);
(ii)  continuous opacity monitoring systems (COMS);
(ili) continuous parameter monitoring systems (CPMS);
(iv)  continuous flow rate monitoring systems (CERMS);
{(v)  source testing;

(vi)  material balance;

(vil) engineering calculations;

(viti) recordkeeping; or

(ixy  fuel analysis; and

(D) As necessary, requirements concerning the use, maintenance, and, where
appropriate, installation of monitoring equipment or methods.

(E) A condition that prohibits any person from knowingly rendering inaccurate any
required monitoring device or method.

(F) Metheds used to determine actual emissions for fee purposes shall also be used
for compliance determination and can be no less rigorous than the requirements
of OAR 340-28-2160. For any assessable emission for which fees are paid on
actual emissions, the compliance monitoring protoco! shall include the method
used to determine the amount of actual emissions.

(G) Monitoring requirements shall commence on the date of permit issuance unless
otherwise specified in the permit.

. With respect to recordkeeping, the permit shall incorporate all applicable

recordkeeping requirements and require, where applicable, the following:
(A) Records of required monitoring information that include the following:
1) The date, place as defined in the permit, and time of sampling or
measurements;
(1))  The date(s) analyses were performed;
(iii)  The company or entity that performed the analyses;
(iv)  The analytical techniques or methods used;
(v)  The results of such analyses;
(vi) The operating conditions as existing at the time of sampling or
measurement; and
(vi) The records of quality assurance for continuous monitoring systems




(c)

(d)

B)

(©

(including but not limited to quality control activities, audits, calibrations

drifts); .
Retention of records of all required monitoring data and support information for
a period of at least 5 years from the date of the monitoring sample,
measurement, teport, or application. Support information includes all calibration
and maintenance records and all original strip-chart recordings for continuous
monitoring instrumentation, and copies of all reports required by the permit.
Recordkeeping requirements shall commence on the date of permit issuance
unless otherwise specified in the permit.

With respect to reporting, the permit shall incorporate all applicable reporting
requirements and require the following:

(A)

B

(©
D)
(B)

Submittal of four (4) copies of reports of any required monitoring at least every
6 months, completed on forms approved by the Department. Unless otherwise
approved in writing by the Department, six month periods are January 1 to June
30, and July 1 to December 31. The reports required by this rule shall be
submitted within 30 days after the end of each reporting period, unless otherwise
approved in writing by the Department. {Fwe}One copfiesiy of the report shall
be submitted to the Air Quality Division, ferejtwo copfies to the regional
office, and one copy to the EPA. All instances of deviations from permit
requirements shall be clearly identified in such reports.

(i}  The semi-annual report shall be due on July 30, unless otherwise
approved in writing by the Department, and shal! include the semi-annual
compliance certification, OAR 340-28-2160.

(i)  The annual report shall be due on February 15, unless otherwise approved
in writing by the Department, but shall be due no later than March 15,
and shall consist of the annual reporting requirements as specified in the
permit; the emission fee report; the emission statement, if applicable,
OAR 340-28-1520; the excess emissions upset log, OAR 340-28-1440;
the annual certification that the risk management plan is being properly
implemented, OAR 340-32-5400; and the semi-annual compliance
certification, QAR 340-28-2160,

Prompt reporting of deviations from permit requirements that do not cause excess

emissions, including those attributable to upset conditions, as defined in the

permit, the probable cause of such deviations, and any corrective actions or
preventive measures taken. "Prompt" means within seven (7) days of the

deviation. Deviations that cause excess emissions, as specified in OAR 340-28-

1400 through 340-28-1460 shall be reported in accordance with OAR 340-28-

1440. ‘ :

Submittal of any required source test report within 30 days after the source test.

All required reports shall be certified by a responsible official consistent with
OAR 340-28-2120(5).

Reporting requirements shall commence on the date of permit issuance unless
otherwise specified in the permit.

The Department may incorporate more rigorous monitoring, recordkeeping, or
reporting methods than required by applicable requirements in affederafin Oregon
Title V [&]Operating {pjPermit if they are contained in the permit application, are
determined by the Departinent to be necessary to determine compliance with applicable
requirements, or are needed to protect human health or the environment.



(4) A permit condition prohibiting emissions exceeding any allowances that the source lawfully
holds under Title IV of the FCAA or the regulations promulgated thereunder.

&)
(6)

N
(8

(a)

(b)

(c)

No permit revision shall be required for increases in emissions that are authorized by
allowances acquired pursuant to the acid rain program, provided that such increases
do not require a permit revision under any other applicable requirement.

No limit shall be placed on the number of allowances held by the source. The source
may not, however, use allowances as a defense to noncompliance with any other
applicable requirement.

Any such allowance shall be accounted for according to the procedures established in
regulations promulgated under Title IV of the FCAA.

A severability clause to ensure the continued validity of the various permit requirements in
the event of a challenge to any portions of the permit.
Provisions stating the following:

(a)

(b)

()

(d)
()

The permittee shall comply with all conditions of the {federafOregon Title V
fe3O0perating {p{Permit. Any permit condition noncompliance constitutes a violation
of the FCAA and state rules and is grounds for enforcement action; for permit
termination, revocation and reissuance, or medification; or for denial of a permit
renewal application.

The need to halt or reduce activity shall not be a defense. It shall not be a defense for
a permittee in an enforcement action that it would have been necessary to halt or
reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain compliance with the conditions of
this permit.

The permit may be modified, revoked reopened and reissued, or terminated for cause
as determined by the Department. The filing of a request by the permittee for a
permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or termination, or of a notification of
planned changes or anticipated noncompliance does not stay any permit condition.
The permit does not convey any property rights of any sort, or any exclusive
privilege.

The permittee shall furnish to the Department, within a reasonable time, any
information that the Department may request in writing to determine whether cause
exists for modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating the permit or to determine
compliance with the permit. Upon request, the permittee shall also furnish to the
Department copies of records required to be kept by the permit or, for information
claimed to be confidential, the permittee may furnish such records directly to the EPA
along with a claim of confidentiality.

A provision to ensure that aj-federadin Oregon Title V {e}Operating fp3Permit program
source pays fees to the Department consistent with the fee schedule. |

Terms and conditions for reasonably anticipated alternative gperating scenarios identified
by the owner or operator in its application as approved by the Department. Such terms and
conditions:

(a)

(b)
©

Shall require the owner or operator, contemporaneously with making a change from
one operating scenario to another, to record in a log at the permitted facility a record
of the scenario under which it is operating;

Shall extend the permit shield described in OAR 340-28-2190 to all terms and
conditions under each such alternative operating scenario; and

Shall ensure that the terms and conditions of each such alternative operating scenario
meet all applicable requirements and the requirements of OAR 340-28-2100 through
340-28-2320.

(9) Terms and conditions, if the permit applicant requests them, for the trading of emissions




increases and decreases in the permitted facility solely for the purpose of complying with

the PSELs. Such terms and conditions:

(a) _Shall include all terms required under OAR 340-28-2130 and OAR 340-28-2160 to
determine compliance;

(b) Shall extend the permit shield described in OAR 340-28-2190 to all terms and
conditions that allow such increases and decreases in emissions;

(cy Shall ensure that the trades are quantifiable and enforceable;

(d) Shall ensure that the trades are not Title I medifications;

(¢) Shall require a minimum 7-day advance, written notification to the Department and
the EPA of the trade that shall be attached to the Department’s and the source’s copy
of the permit. The written notification shall state when the change will occur and shall
describe the changes in emissions that will result and how these increases and
decreases in emissions will comply with the terms and conditions of the permit; and

(f) Shall meet all applicable requirements and requirements of OAR 340-28-2100 through
340-28-2320.

(10) Terms and conditions, if the permit applicant requests them, for the trading of emissions
increases and decreases in the permitted facility, to the extent that the applicable
requirements provide for trading such increases and decreases without a case-by-case
approval of each emission trade. Such terms and conditions:

(a) Shall include all terms required under OAR 340-28-2130 and OAR 340-28-2160 to
determine compliance; '

(b) Shall extend the permit shield described in OAR 340-28-2190 to all terms and
conditions that allow such increases and decreases in emissions; and

{(c} Shall meet all applicable requirements and requirements of OAR 340-28-2100 through
340-28-2320.

(11) Terms and conditions allowing for off-permit changes, OAR 340-28-2220(2).

(12) Terms and conditions allowing for section 502(b)(10) changes, OAR 340-28-2220(3).

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 24-1994, f. & ef. 10-28-94

State-enforceable Requirements

340-28-2140 The Department shall specifically designate as not being federally enforceable
any terms and conditions included in the permit that are not required under the FCAA or under
any of its applicable requirements. Terms and conditions so designated are subject to the
requirements of QAR 340-28-2120 through 340-28-2300, other than those contained in OAR 340~
28-2150. All terms and conditions in affederefn Oregon Title V {s}Operating {piPermit are
enforceable by the Department.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93

Compliance Requirements
340-28-2160 All ffederaHOregon Title V [6]Operating {p}Permits shall contain the

following elements with respect to compliance:

(1) Consistent with OAR 340-28-2130(3), compliance certification, testing, monitoring,
reporting, and recordkeeping requirements sufficient to assure compliance with the terms
and conditions of the perrnit.




@)

(3)

(4)
>

©)

A requirement that any document (including but not limited to reports) required by af

federalln Oregon Title V {eiOperating {p}Permit shall contain a certification by a

responsible official or the designated representation for the acid rain portion of the permit

that meets the requirements of OAR 340-28-2120(5).

Inspection and entry requirements that require that, upon presentation of credentials and

other documents as may be required by law, the permittee shall allow the Department or

an authorized representative to perform the following:

(a) Enter upon the permittee’s premises where al-federafin Oregon Title V f6Operating
{p}Permit program source is located or emissions-related activity is conducted, or
where records shall be kept under the conditions of the permit;

(b} Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records that shall be kept under the
conditions of the permit; '

(¢) Inspect at reasonable times any facilities, equipment (including monitoring and air
pollution control equipment), practices, or operations regulated or required under the
permit; and

(d) As authorized by the FCAA or state rules, sample or monitor at reasonable times
substances or parameters for the purpose of assuring compliance with the permit or
applicable requirements.

A schedule of compliance consistent with OAR 340-28-2120(3)(n)(C).

Progress reports consistent with an applicable schedule of compliance and QAR 340-28-

2120(3)(n)(C) to be submitted at least semi-annually, or at a more frequent period if

specified in the applicable requirement or by the Department. Such progress reports shall
contain the following:

(2) Dates for achieving the activities, milestones, or compliance required in the schedule
of compliance, and dates when such activities, milestones or compliance were
achieved; and

(b) An explanation of why any dates in the schedule of compliance were not or will not
be met, and any preventive or corrective measures adopted.

Requirements for compliance certification with terms and conditions contained in the permit,

including emission limitations, standards, or work practices. Permits shall include each of

the following:

(a2) The frequency (not less than annually or such more frequent periods as specified in
the applicable requirement or by the Department) of submissions of compliance
certifications;

(b) In accordance with OAR 340-28-2130(3), a means for monitoring the compliance of
the source with its emissions limitations, standards, and work practices;

(¢) A requirement that the compliance certification include the following:

(A) The identification of each term or condition of the permit that is the basis of the
certification;

(B) The compliance status;

(C) Whether compliance was continuous or intermittent; »

(D) The method(s) used for determining the compliance status of the source,
currently and over the reporting period consistent with OAR 340-28-2130(3);

(E) Any deviations from permit requiremnents, the probable cause of such deviations,
and any corrective actions or preventive measures taken; and

(F) Such other facts as the Department may require to determine the compliance
status of the source;

(d) A requirement that all compliance certifications be submitted to the EPA as well as to
the Department; and




()
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(e) Such additional requirements as may be specified pursuant to sections 114(a)(3) and
504(b) of the FCAA.

Annual certification that the risk management plan is being properly implemented, OAR

340-32-5400.

Such other provisions as the Department may require in order to protect human health or

the environment.

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93

General Permits

(1)

2

(3)

(%)

&)

340-28-2170 ,

The Department may, after notice and opportunity for public participation provided under

OAR 340-28-2290, issue general permits covering numerous similar sources in specific

source categories as defined in section (2) of this rule. General permits shall comply with

all requirements applicable to other ffederaOregon Title V fe]Operating {p}Permits.

The owner or operator of an existing major HAP source which meets all of the following

criteria may apply to be covered under the terms and conditions of a general permit:

(a) the source is a major source under section 112 of the Act only;

(b} no emissions standard for existing sources, promulgated pursuant to section 112(d) of
the FCAA or OAR 340-32-2500 through OAR 340-32-5000, applies to the source; and

(c) the Department does not consider the source to be a problem source based on its
complaint record and compliance history.

Notwithstanding the shield provisions of OAR 340-28-2190, the source shall be subject to

enforcement action for operation without affederafin OregonTitle V {o]Operating fp{Permit

if the source is later determined not to qualify for the conditions and terms of the general
permit. General permits shall not be authorized for affected sources under the national acid
rain program unless provided in regulations promulgated under Title IV of the FCAA.

() [FederailOregonTitle V fo]Operating {pJPermit program sources that would qualify
for a general permit shall apply to the Department for coverage under the terms of the
general permit or shall apply for al-federalln Oregon Title V fs}Operating {pjPermit
consistent with QAR 340-28-2120.

(b) The Department may, in the general permit, provide for applications which deviate
from the requirements of OAR 340-28-2120, provided that such applications meet the
requirements of Title V of the FCAA and include all information necessary to
determine qualification for, and compliance with, the general permit.

(c) Without repeating the public participation procedures required under OAR 340-28-
2290, the Department shall grant an owner’s or operator’s request for authorization
to operate under a general permit if the source meets the applicability criteria for the
general permit, but such a grant shall not be a final permit action for purposes of
judicial review.

When an emissions limitation applicable to a general permit source is promulgated by the

EPA pursuant to 112(d}, or adopted by the state pursuant to OAR 340-32-500 through OAR

340-32-5000, the source shall:

{(a) immediately comply with the provisions of the applicable emissions standard; and

(b) (A) within 12 months of standard promulgation, apply for an operating permit,

pursuant to OAR 340-28-2120, if three (3) or more years are remaining on the
general permit term; or
(B) apply for an operating permit at least 12 months prior to permit expiration,




pursuant to OAR 340-28-2120, if less than three (3) years remain on the general
permit term.

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 24-19%94, f. & ef. 10-28-94

Permit Shield
340-28-2190 :
(1) Except as provided in OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320, the Department shall

(@)

(3)
(4)

expressly include in affederafin Oregon Title V fo}Operating {p}Permit a provision stating

that compliance with the conditions of the permit shall be deemed compliance with any

applicable requirements as of the date of permit issuance, provided that:

(2) Such applicable requirements are included and are specifically identified in the permit;
or

(b) The Department, in acting on the permit application or revision, determines in writing
that other requirements specifically identified are not applicable to the source, and the
permit includes the determination or a concise summary thereof.

Alfederaln Oregon Title V {#}Operating [p}Permit that does not expressly state that a

permit shield exists shall be presumed not to provide such a shield.

Changes made to a permit in accordance with OAR 340-28-2230(1)(h) and OAR 340-28-

2260 shall be shielded.

Nothing in this rule or in any {federaf}OregonTitle V {o}Operating {p}Permit shall alter or

affect the following:

(a) The provisions of ORS 468.115 (enforcement in cases of emergency) and ORS
468.035;

(b) The liability of an owner or operator of a source for any violation of applicable
requirements prior to or at the time of permit issuance;

(¢) The applicable requirements of the national acid rain program, consistent with

section 408(a) of the FCAA; or
(d) The ability of the Department to obtain information from a source pursuant to ORS
468.095 (investigatory authority, access to records).

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, {. & ef. 9-24-93

Permit Issuance

(D

340-28-2200

Action on application.

(a) A permit, permit modification, or permit renewal may be issued only if all of the
following conditions have been met:

(A) The Department has received a complete application for a permit, permit
modification, or permit renewal, except that a complete application need not be
received before issuance of a general permit under OAR 340-28-2170;

(B) Except for modifications qualifying for minor permit modification procedures
under OAR 340-28-2250, the Department has complied with the requirements for
public participation under QAR 34(0-28-2290;

(C) The Department has complied with the requirements for notifying and responding




(b

(©)

(d)

(©)

®

(g)

(0

®

to affected States under OAR 340-28-2310(2);

(D) The conditions of the permit provide for compliance with all applicable
requirements and the requirements of OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320;
and

(E) The EPA has received a copy of the proposed permit and any notices required
under OAR 340-28-2310(1) and (2), and has not objected to issuance of the
permit under QAR 340-28-2310(3) within the time period specified therein or
such earlier time as agreed to with the Department if no changes were made to
the draft permit. '

When a multiple-source permit includes air contaminant sources subject to the

jurisdiction of the Department and the Regional Authority, the Department may

require that it shall be the permit issuing agency. In such cases, the Department and
the Regional Authority shall ctherwise maintain and exercise all other aspects of their
respective jurisdictions over the permittee.

Denial of a Permit. If the Department proposes to deny issuance of a permit, permit

renewal, permit modification, or permit amendment, it shall notify the applicant by

registered or certified mail of the intent to deny and the reasons for denial. The denial
shall become effective 60 days from the date of mailing of such notice unless within
that time the applicant requests a hearing. Such a request for hearing shall be made
in writing to the Director and shall state the grounds for the request. Any hearing

held shall be conducted pursuant to the applicable provisions of ORS Chapter 183.

The Department or Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority is the permitting authority

for purposes of the 18 month requirement contained in 42 USC § 7661b(c) and this

subsection. Except as provided under the initial transition plan or under regulations

promulgated under Title IV of the FCAA or under OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-

2320 for the permitting of affected sources under the national acid rain program, the

Department shall take final action on each permit application (including a request for

permit modification or repewal) within 18 months after receiving a complete

application. In the case of any complete permit application containing an early
reductions demonstration pursuant to OAR 340-32-300, the Department shall take final
action within 9 months of receipt.

The Department shall promptly provide notice to the applicant of whether the

application is complete. Unless the Department requests additional information or

otherwise notifies the applicant of incompleteness within 60 days of receipt of an
application, the application shall be deemed complete. For modifications processed
through minor permit modification procedures, OAR 340-28-2250(2), the Department

- shall not require a completeness determination.

The Department shall provide a review report that sets forth the legal and factual basis
for the draft permit conditions (including references to the applicable statutory or
regulatory provisions). The Department shall send this report to the EPA and to any
other person who requests it.

The submittal of a complete application shall not affect the requirement that any source
have a Notice of Approval in accordance with OAR 340-28-2270 or a preconstruction
permit in accordance with OAR 340-28-1700 through 340-28-1790 or OAR 340-28-
1500 through 340-28-2000.

Failure of the Department to take final action on a complete application or failure of
the Department to take final action on an EPA objection to a proposed permit within
the appropriate time shall be considered to be a final order for purposes of ORS
Chapter 183.

If the final permit action being challenged is the Department’s failure to take final



action, a petition for judicial review may be filed any time before the Department
denies the permit or issues the final permit.

(2) Requirement for a permit.

(a)

(b)

Except as provided in OAR 340-28-2200(2)(b), OAR 340-28-2220(3), and OAR 340-
28-2250(2)(d), no ffederafiOregonTitle V fe]Operating {p}Permit program source may
operate after the time that it is required to submit a timely and complete application
after the effective date of the program, except in compliance with a permit issued
under affederafn Oregon Title V fs}Operating {p}Permit program.

If abfederatin OregonTitle V fs}Operating {#}Permit program source submits a timely
and complete application for permit issuance (including for renewal), the source’s
failure to have af-federalin Oregon Title V fs}Operating {p}Permit is not a violation
of OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320 until the Department takes final action on
the permit application, except as noted in this section. This protection shall cease to
apply if, subsequent to the completeness determination made pursuant to OAR 340-28-
2200(1)(e), and as required by OAR 340-28-2120(1)(b), the applicant fails to submit
by the deadline specified in writing by the Department any additional information
identified as being needed to process the application. If the final permit action being
challenged is the Department’s failure to take final action, a petition for judicial review
may be filed any time before the Department denies the permit or issues the final
permit.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.; DEQ 13-1993, f, & ef, 9-24-93; DEQ 20-1993(T), f. & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 13-18%4, f. & ef. 5-19-94; DEQ 24-
1994, f. & of. 10-28-94

Administrative Permit Amendments
340-28-2230
(1) An "administrative permit amendment” is a permit revision that:

(a)
(b)

()
(d)

(e)
(®

(g)
(h)

Corrects typographical errors;

Identifies a change in the name, address, or phone number of the responsible
official(s) identified in the permit, or provides a similar minor administrative change
at the source;

Allows for a change in the name of the permittee;

Allows for a change in ownership or operational conirol of a source where the
Department determines that no other change in the permit is necessary, provided that
a written agreement containing a specific date for transfer of permit responsibility,
coverage, and Lability between the current and new permittee has been submitted to
the Department;

Requires more frequent monitoring or reporting by the permittee; ‘
Allows for a change in the date for reporting or source testing requirements for
extenuating circumstances, except when required by a compliance schedule;

Relaxes monitoring, reporting or recordkeeping due to a permanent source shutdown
for only the emissions unit(s) being shutdown;

Incorporates into the ffederaOregonTitle V {o}Operating {7}Permit the requirements
from preconstruction review permits authorized under OAR 340-28-1800 through 340-
28-2000 or OAR 340-28-2270, provided that the procedural requirements followed in
the preconstruction review are substantially equivalent to the requirements of OAR
340-28-2200 through 340-28-2290 and OAR 340-28-2310 that would be applicable to
the change if it were subject to review as a permit modification, compliance




@)
3

(4)

(5

requirements are substantially equivalent to those contained in OAR 340-28-2130
through 340-28-2190, and no changes in the construction or operation of the facility
that would require a permit modification under OAR 340-28-2240 through 340-28-
2260 have taken place; or

(i) Corrects baseline or PSELs when more accurate emissions data is obtained but does
not increase actual emissions.

Administrative permit amendments for purposes of the national acid rain portion of the

permit shall be governed by regulations promulgated under Title IV of the FCAA..

Administrative permit amendment procedures. An administrative permit amendment shall

be made by the Department consistent with the following:

(a) The owner or operator shall promptly submit an application for an administrative
permit amendment upon becoming aware of the need for one on forms provided by
the Department along with a copy of the draft amendment.

(b} The Department shall take no more than 60 days from receipt of a request for an
administrative permit amendment to take final action on such request, and may
incorporate such changes without providing notice to the public or affected States
provided that it designates any such permit revisions as having been made pursuant to
this rule.

(¢) The Department shall issue the administrative permit amendment in the form of a
permit addendum for only those conditions that will change.

(d) The Department shall submit a copy of the permit addendum to the EPA.

(e) The source may implement the changes addressed in the request for an administrative
amendment immediately upon submittal of the request.

(fy  If the source fails to comply with its draft permit terms and conditions upon submittal
of the application and until the Department takes final action, the existing permit terms
and conditions it seeks to modify may be enforced against it.

The Department shall, upon taking final action granting a request for an administrative

permit amendment, allow coverage by the permit shield in OAR 340-28-2190 only for

administrative permit amendments made pursuant to OAR 340-28-2230(1)(h) which meet
the relevant requirements of OAR 340-28-2130 through 340-28-2320 for significant permit
modifications.

If it becomes necessary for the Department to initiate an administrative amendment to the

permit, the Department shail notify the permittee of the intended action by certified or

registered mail. The action shall become effective 20 days after the date of mailing unless
within that time the permittee makes a written request for a hearing. The request shall state
the grounds for the hearing. Any hearing held shall be conducted pursuant to the applicable

provisions of ORS Chapter 183.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 24-1994, f. & ef. 10-28-94

Permit Modification

340-28-2240 A permit modification is any revision to ajfederafin Orepon Title V

fe}Operating {p}Permit that cannot be accomplished under the Department’s provisions for
administrative permit amendments under OAR 340-28-2230. A permit modification for purposes
of the acid rain portion of the permit shall be governed by regulations promulgated under Title
IV of the FCAA.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A



Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93

Significant Permit Modifications

(0

@

(3)
)

340-28-2260

Criteria. Significant modification procedures shall be used for applications requesting

permit modifications that do not qualify as minor permit modifications or as administrative

amendments. Significant modifications shall include:

(a) increases in PSELs except those increases subject to OAR 340-28-1900 through 340-
28-2000; OAR 340-28-2230(1)(i); or OAR 340-28-2270;

(by every significant change in existing monitoring permit terms or conditions;

(c) every relaxation of reporting or recordkeeping permit terms or conditions;

(d) incorporation into the {federajOregonTitle V fo}Operating fp{Permit the requirements
from preconstruction review permits authorized under OAR 340-28-1900 through 340-
28-2000 unless the incorporation qualifies as an administrative amendment;

(ey incorporation into the {federef]OregonTitle V {s]Operating {p}Permit the requirements
from preconstruction review permits authorized under OAR 340-28-2270 unless
otherwise specified in OAR 340-28-2270(3)(g); and

() Nothing herein shall be construed to preclude the permittee from.making changes
consistent with OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320 that would render existing
permit compliance terms and conditions irrelevant.

Significant permit modifications shall be subject to all requirements of OAR 340-28-2100

through 340-28-2320, including those for applications, public participation, review by

affected States, and review by the EPA, as they apply to permit issuance and permit
renewal.

Major modifications, as defined in OAR 340-28-110, shall require an ACDP under OAR

340-28-1900 through 340-28-2000.

Modifications at sources which are major hazardous air poIlutant sources that cause

increases of emissions of HAP greater than de minimis are subject to OAR 340-28-2270 and

OAR 340-32-4500.

Stat, Auth,: ORS Ch, 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-15%93, f. & ef. 9-24-93

Construction/Operation Modifications
340-28-2270

(1)

Scope. This regulation shall apply to:
(a}) Any stationary source; and
(b) Any air pollution control equipment used to comply with a Department requirement.

(2) Requirement.

(a) No owner or operator shall construct, fabricate, erect, install, establish, develop or
operate a new stationary source or air pollution control equipment listed in OAR 340-
28-2270(1) without first notifying the Department in writing and obtaining approval.

(b) No owner or operator shall make any physical change or change in the method of
operation that the source is physically unable to accommodate or replace any stationary
source or air pollution control equipment listed in OAR 340-28-2270(1), covered by
a permit under OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320, without first notifying the
Department in writing and obtaining approval if:

(A) Any stationary source’s maximum capacity to emit any regulated air pollutant,




©

excluding those pollutants listed in OAR 340-32-130 or 340-32-5400, is
increased on an hourly basis at full production, including air pollution control
equipment; or
(B} The performance of any pollution control equipment used to comply with a
Department requirement is degraded causing an increase of the amount of any
air pollutant emitted or which results in the emission of any air pollutant not
previously emitted (excluding routine maintenance).
No owner or operator shall make any physical change in, or change in the method of
operation of, a major source that increases the actual emissions of any hazardous air
pollutant (HAP) emitted by such source by more than a de minimis amount or which
results in the emission of any HAP not previously emitted by more than a de minimis
amount, without first notifying the Department in writing and obtaining approval if the
source becomes subject to OAR 340-32-4500.

{3) Procedure.

(2)

(b)

Notice. Any owner or operator required to obtain approval for 2 new, modified, or
replaced stationary source or air pollution control equipment listed in OAR 340-28-
2270(1) shall notify the Department in writing on a form supplied by the Department.
Submission of Plans and Specifications. The Department shall require the submission
of plans and specifications for any stationary source or air pollution control equipment
listed in OAR 340-28-2270(1) being constructed or modified and its relationship to the
production process. The following information shall be required for a complete
application for a Notice of Approval:

(A) Name, address, and nature of business;

(B) Name of local person responsible for compliance with these rules;

(Cy Name of person authorized to receive requests for data and information;

(D) A description of the constructed or modified source;

(E) A description of the production processes and a related flow chart for the
constructed or medified source;

(F) A plot plan showing the location and height of the constructed or modified
stationary source. The plot plan shall also indicate the nearest residential or
commercial property;

(G) Type and quantity of fuels used;

(H) The change in the amount, quantities emitted, nature and duration of reguiated
air pollutant emissions;

(I} Any information on pollution prevention measures and cross-media impacts the
owner or operator wants the Department to consider in determining applicable
control requirements and evaluating compliance methods;

(1) Where the operation or maintenance of air pollution control equipment and
emission reduction processes can be adjusted or varied from the highest
reasonable efficiency and effectiveness, information necessary for the Department
to establish operational and maintenance requirements under OAR 340-28-620
(1) and (2);

(K) Estimated efficiency of air pollution control equipment under present or
anticipated operating conditions;

(L) Land Use Compatibility Statement signed by a local {(city or county) planner
either approving or disapproving construction or modification to the source if
required by the local planning agency;

(M) Corrections and revisions to the plans and specifications to insure compliance
with applicable rules, orders and statutes; and

(N) Sufficient information for the Department to determine applicable emission



(©)

limitations and requirements for hazardous air pollutant sources.

Notice of Approval:
(A) For construction or modification of any stationary source or air pollution control

®

equipment listed in OAR 340-28-2270(1) that does not increase emissions above

the facility-wide PSEL; or does not increase the amount of any air pollutant

emitted by any individual stationary source above the significant emission rate,
excluding any emissions decreases; or does not establish a federally enforceable
limit on potential to emit; or does not establish a new applicable requirement as

a result of a TACT determination under OAR 340-28-630 or a MACT

determination under OAR 340-32-4500:

(i) The Department shall, upon determining that the proposed construction or
modification is, in the opinion of the Department, in accordance with the
provisions of applicable rules, order, and statutes, notify the owner or
operator that construction may proceed within 60 days of receipt of the
required information;

(i) A Notice of Approval to proceed with construction or modification shall
allow the owner or operator to construct or modify the stationary source or
air pollution control equipment listed in OAR 340-28-2270(1) and operate
it in accordance with provisions under OAR 340-28-2220, 340-28-2230 or

. 340-28-2240, whichever is applicable,

(iii) A Notice of Approval to proceed with construction or modification shall
not relieve the owner or operator of the obligation of complying with
applicable emission standards and orders.

For construction or modification of any stationary source or ajr pollution control

equipment listed in OAR 340-28-2270(1) that increases emissions above the

facility-wide PSEL,; or increases the amount of any air pollutant emitted by any
individual stationary source above the significant emission rate, excluding any
emissions decreases; or establishes a federally enforceable limit on potential to
emit; or establishes a new applicable requirement as a result of a TACT
determination under OAR 340-28-630 or a MACT determination under OAR

340-32-4500:

(iy The Department shall upon determining that the proposed construction or
modification is in the opinion of the Department in accordance with the
provisions of applicable rules, order, and statutes, issue public notice as to
the intent to issue an approval for construction or modification within 180
days of receipt of the required information;

(ify The public notice shall allow at least thirty (30) days for written comment
from the public, and from interested State and Federal agencies, prior to
issuance of the approval. Public notice shall include the name and quantities
of new or increased emissions for which permit limits are proposed, or new
or increased emissions which exceed significant emission rates established
by the Department.

(iii) In addition to the information required under OAR 340-11-007, public
notices for approval of comstruction or modification shall contain a
determination of:

@ Whether the proposed permitted emission would have a significant
impact on a Class I airshed;

(I1)  Whether each proposed permitted emission is a criteria poliutant
and whether the area in which the source is located is designated
as attainment or nonattainment for that pellutant; and




(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

(II)  For each major source within an attainment area for which
dispersion modeling has been performed as a requirement of the
Notice of Approval, an indication of what impact each proposed
permitted emission would have on the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration Program within that attainment area.

The owner or operator may request that the external review procedures
required under OAR 340-28-2290 and OAR 340-28-2310 be used instead
of the notice procedures under paragraph (ii) and (iii) of this rule to allow
for subsequent incorporation of the Notice of Approval as an
administrative amendment. The public notice shall state that the external
review procedures are being used, if the applicant requests them,

If, within 30 days after commencement of the public notice period, the

Department receives written requests from ten (10) persons, or from an

organization or organizations representing at least ten persoms, for a

public hearing to allow interested persons to appear and submit oral or

written comments on the proposed provisions, the Department shall

provide such a hearing before taking final action on the application, at a

reasonable place and time and on reasonable notice. Requests for public

hearing shall clearly identify the air quality concerns in the draft permit.

The Department shail give notice of any public hearing at least 30 days
in advance of the hearing. Notice of such a hearing may be given, in the
Department’s discretion, either in the public notice under 340-28-2290(1)
or in such other manner as is reasonably calculated to inform interested
PErsons.

After the public notice period and the public hearing, if requested, the
Department shall, upon determining that the proposed construction or
madification is, in the opinion of the Department, in accordance with the
provisions of applicable rules, order, and statutes, notify the owner or
operator that construction may proceed.

A Notice of Approval to proceed with construction or modification shall
allow the owner or operator to construct or modify the stationary source
or air pollution control equipment listed in OAR 340-28-2270(1) and
operate it in accordance with provisions under OAR 340-28-2220, 340-28-
2230, or 340-28-2240, whichever is applicable.

A Notice of Approval to proceed with construction or modification shall
not relieve the owner or operator of the obligation of complying with
applicable emission standards and orders.

(d)y Order Prohibiting Construction.

If within the 60 day or 180 day review period, whichever is applicable, the
Director determines that the proposed construction or modification is not in
accordance with applicable statutes, rules, regulations and orders, the Director
shall issue an order prohibiting the construction or modification of the stationary
source or air pollution control equipment listed in QAR 340-28-2270(1). Said -
order is to be forwarded to the owner by certified mail. The Department shall
issue public notice as to the intent to prohibit construction in accordance with
OAR 340-28-2270(3)(c)(B)(ii) and (iii).

Failure to issue such order within the 60 day or 180 day review period shall be
considered a determination that the proposed construction, installation, or
establishment may proceed, provided that it is in accordance with plans,

@

(i)



specifications, and any corrections or revisions thereto, or other information, if

any, previously submitted, and provided further that it shall not relieve the owner

of the obligation of complying with applicable emission standards and orders.

(¢) Hearing., Pursuant to law, an owner or operator against whom an order prohibiting
construction is directed may within 20 days from the date of mailing of the order,
demand a hearing. The demand shall be in writing, state the grounds for hearing, and
be mailed to the Director of the Department. The hearing shall be conducted pursuant
to the applicable provisions of ORS Chapter 183.

(f) Notice of Completion. Within thirty (30) days, or other period specified in the
ffederallOregon Title V {s]Operating {piPermit, after any owner -or operator has
constructed or modified a stationary source or air pollution control equipment listed
in OAR 340-28-2270(1), that owner or operator shall so report in writing on a form
furnished by the Department, stating the date of completion of construction or
modification and the date the stationary source or air pollution control equipment was
or will be put in operation.

{g) Incorporation into af-Federaiin Oregon Title V Operating Permit.

(A) Where {federafan OQOregon Title V {s}Operating fpfPermit would allow

“incorporation of such construction or modification as an off-permit change [OAR
340-28-2220(2)] or a section 502(b}{10) change [OAR 340-28-2220(3)]:

(i)  The owner or operator of the stationary source or air pollution control
equipment listed in OAR 340-28-2270(1) shall submit to the Department
the applicable notice, and

(iiy  The Department shall incorporate the construction or modification at
permit renewal, if applicable.

(B) Where al—federafin Oregon Title V {sjOperating {pJPermit would allow
incorporation of such construction or modification as an administrative
amendment [OAR 340-28-2230], the owner or operator of the stationary source
or air pollution control equipment listed in OAR 340-28-2270(1) may:

(i) submit the permit application information required under OAR 340-28-
2230(3) with the information required under OAR 340-28-2270(3)(b)
upon becoming aware of the need for an administrative amendment; and

(if)  request that the external review procedures required under OAR 340-28-
2290 and OAR 340-28-2310 be used instead of the notice procedures
under OAR 340-28-2270(3)(c}B)(ii) and (iii) to allow for subsequent
incorporation of the construction permit as an administrative amendment.

(C) Where af-—federaln Oregon Title V fe]Operating {p}Permit would require
incorporation of such construction or modification as a minor permit
modification [OAR 340-28-2250] or a significant permit modification [OAR 340-
28-2260], the owner or operator of the stationary source or air pollution control
equipment listed in OAR 340-28-2270(1) shall submit the permit application
information required under OAR 340-28-2120(3) within one year of initial
startup of the construction or modification, except as prohibited in paragraph (D)
of this rule,

(D) Where an existing {federeiOregon Title V fo}Operating {p}Permit would
prohibit such construction or change in operation, the owner or operator must
obtain a permit revision before commencing. operation.

[NOTE: This rule is included in the State of Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation Plan as adopted by the EQC
under OAR 340-20-047.]




Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f, & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 19-1993, f. & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 24-1994, f. & ef. 10-28-54

Reopenings '
340-28-2280
(1) Reopening for cause.

2)

(a)

(b)

(©

Each issued permit shall include provisions specifying the conditions under which the
permit will be reopened prior to the expiration of the permit. A permit shall be
reopened and revised under any of the following circumstances:

(A) Additional applicable requirements under the FCAA or state rules become
applicable to a majorffederad] Oregon Title V {¢]Operating {s}Permit program
source with a remaining permit term of 3 or more years. Such a reopening shall
be completed not later than 18 months after promulgation of the applicable
requirement. No such reopening is required if the effective date of the
requirement is later than the date on which the permit is due to expire, unless the
original permit or any of its terms and conditions has been extended pursuant to
OAR 340-28-2210.

(B) Additional requirements (including excess emissions requirements) become
applicable to an affected source under the natiomal acid rain program. Upon
approval by the EPA, excess emissions offset plans shall be deemed to be
incorporated into the permit.

(C) The Department or the EPA determines that the permit contains a material
mistake or that inaccurate statements were made in establishing the emissions
standards or other terms or conditions of the permit.

(D) The Department or the EPA determines that the permit shall be revised or
revoked to assure compliance with the applicable requirements.

(E) The Department determines that the permit shall be revised or revoked to assure
compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Proceedings to reopen and issue a permit shall follow the same procedures as apply

to initial permit issuance and shall affect only those parts of the permit for which cause

to reopen exists. Such reopening shall be made as expeditiously as practicable.

Reopenings under OAR 340-28-2280(1)(a) shall not be initiated before a notice of such

intent is provided to the source by the Department at least 30 days in advance of the

date that the permit is to be reopened, except that the Department may provide a

shorter time period in the case of an emergency.

Reopening for cause by the EPA.

(@)

(b)

(c)
(d)

The Department shall, within 90 days after receipt of a notification from the EPA of
reopening for cause, forward to the EPA a proposed determination of termination,
modification, or revocation and reissuance, as appropriate. The EPA may extend this
90-day period for an additional 90 days if the EPA finds that a new or revised permit
application is necessary or that the permittee shall submit additional information.
The Department shall have 90 days from receipt of an EPA objection to resolve any
objection that the EPA makes and to terminate, modify, or revoke and reissue the
permit in accordance with the EPA’s objection or determine not to reissue the permit
in accordance with the EPA’s objection.,

The Department shall provide at least 30 days’ notice to the permittee in writing of the
reasons for any such action and provide an opportunity for a hearing.

‘Proceedings to terminate, revoke, or modify and reissue a permit initiated by the EPA

shall follow the same procedures as apply to initial permit issuance and shall affect



only those parts of the permit for which cause to reopen exists. Such reopening shall
be made as expeditiously as practicable by the Department.

Stat. Auth.: ORS- Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93

Public Participation
340-28-2290 Except for modifications qualifying for minor permit modification procedures

and administrative amendments, all permit proceedings, including imitial permit issuance,
significant modifications, construction/operation modifications when there is an increase of
emissions above the PSEL, and renewals, shall provide adequate procedures for public notice
including offering an opportunity for public comment and a hearing on the draft permit. These
procedures shall include the following:

(1) Notice shall be given: by publication in a newspaper of general circulation in the area
where the source is located or in a Department publication designed to give general public
notice; to persons on a mailing list developed by the Department, including those who
request in writing to be on the list; and by other means if necessary to assure adequate
notice to the affected public;

(2} The notice shall identify:

(a) the affected facility;
(b) the name and address of the permittee;
(c¢) the name and address of the Department processing the permit;
(d) the activity or activities involved in the permit action;
(e} the emlssmns change lnvolved in any penmt m0d1f1c:at10n
£ hothar an 7 3 2 -

(D the name, address, and telephone number of a person from whom interested
persons may obtam additional information, 1nclud1ng copies of the permit draft, f
G ; a6t A y-of] the application, all
relevant supporting materials mcludmg any comphance plan, permit, and monitoring
and compliance certification report, except for information entitled to confidential
treatment, and all other materials available to the Department that are relevant to the
permit decision are available for .review;
(Fee) a brief description of the comment procedures required by OAR 340-28-2100
through 340-28-2320; and
(3h) a brief description of the procedures to request a hearing or the time and place
of any hearing that may be held;
(3) The Department shall provide such notice and opportunity for participation by affected
- States as is provided for by OAR 340-28-2310;
(4) Timing. '
(a) The Department shall provide at least 30 days for public comment.
(by If, within 30 days after commencement of the public notice pericd, the Department




&)

(6)

M

receives written requests from ten (10) persons, or from an organization or
organizations representing at least ten persons, for a public hearing to allow interested
persons to appear and submit oral or written comments on the proposed provisions,
the Department shall provide such a hearing before taking final action on the
application, at a reasonable place and time and on reasonable notice. Requests for
public hearing shall clearly identify the air quality concerns in the draft permit.

(c) The Department shall give notice of any public hearing at least 30 days in advance of
the hearing. Notice of such a hearing may be given, in the Department’s discretion,
either in the public notice under 340-28-2290(1) or in such other manner as is
reasonably calculated to inform interested persons.

The Department shall consider all relevant written comments submitted within a time

specified in the notice of public comment and all relevant comments received at any public

hearing(s) in making a final decision on the approvability of the application. No later than

10 working days after the close of the public comment period, the applicant may submit a

written response to any comments submitted by the public. The Department shall consider

the applicant’s response in making a final decision.

The Department shall keep a record of the commenters and also of the issues raised during

the public participation process and such records shall be available to the public in the same

location(s) as listed in OAR 340-28-2290(2)(j). Such record may be in summary form
rather than a verbatim transcript. -

Any person who submitted written or oral comments during the public participation process

described in this rule shall be an adversely affected or aggrieved person for purposes of

ORS 183.484.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93

Permit Review by the EPA and Affected States

)

@

340-28-2310

Transmission of information to the EPA.

(a) The Department shall provide to the EPA a copy of each permit application (mcludmg
any application for permit modification), each proposed permit except when a draft
permit has been submitted and the EPA determines that the submittal of the draft
permit is adequate, and each final{-federaf] Oregon Title V fo{Operating {pPermit.

(b) The requirements of OAR 340-28-2310 (1)(a) and (2){(a) may be waived for any
category of sources (including any class, type, or size within such category) other than
major sources if allowed by the EPA.

(¢) The Department shall keep for 5 years such records and submit to the EPA such
information as the EPA may reasonably require to ascertain whether the Department
program complies with the requirements of the FCAA or state rules or of OAR 340-
28-2100 through 340-28-2320.

Review by affected States.

(a) The Department shall give notice of each draft permit to any affected State on or
before the time that the Department provides this notice to the public under OAR 340-
28-2290, except to the extent that OAR 340-28-2250 requires the timing of the notice
to be different.

(b) The Department, as part of the submittal of the proposed permit to the EPA (or as
soon as possible after the submittal for minor permit modification procedures allowed
under OAR 340-28-2250), shall notify the EPA and any affected State in writing of




any omission by the Department of any recommendations for the proposed permit that
the affected State submitted during the public or affected State review period. The
notice shall include the Department’s reasons for not accepting any such
recommendation. The Department is not required to accept recommendations that are
not based on applicable requirements or the requirements of OAR 340-28-2100
through 340-28-2320.

(3) EPA objection.

)

()

(2)

(®)

(©

No permit for which an application shall be transmitted to the EPA under OAR 340-
28-2310(1}) shall be issued as drafted if the EPA objects to its issuance in writing
within 45 days of receipt of the proposed permit and all necessary supporting
information or such earlier time as agreed to by the EPA.

The Department shall, within 90 days after the date of an objection under OAR 340-
28-2310(3)(a), revise and submit a proposed permit in response to the objection, or

- determine not to issue the permit.

If the Department determines not to issue the permit, notice of the determination shall
be provided to the source by certified or registered mail.

Public petitions to the EPA.

(@)

(b)

(©)

If the EPA does not object in writing under OAR 340-28-2310(3), any person may
petition the EPA within 60 days after the expiration of the EPA’s 45-day review
period to make such objection. Any such petition shall be based only on objections
to the permit that were raised with reasonable specificity during the public comment
period provided for in OAR 340-28-2290, unless the petitioner demonstrates that it
was impracticable to raise such objections within such period, or unless the grounds
for such objection arose after such period.

If the EPA objects to the permit as a result of a petition filed under this section, the
Department shall not issue the permit until the EPA’s objection has been resolved,
except that a petition for review does.not stay the effectiveness of a permit or its
requirements if the permit was issued after the end of the 45-day review period and
prior to an EPA objection.

If the Department has issued a permit prior to receipt of an EPA objection under OAR
340-28-2310, the EPA will modify, terminate, or revoke such permit, and shall do so
consistent with the procedures in OAR 340-28-2280(2)(b) except in unusual
circumstances, and the Department may thereafter issue only a revised permit that
satisfies the EPA’s objection. In any case, the source will not be in violation of the
requirement to have submitted a timely and complete application.

Prohibition on default issuance. The Department shall not issue af-federafn Oregon Title
Y {e1Operating {p{Permit (including a permit renewal or modification) until affected States
and the EPA have had an opportunity to review the proposed permit as required under this

rule.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93

Major Source Interim Emission Fees

Purpose, Scope And Applicability
340-28-2400 ‘
(1) The purpose of OAR 340-28-2400 through 340-28-2550 is to provide permittees, major




2

3)

sources, and the Department with the criteria and procedures to determine interim ernissions
and fees based on calculated (1991 only), actual and permitted air emissions only for
calendar years 1991 and 1992.
Note: These interim fees will be used to provide resources to cover the costs of the
Department to develop an approvablef-federed Oregon Title V fe]Operating {piPermit
program in accordance with the Federal Clean Air Act and ORS 468A.
OAR 340-28-2400 through 340-28-2550 apply to major sources as defined in OAR 340-28-
110. The permittee may elect to pay interim emission fees on either calculated emissions
(1991 only), actual emissions or permiited emissions for each assessable emission.
The interim emission fees are in addition to fees required by OAR 340-28-1720 and 340-28-
1750.
Note: Assessment of fees for calendar years 1993 and beyond is subject to the EPA
approval of thelfederaf] Oregon Title V {o}Operating {p{Program developed by the
Department pursuant to Oregon Laws 1991 Chapter 752, ORS 468A, enacted by the
1991 Oregon Legislature in response to the federal Clean Air Act Amendments of
1990.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 2-1992, f. & ef 1-30-92; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93; Renumbered from OAR 340-20-500, DEQ
13-1993, . & ef. 9-24-03

/

Determining VOC Emissions Using Material Balance For 1992

340-28-2520 The permittee may determine the amount of VOC emissions for an assessable

emission by using material balance.

(1)

The permittee using material balance to calculate VOC emissions shall determine the amount
of VOC added to the process, the amount of VOC consumed in the process and/or the
amount of VOC recovered in the process by testing in accordance with 40 [Cede-of Federal
Regulations GCFRP} Part 60, EPA Methed 18, 24, 25, a material balance method, or an
equivalent plant specific method specified in the ACDP using the following equation:

VOC,, = VOC, - VOC,,

Where:

VOC,, = Total YOC emissions, tons

VOC,; = VOC added to the process, tons

VOC,,. = VOC consumed and/or recovered from the process, tons

[Publications: The publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the office

of the Department.}

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 2-1992, f. & ef. 1-30-92; DEQ 4-1993, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93; Renumbered from OAR 340-28-630, DEQ
13-1993 f. & ef. 9-24-93

Verified Emission Factors Using Source Testing



(D

2

3
(4)

&)

(6)

(7

340-28-2540

To verify emission factors used to determine assessable emissions the permittee shall:

{a) Utilize source testing data collected in accordance with appropriate procedures or
Department guidance in effect at the time the data was collected, for source test data
collected from 1985 through 1991, or

(b) Perform source testing in accordance with the Department’s Source Sampling Manual
or other methods approved by the Department for source tests conducted in 1992,
Source tests shall be conducted in accordance with testing procedures on file at the
Department and the pretest plan submitted at least fifteen (15) days in advance and
approved by the Department. All test data and results shall be submitted for review
to the Department within thirty (30) days after testing.

NOTE: It is recommended that the permittee notify the Department and obtain pre-approval of the
Emission Factor source testing program prior to or as part of the submittal of the first source test
notification.

The permittee shall conduct or have conducted at least three compliance source tests each-

consisting of at least three individual test runs for a total of at least nine test runs.

The permittee shall monitor and record or have monitored and recorded applicable process

and control device operating data.

The permittee shall perform or have performed a source test either:

(a) In each of three quarters of the year with no two successive source tests performed
any closer than thirty (30} days apart, or

(b) At equal intervals over the operating period if the permittee demonstrates and the
Department approves that:

(A) The process operates or has operated for part of the year, or
(B) The process is or was not subject to seasonal variations.

The permittee shall conduct or have conducted the source tests to test the entire range of

operating levels. At least one test shall be conducted at minimum operating conditions, one

. test at normal or average operating levels, and one test at anticipated maximum operating

levels. If the process rate is constant, all tests shall be conducted at that rate. The

permittee shall submit documentation to the Department demonstrating a constant process

rate.

The permittee shall determine or have determined an emission factor for each source test

by dividing each test run emissions, in pounds per hour, by the applicable process rate

during the source test run. At least nine emission factors shall be plotted against the

respective process rates and a regression analysis performed to determine the best fit

equation and the correlation coefficient (R?). If the correlation coefficient is less than 0.50,

which would indicate that there is a relatively weak relationship between emissions and

process rates, the arithmetic average and standard deviation of at least nine emission factors

shall be determined.

The permittee shall determine the Emissions Estimate Adjustment Factor (EEAF) as

follows:

(a) If the correlation coefficient (R%) of the regression analysis is greater than 0.50, the
EEAF shall be 1+(1-R?).

(b) If the correlation coefficient (R?) is less than 0.50, the EEAF shall be:




EEAF = 1 + SD/EF,,

Where:

SD =  Standard Deviation

EF,, = Average of the Emission Factors

~

(8) The permittee shall determine actual emissions for interim emission fee purposes using one
of the following methods:
(a) If the regression analysis correlation coefficient is less than 0.50, the actual emissions
shall be the average emission factor determined from at least nine test runs multiplied
by the EEAF multiplied by the total production for the entire year, or

(b)

AE = EF,, x EEAF x P

Where:

AE = Actual Emissions

EF,, = Average of the Emission Factors
EEAF =  Estimated Emissions Adjustment Factor
P = Total production for the year

If the regression analysis correlation coefficient is greater than (.50 the following
calculations shall be performed:

(A)
(B)
©

(E)

Determine the average emission factor (EF) for each production rate category
(maximum = EF_,., normal = EF__, and minimum = EF_,).

Determine the total annual production fard-eperatingheours—production—time]
(PFR,), for the calendar year.

Determine the ftotal-heursproduction while operating within the maximum
production rate category (Pf#H,,). The maximum production rate category is
any operation rate greater than the average of at least three maximum operating
rates during the source testing plus the average of at least three normal operating
rates during the source testing divided by two (2).

Determine the fetel—hewrsiproduction while operating within the normal
production rate category (PE....). The normal production rate category is
defined as any operating rate less than the average of at least three maximum
operating rates during the source testing plus the average of at least three normal
operating rates during the source testing divided by two (2} and any operating
rate greater than the average of at least three minimum operating rates during the
source testing plus the average of at least three normal operating rates during the
source testing divided by two (2).

Determine the ftetalhewrsIproduction while operating within the minimum
production rate category (PfH,,,). The minimum production rate category is
defined as any operating rate less than the average of at least three minimum




operating rates during the source testing plus the average of at least three normal
operating rates during the source testing divided by two (2).

(F) Actual emissions equals EEAF x [P, P XEF, +
HPE ot P E o + HPE o P )X EF ]

(9) The permittee shall determine emissions during startup and shutdown, and for emissions
greater than normal, during conditions that are not accounted for in the procedure(s)
otherwise used to document actual emissions.

(a) All emissions during startup and shutdown, and emissions greater than normal shall
be assumed equivalent to operation without an air pollution control device, unless
accurately demonstrated by the permittee and approved by the Department in
accordance with [@AR-340-28-2540(Hb)-(OHe);—(PHe—and- (G e} jsubsections (b)
through (e) of this section. The emission factor plus the EEAF shall be adjusted by
the air pollution control device collection efficiency as follows:

Actual emission factor =
(EF x EEAF)/(1 - PCDE)

Where:

EF = Emission Factor

EEAF = Emission Estimate Adjustment Factor

PCDE = Pollution Control Device Collection Efficiency Unless otherwise

approved by the Department, the pollution control device
collection efficiencies used in this calculation shail be:

Particulate Matter:
ESP or baghouse 0.90
High energy wet scrubber  0.80

Low energy wet scrubber  0.70

Cyclonic separator 0.50
Acid gases:

Wet or dry scrubber 0.90
VOCs:

Incinerator: 0.98

Carbon absorber 0.95




(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

During process startups a Department approved source test shall be performed to

determine an average startup factor. The average of at least three tests runs plus the

standard deviation shall be used to determine actual emissions during startups.

During process shutdowns a Department approved source test shall be performed to

determine an emission factor for shutdowns. The average of at least three test runs

plus the standard deviation shall be used to determine actual emissions during

shutdowns. :

During routine maintenance activity the permittee shall:

{A) Perform routine maintenance activity during source testing for verified emission
factors, or

(B) Determine emissions in accordance with Section {10) of this rule.

The emission factor need not be adjusted if the permittee demonstrates to the

Department that the pollutant emissions do not increase during startup and shutdown,

and for conditions that are not accounted for the in procedure(s) otherwise used to

document actual emissions (eg. NO, emissions during an ESP failure).

(10} A verified emission factor developed pursuant to OAR 340-28-2400 through 340-28-2550
and approved by the Department can not be used if a process change occurs that would
affect the accuracy of the verified emission factor,

(11) The permittee may elect to use verified emission factors for source categories if the
Department determines the following criteria are met:

(a)
(b}
©
(d)

The verified emission factor for a source category shall be based on verified emission
factors from at least three individual sources within the source category,

Verified emission factors from sources within a source category shall be developed in
accordance with OAR 340-28-2540,

The verified emission factors from the sources shall not differ from the mean by more
than twenty percent, and

The source category verified emission factor shall be the mean of the source verified
emission factors plus the average of the source emission estimate adjustment factors.

[Publicatiens: The publication{s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the office
of the Department.]

Stat. Auth.; ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 2-1992, {. & ef. 1-30-52; DEQ 4-1993, . & cert. ef. 3-10-93; Renumbered from OGAR 340-20-650, DEQ
13-1993, f, & ef, 9-24-93

[FederaliOregon Title V Operating Permit Fees

Purpose, Scope And Applicability
340-28-2560

(1) The purpose of OAR 340-28-2560 through 340-28-2740 is to provide owners and operators
of major sources and the Department with the criteria and procedures to determine
emissions and fees based on air emissions and specific activities.

(2) OAR 340-28-2560 through 340-28-2740 apply to major sources as defined in OAR 340-28-

110.

(3) The owner or operator may elect to pay emission fees for each assessable emission on:

(a) actual emissions, or
(b) permitted emissions.



4)

&)

(6)
7

If the assessable emission is of a regulated air pollutant listed in OAR 340-32-130 and there
are no applicable methods to demonstrate actual emissions, the owner or operator may
propose that the Department approve an emission factor based on the best representative
data to demonstrate actual emissions for fee purposes. '
Major sources subject to theffederal] Oregon Title V {o]Operating {pPermit program
defined in 340-28-, are subject to the following fees:

(2) Emission fees, (OAR 340-28-2610), and

(b)  Annual base fee of $2,500 per source (OAR 340-28-2580).
Major sources subject to the ffederafOregon Title V {#lOperating {p}Permit program may
also be subject to user fees (OAR 340-28-2600 and 340-28-1750).
The Department shall credit owners and operators of major sources subject to the first year
of thef—Federa}] Oregon Title V Operating Permit Fees for Annual Compliance
Determination Fees paid for any period after October 1, 1994,

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 20-1993(T), f. & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 13-1992, f. & ef, 5-19-94

Annual Base Fee

(1)
@)

340-28-2580

The Department shall assess an annual base fee of $2,569 for each major source subject to
theffederal} Oregon Title V fo}Operating {p}Permit program.

The annual base fee shall be apid to cover the period from November 1st of the current
calendar year to November 14 of the following year.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 20-1993(T), f. & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 13-1992, f. & ef. 5-19-94

Emission Fee

6

@)

340-28-2590

Based on the[-Federaf Oregon Title V Operating Permit Program Budget, prepared by the
Department and approved by the 1993 Oregon Legislature, the Commission determines that
an emission fee of $30.07 per ton is necessary to cover all reasonable direct and indirect
costs of implementing thef-federad} Oregon Title V operating permit program.

The emission fee shall be applied to emissions from the previous calendar year based on the
elections made according to OAR 340-28-2640,

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 20-1993(T), f. & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 13-1994, f. & ef. 5-19-94

Exclusions
340-28-2620
(1) The Department shall not assess emission fees on newly permitted major sources that have

e

3
4

not begun initial operation.

The Department shall not assess emission fees on carbon monoxide. However, sources that
emit or are permitted to emit 100 tons or more per year of carbon monoxide are subject to
the emission fees on all other regulated air pollutants pursuant to OAR 340-28-2560.

The Department shall not assess emission fees, OAR 340-28-2610, if there are no emissions
of a regulated pollutant from an emission unit for the entire calendar year.

If an owner or operator of a major source operates an assessable emission unit for less than




5% of the permitted operating schedule, the owner or operator may elect to report emissions
based on a proration of the PSEL for the actual operating time.

(5) The Department shall not assess emission fees on emissions categorized as credits or
unassigned PSELs within al-federaln Oregon Title V operating permit. However, credits
and unassigned PSELs shall be included in determining whether a source is af-federafin
Oregon Title V {e]Operating {p{Permit program source, as defined in QAR 340-28-110(41).

(6) The Department shall not assess emission fees on categorically insignificant emissions as
defined in OAR 340-28-110(15). '

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 20-1993(T), . & ef, 11-4-93; DEQ 13-1994, f. & ef. 5-19-94; DEQ 24-
1994, f. & ef. 10-28-94

Determining Emissions From Continuous Monitoring Systems
340-28-2680

(1) The owner or operator shall use data collected in accordance with {federaflOregon Title V
felOperating {piPermit conditions, applicable rules in OAR Chapter 340, or the
Department’s Continuous Monitoring Manual.

(2) If the owner or operator has continuous monitoring data that comprises less than ninety
percent (90%) of the plant operating time, the actual emissions during the period when the
continuous monitoring system was not operating shall be determined from 90 percentile
continuous monitoring data.

[Publications; The publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the office
of the Department. ]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f, & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 20-1993(T}, f. & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 13-1994, f. & ef. 5-19-94

Determining VOC Emissions Using Material Balance

340-28-2700 The owner or operator may determine the amount of VOC emissions for an
assessable emission by using material balance. The owner or operater using material balance to
calculate VOC emissions shall determine the amount of VOC added to the process, the amount
of VOC consumed in the process and/or the amount of VOC recovered in the process by testing
in accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 60 EPA Method 18, 24, 25,
a material balance method, or an equivalent plant specific method specified in the Hedered
Oregon Title V fe¢}Operating {piPermit using the following equation:

VOC,, = VOC, -VOC,

Where:

VOC, = Total VOC emissions, tons

VOC, = VOC added to the process, tons

VOC,.. = VOC consumed and/or recovered from the process, tons



[Publications: The publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the office

of the Department. ]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 20-1993(T), . & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 13-1994, f. & ef. 5-19-94

Verified Emission Factors Using Source Testing

(D

@)

(3)
4

)

(6)

™

340-28-2720 :

To verify emission factors used to determine assessable emissions the owner or operator
shall either perform source testing in accordance with the Department’s Source Sampling
Manual or other methods approved by the Department for source tests. Source tests shail
be conducted in accordance with testing procedures on file at the Depariment and the pretest
plan submitted at least fifteen (15) days in advance and approved by the Department. All
test data and results shall be submitted for review to the Department within thirty (30) days
after testing.

NOTE: 1t is recommended that the owner or operator notify the Department and obtain pre-approval
of the Emission Factor source testing program prior o or as part of the submittal of the first source test
notification.

The owner or operator shall conduct or have conducted at least three compliance source
tests, each consisting of at least three individual test runs for a total of at least nine test
Tuns. _ '
The owner or operator shall monitor and record or have monitored and recorded applicable
process and contrel device operating data.
The owner or operator shall perform or have performed a source test either:
(a) In each of three quarters of the year with no two successive source tests
performed any closer than thirty (30) days apart, or
(b) At equal intervals over the operating period if the owner or operator
demonstrates and the Department approves that:

(A) The process operates or has operated for part of the year, or

(B) The process is or was not subject to seasconal variations.

The owner or operator shall conduct or have conducted the source tests to test the entire
range of operating levels. At least one test shall be conducted at minimum operating
conditions, one test at normal or average operating levels, and one test at anticipated
maximum operating levels. If the process rate is constant, all tests shall be conducted at
that rate. The owner or operator shall submit documentation to the Department
demonstrating a constant process rate.
The owner or operator shall determine or have determined an emission factor for each
source test by dividing each test run emissions, in pounds per hour, by the applicable
process rate during the source test run. At least nine emission factors shall be plotted
against the respective process rates and a regression analysis performed to determine the
best fit equation and the correlation coefficient (R?). If the correlation coefficient is less
than 0.50, which would indicate that there is a relatively weak relationship between
emissions and process rates, the arithmetic average and standard deviation of at least nine
emission factors shall be determined.
The owner or operator shall determine the Emissions Estimate Adjustment Factor (EEAF)
as follows:

(a) If the correlation coefficient (R of the regression analysis is greater than 0,50,

the EEAF shall be 1+(1-R?.
(b) If the correlation coefficient (R?) is less than 0.50, the EEAF shall be:




EEAF

Where:

SD

EF

avg

1 + SD/EF,,

Standard Deviation

Average of the Emission Factors

(8) The owner or operator shall determine actual emissions for emission fee purposes using one
of the following methods:

(2) If the regression analysis correlation coefficient is less than 0.50, the actual

emissions shall be the average emission factor determined from at least nine test

runs multiplied by the EEAF multiplied by the total production for the entire

year, Or
AE =
Where:

AE =

EF =

avg

EEAF =

P =

EF,, x EEAF x P

Actual Emissions

Average of the Emission Factors
FEstimated Emissions Adjustment Factor

Total preduction for the year

(b} If the regression analysis correlation coefficient is greater than 0.50 the following
calculations shall be performed:

(A)

(B)
©

D)

(E)

Determine the average emission factor (EF) for each production rate
category (maximum = EF,_,,, normal = EF__,, and minimum =
EF ).

Determine the total annual production f[erd—eperating—hours:

productiontimeJ(PH},,), for the calendar year.
Determine the fetael-fours—production while operating within the

maximum production rate category (PEH,.). The maximum
production rate category is any operation rate greater than the
average of at least three maximum operating rates during the source
testing plus the average of at least three normal operating rates
during the source testing divided by two (2).

Determine the fzetal-hours—production while operating within the
normal production rate category (PF3.,.). The normal production
rate category is defined as any operating rate less than the average of
at least three maximum operating rates during the source testing plus
the average of at least three normal operating rates during the source
testing divided by two (2) and any operating rate greater than the
average of at least three minimum operating rates during the source
testing plus the average of at least three normal operating rates
during the source testing divided by two (2).

Determine the fetalhoursIproduction while operating within the




9

minimum production rate category (Pff,,). The minimum

production rate category is defined as any operating rate less than the

average of at least three minimum operating rates during the source

testing plus the average of at least three normal operating rates

during the source testing divided by two (2).

(F) Actual emissions equals EEAF x (PR AXER,.,

HPE uomt P Fn 8B F o+ HP Toinl AP X EFE .
The owner or operator shall determine emissions during startup and shutdown, and for
emissions greater than normal, during conditions that are not accounted for in the
procedure(s) otherwise used to document actual emissions. The owner or operator shall
apply 340-28-2720(9)(a) or 340-28-2720(9)(b)(c) and (d) in developing emission factors.
The owner or operator shall apply the emission factor obtained to the total time the
assessable emission unit operated in these conditions.

(2) All emissions during startup and shutdown, and emissions greater than normal
shall be assumed equivalent to operation without an air pollution control device,
unless accurately demonstrated by the owner or operator and approved by the
Department in accordance with OAR 340-28-2720(9)(b), (9)(c), (9Kd), and
(N(e). The emission factor plus the EEAF shall be adjusted by the air pollution
control device collection efficiency as follows:

Actual emission factor =
(EF x EEAR)/(1 - PCDE)

Where:

EF = Emission Factor

EEAF = Emission Estimate Adjustment Factor

PCDE = Pollution Control Device Collection Efficiency Unless otherwise

approved by the Department, the pollution control device
collection efficiencies used in this calculation shall be:

Particulate Matter:

ESP or baghouse 0.90
High energy wet scrubber 0.80
Low energy wet scrubber 0.70
Cyclonic separator 0.50

Acid gases:
Wet or dry scrubber 0.90

VOCs:




(b)
©
(d)

(e)

(10) A verified

Incinerator 0.98
Carbon absorber 0.95

During process startups a Department approved source test shall be performed
to determine an average startup factor. The average of at least three tests runs
plus the standard deviation shall be used to determine actual emissions during
startups.
During process shutdowns a Department approved source test shall be performed
to determine an emission factor for shutdowns. The average of at least three test
runs plus the standard deviation shall be used to determine actual emissions
during shutdowns.
During routine maintenance activity the owner or operator shall:

(A) Perform routine maintenance activity during source testing for

verified emission factors, or

(B) Determine emissions in accordance with Section (a} of this rule.
The emission factor need not be adjusted if the owner or operator demonstrates
to the Department that the pollutant emissions do not increase during startup and
shutdown, and for conditions that are not accounted for the in procedure(s)
otherwise used to document actual emissions (eg. NO, emissions during an ESP
failure).
emission factor developed pursuant to OAR 340-28-2560 through 340-28-2740

and approved by the Department can not be used if a process change occurs that would
affect the accuracy of the verified emission factor.

(11) The owner or operator may elect to use verified emission factors for source categories if
the Department determines the following criteria are met:

(a)
(b)
©
(d)

The verified emission factor for a source category shall be based on verified
emission factors from at least three individual sources within the source category,
Verified emission factors from sources within a source category shall be
developed in accordance with OAR 340-28-2720,

The verified emission factors from the sources shall not differ from the mean by
more than twenty percent, and

The source category verified emission factor shall be the mean of the source
verified emission factors plus the average of the source emission estimate
adjustment factors.

[Publications: The publication(s} referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available from the office

of the Department.]

Stat. Auth,; ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.; DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef, 9-24-93; DEQ 20-1993(T), f. & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 13-19%4, f. & ef. 5-19-94; DEQ 24-
1694, f, & ef. 10-28-94
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DIVISION 32
HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS

General Provisions for Stationary Sources

Definitions
340-32-120 As used in this Division:

(1)

(2)
(3)

"Accidental Release" means an unanticipated emission of a
regulated substance or other extremely hazardous substance
into the ambient air from a stationary scurce.

"Act” and "FCAA" mean the Federal Clean Air Act, Public Law

88-206 as last amended by Public Law 101-549.

"Actual Emissions" means the mass emissions of a pollutant

from an emissions source during a specified time period.

(a) Actual emissicns shall equal the average rate at which
the source actually emitted the pollutant and which is
representative of normal source operaticn. Actual
emissions shall be directly meagured with a continucus
monitoring system or calculated using a material
balance or verified emission factor in combination with
the source’s actual operating hours, production rates
and types of materials processed, stored, or combusted
during the specified time period.

(b) For any source which had not yet begun normal cperation
in the specified time period, actual emissions shall
equal the potential to emit of the source.

(c) For purposes of OAR 340-32-300 through OAR 340-32-380
actual emissions shall equal the actual rate of
emissions of a pollutant, but does not include excess
emissions from a malfunction, or startups and shutdowns
associated with a malfunction.

"Area Source" means any stationary source which has the

potential to emit hazardous alr pollutants but is not a

major source of hazardous air pollutants.

"Artificially or Substantially Greater Emissions" means
abnormally high emissions such as could be caused by
equipment malfunctions, accidents, unusually high production
or operating rates compared to historical rates, orxr other
unusual circumstances.

"Base Year Emissions" for purposes of Early Reductions only
{OAR 2340-32-300), means actual emissions in the calendar
year 1987 or later.

"Commission" meansg the Oregon Environmental Quality
Commission.

"Department” means the Department of Environmental Quality.
"Director" means the Director of the Department or Regional
authority, and authorized deputieg or officers.

"Early Reductions Unit" means a single emission point or
group of emissions points defined as a unit for purposes of
an alternative emissions limit issued under OAR 340-32-300.
through 340-32-380.




(11)

{15)

(16)

(17}

"Effective Date of the Program' means the date that the EPA
approves the {fedexral-eo}Oregqgon Title V Operating fp}lPermit
program submitted by the Department on a full or interim
basig. In case of a partial approval, the "effective date
of the program" for each portion of the program is the date
of EPA approval of that portion.

"Emission" means a release into the atmosphere of any

regulated pollutant or air contaminant.

"Emissions Limitation" and "Emisgions Standard" mean a

requirement adopted by the Department or regional authority,

or proposed or promulgated by the Administrator of the EPA,
which limitg the gquantity, rate, or concentration of
emisgiong of air pollutants on a continuous basis, including
any requirements which limit the level of opacity, prescribe
equipment, set fuel specifications, or prescribe operation’
or maintenance procedures for a source to assure continuous
emigsion reduction.

"Emissions Unit" means any part or activity of a stationary

gsource that emits or has the potential to emit any regulated

air pollutant.

{a) A part of a statiocnary source 1is any machine,
equipment, raw material, product, or by-product that
produces or emits air pollutants. An activity is any
process, operation, action, or reaction {(e.g.,
chemical) at a stationary source that emits air
pollutants. Except as described in subsection (d} of
this section, parts and activities may be grouped for
purpcses of defining an emissions unit provided the
following conditions are met:

(p} The group used to define the emissions unit may
not include discrete parts or activities te which
a distinct emigsions standard applies or for which
different compliance demonstratiocn requlrements
apply; and

(B) The emissions from the emisgicns unit are
quantifiable.

{b) Emissions units may be defined on a pollutant by
pollutant basis where applicable.

(c) The term "emissions unit" is not wmeant to alter or
affect the definition of the term "unit" for purposes
of Title IV of the FCAA.

(d} Parts and activities shall not be grouped for purposes
of determining emissions increases from an emissions
unit under OAR 340-28-1930 , 340-28-1940, or 340-28-
2270, or for purposes of determining the applicability
of a New Source Performance Standard (NSPS).

"EPA" means the Administrator of the United States

Environmental Protection Agency or the Admlnlstrator 5

designee.

"EPA Conditional Method" means any method of sampling and

analyzing for air pollutants which has been validated by the

EPA but which has not been published as an EPA reference

method.

"BEPA Reference Method" means any method of sampling and




(23)

analyzing for an air pollutant as described in 40 CFR Part
60, 61, or 63 (July 1, 1993).

"BEquipment leaks" means leaks from pumps, compressors,
pressure relief devices, sampling connection systems, open
ended valves or lines, valves, connectors, agitators,
accumulator vessels, and instrumentation systems in
hazardous air pollutant service.

"Existing Source" means any source, the construction of
which commenced prior to proposal of an applicable standard
undexr sections 112 or 129 of the FCAA.

"Facility" means all or part of any public or private
building, structure, installation, equipment, or vehicle or
vessel, including but not limited to ships.

"Fugltive Emissions" means emissions of any air contaminant
that esgscape to the atmosphere from any point or area that is

‘not identifiable as a stack, vent, duct or equivalent

opening.

"Generally Available Control Technology (GACT)" means an
alternative emissicn standard promulgated by EPA for non-
major sources of hazardous air pollutants which provides for
the use of control technology or management practlces Wthh
are generally available.

"Hazardous Alr Pollutant" (HAP) means an air pollutant
listed by the EPA pursuant to section 112(b) of the FCAA or
determined by the Commission to cause, or reasonably be
anticipated to cause, adverse effects to human health or the
environment,

"High-Rigk Pollutant" means any air pollutant listed in
Table 2 of OAR 340-32-340 for which exposure to small
quantities may cause a high risk of adverse public health
effects.

"Major Source" means any stationary source or group of
stationary sources located within a contiguous area and.
under common control that emits or has the potential to emit
considering controls, in the aggregate, 10 tons per year or
more of any hazardous air pollutant or 25 tons per year or
more of any combination of hazardous air pollutants. The
EPA may establish a lesser guantity, or in the case of
radionuclides different criteria, for a major source on the
basis of the potency of the ailr pollutant, persistence,
potential for biocaccumulation, other characteristics of the
air pollutant, or other relevant factors.

"Manufacture" as used in OAR 340-32-240 means £o produce,
prepare, compound, or import a substance. This includes the
coincidental production of a substance as a byproduct or
impurity.

"Maximum Achievable Control Technology {(MACT) " means an
emission standard applicable to major sources of hazardous
alr pollutants that requires the maximum degree of reduction
in emissions deemed achievable for either new or existing
Sources.

"Modification" means any physical change in, or change in
the method of operation of, a major source that increases
the actual emissions of any HAP emitted by such source by




(36)

more than a de minimis amount or which results in the
emission of any hazardous ailr pollutant not previously
emitted by more than a de minimis amount.

"New Source!" means a stationary source, the construction of
which is commenced after proposal of a federal MACT or the
effective date of this Division, whichever is earlier.

"Not Feasible to Prescribe or Enforce a Numerical Emission
Limit" means a situation in which the Department determines
that a pollutant or stream of pollutants listed in OAR 340-
32-130. cannot be emitted through a conveyance designed and
constructed to emit or capture such pollutant, or that any
requirement for, or use of, such a conveyance would be
inconsistent with any state or federal law or regulation; or
the application of measurement technology to a particular
gsource is not practicable due to technological or economic
limitations.

"Pergon" meansg the United States Government and agencies
thereof, any state, individual, public or private '
corporation, political subdivision, governmental agency,
municipality, industry, co-partnership, asscciation, firm,
trust, estate, or any other legal entity whatscever.
"Potential to Emit" means the maximum capacity of a
stationary source to emit any air pollutant under its
physical and operational design. Any physical or
operational limitation on the capacity of a source te emit
an alr pollutant, including air pollution control eguipment
and restrictions on hours of operation or on the type or
amount of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall be
treated as part of its design if the limitation is
enforceable by the EPA. This section does not alter or
affect the use of this section for any other purposes under

~the Act, or the term "capacity factor" as used in Title IV

of the Act or the regulations promulgated thereunder.
Secondary emissions shall not be considered in determining
the potential to emit of a source.

"Process" as used in OAR 340-32-240 means the preparation of
a substance, including the intentional incorporation of a
substance into a product after its manufacture, for
distribution in commerce.

"Regional Authority" means Lane Regional Air Pollution
Authority.

""Regulated Air Pollutant" as used in this Division means:

(a) Any pollutant listed under OAR 340-32-130 or OAR 340-
32-5400; or

(b) Any pollutant that is subject to a standard promulgated
pursuant to Section 129 of the Act.

"Secondary Emissions" means emissions from new or existing

sources which occur as a result of the construction and/ocxr

operation of a source or modification, but do not come from

the source itself. Secondary emissions shall be specific,

well defined, and gquantifiable, and impact the same general

area as the source associated with the secondary emissions.

Secondary emissions may include but are not limited to:

(a) Emissions from ships and trains coming to or from a



{41)

(42)

(46)

Stat.

facility;

(b} Emissions from offsite support facilities which would
be constructed or would otherwise increase emissions as
a result of the construction of a source or
modification.

"Section 111" means that section of the FCAA that includes

standards of performance for new stationary sources.

"Section 112 (b}" means that subsection of the FCAA that

includes the list of hazardous air pollutants to be

regulated.

"Section 112(d)" means that subsection of the FCAA that

directs the EPA to establish emission standards for sources

of hazardous air pollutants. This section also defines the
criteria to be used by EPA when establishing the emission

standards. ,

"Section 112 (e}" means that subsection of the FCAA that

directs the EPA to establish and promulgate emissions

standards for categories and subcategories of sourcesg that
emit hazardous ailr pollutants.

"Section 112 (n)" means that subsection of the FCAA that

includes requirements for the EPA to conduct studies on the

hazards to public health prior to developing emissions
standards for specified categories of hazardous air
pollutant emission sources. _

"Section 112 (r) "™ means that subsection of the FCAA that

includes regquirements for the EPA promulgate regulations for

the prevention, detection and correcticn of accidental
releasges.

"Section 129" means that section of the FCAA that requires

EPA to promulgate regulations for solid waste combustion.

"Solid Waste Incineration Unit" as used in this Division

shall have the same meaning as given in . Section 129({(g) of

the FCAA.

"Staticonary Source’:

{(a} As used in OAR 340-32-100 through 340-32-5000 and 340-
32-5500 through 340-32-5650 meang any building,
structure, facility, or instaliation which emits or may
emit any regulated air pollutant.

(b) As used in OAR 340-32-5400 means any buildings,
structures, equipment, installations, or substance
emitting stationary activities:

(A) That belong to the same industrial group;
(B) That are located on one or more 2contiguous

properties; _
(C) That are under the control of the same person (or
persons under common control); and

(D) From which an accidental release may occur.
"Use" as used 1n OAR 340-32-240 means the consumption of a
chemical that does not fall under the definitions of
"manufacture" or "process". This may include the use of a
chemical as a manufacturing aid, cleaning or degreasing aid,
or waste treatment aid.

Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A




Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef. 9-24-93; DEQ 18-1993, f, & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 24-1994,
f. & ef. 10-28-94 :

Permit Application Requirements

340-32-150 through 340-32-200 [reserved]

Applicability
340-32-210 [Renumbered to 340-32-105]

Permit Application
340-32-220

(1) The owner or operator of a HAP source subject to OAR 340-32-
400 through 340-32-4500 or 340-32-5500 through 340-32-5650
shall comply with the appropriate application requirements for
construction permits, OAR 340-32-230 and operating permits,
OAR 340-32-240.

(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of OAR Chapter 340, Divisions
28 and 32, no stationary source shall be required to apply
for, or operate pursuant to, at—federal—ein Oregon Title V
Operating fptPermit issued under OAR 340-28-2100 through 340- -
28-2320 solely because such source 1s subject to the
provisions of OAR 340-32-5400, Accidental Release Prevention.

[Note: Rules sgpecifying the full procedures and specific requirements for
permitting can be found in OAR Chapter 340, Division 28.]

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-198%3, f£. & ef, 9-24-93; DEQ 18-19%3, f. & ef. 11-4-93

Permit to Construct or Modify
340-32-230

{1l) ©On or after the effective date of the program no owner or
operator shall:

{(a) Construct a new major source that will be subject to the
+federat—eotOregon Title V Operating -fptPermit program
without obtaining an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
(ACDP) pursuant to OAR 340-28-1700 through 340-28-1770
prior to construction;

(b) Modify any existing major source operating under af
federal—otn Oregon Title V Operating fdPermit without
obtaining a preconstruction notice of approval as
described in OAR 340-28-2270 prior to modifying;

(¢} Modify any existing source operating under an ACDP which
will become a major source after modifying, without
obtaining a permit modification pursuant to OAR 340-28-
1700 through 340-28-1770 prior to modifying;

(d) Modify any existing scurce not currently operating under
any permit which will become a wmajor source after




modifying, without obtaining an ACDP pursuant to OAR 340-
28-1700 through 340-28-1770 prior to modifying;

{e) Modify any existing source operating under an ACDP as a
synthetic minor pursuant to OAR 340-28-1740 which wiil
become a major source after modifying, without:

(A} Obtaining af—federai—eln Oregon Title V Operating
tp}Permit pursuant to OAR 340-28-2100 through 340-
28-2320 for those sources proposing to change an
enforceable condition 3in the permit prior to
operating as a major source; or

(B) Obtaining a modified ACDP pursuant to OAR 340-28-
1700 through 340-28-1770 for those sources
proposing to construct or modify any emissions unit
prior to construction or modification.

{2) Prior to the effective date of the program for a major source
and at any time for an area source subject to OAR 340-32-5500
through 340-32-5600 or 340-32-5650, no owner or operator
shall:

{a) .Construct a new gsource subject to CAR 340-32-5500 through
340-32-5600 or 340-32-5650 without obtaining an ACDP
pursguant to OAR 340-28-1700 through 340-28-1770;

(b} Modify any existing source subject to OAR 340-32-5500
through 340-32-5600 or 340-32-5650 such that HAP
emigssions are increased without obtaining a modified ACDP
pursuant to CAR 340-28-1700 through 340-28-1770;

(c) Modify any existing source subject to OAR 340-32-5500
through 340-32-5600 oxr 340-32-5650 such that HAP
emigsions are not increased without obtaining a notice of
construction approval pursuant to OAR 340-28-800 through
340-28-820. :

(3) All applicants for construction or modification of a major
gsource of HAP shall determine and report to the Department
potential emissions of HAP listed in Table 1 of OAR 340-32-
130.

(4) Where an existing {federal—elOregon Title V Operating
+e}Permit would prohibit such construction or change in
operation, the owner or operator mugt obtaln a permit revision
before commencing operation.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & ef, 9-24-93; DEQ 18-15993, f. & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 24-1954,
f. & ef. 10-28-94

Permit to Operate
340-32-240 ‘

(1) On and after the effective date of the program or at such
earlier date as the Department may establish pursuant toc OAR
340-28-2120, no owner or operator shall operate a new,
existing, or modified major source of HAP emissions without
applying for an operating permit as described below:

(a) The following types of HAP sources shall, within 12
months after initial startup of the construction or
modification, comply with the {federal-olOregon Title V




Operating $pt+Permit application procedures of OAR 340-28-

2100 through 340-28-2320:

{(A) New major sources as described in OAR 340-32-
230(1) {(a); .

{B) Existing sources operating under an ACDP as
described in QAR 240-32-230(1) {c};

{C) Existing sources previously  unpermitted as
described in OAR 340-32-230(d4d);

{D) Existing synthetic minor sources operating under an
ACDP asg described in OAR 340-32-230(1) (e) (B).

Any exlisting major sources as described under OAR 340-32-

230(1) (b) shall:

{A) TImmediately upon receiving its preconstruction
notice of approval, comply with the operating
permit procedures described under OAR 340-28-2230
Adminigtrative Amendments, 1f the source has
complied with the enhanced provisions of OAR 340-
28-2290 and OAR 340-28-2310;

(R) Within 12 months of commencing operation comply
with the permit application procedures under OAR
340-28-2250 when the modification qualifies as a
minor modification or OAR 340-28-2260 wnen the
modification qualifies as a gignificant
modification; or

{(C) At the time of permit renewal comply with the
permit application procedures under OAR 340-28-
2220{(2) when the modification qualifies as an off
permit change or OAR 340-28-2220(3) when the
modification qualifies as a "Section 502 (b) (10)"
change.

Any gynthetic minor source as described in CAR 340-32-

230 (1) (e} (A} shall, prior to commencing operation, apply

for and obtain the required ftfederal—eolOregon Title ¥

Operating fpiPermit according to the procedures of OAR

340-28-210C¢ through 340-28-2320.

Any existing major source shall comply with the {Ffedexrad

©}0reqgon . Title V Operating HptPermit application

procedures of OCAR 340-28-2100 through 340-28-2320 upon

becoming subject to the [fFfederal—elOregon Title V

Operating $fp}Permit program.

All ‘federal o}Oregon Title V Operating fplPermit applicants
shall include in the applicatiomn:

{a)

All emissions of HAP listed in Table 1 of OAR 340-32-130
in accordarnce with OAR 340-28-2120(3) Standard
Application Form and Required Information, and OAR 340-
28-2120(4) Quantifying Emissiong; ’
An estimate of the use of additiocnal substances, listed
in OAR 340, Chapter 135, Appendix 1 and in OAR 340-32-
5400 Table 3, that are manufactured, processed, or used
at the facility and that could reasonably be expected to
be emitted from the source;
(A} The esgtimated annual manufacture, processing, or
use of each chemical shall be reported within the
following ranges: *Not Present"; "Insignificant



Use" (less than 1,000 pounds); "1,001 - 10,000
pounds"; "10,00+41 - 20,000 pounds"; 20,001 -
50,000 pounds"; and "Over 50,000 pounds®".

The owner or operator shall provide estimates of

the usage of these additional chemicals based on

readily available information. The owner or
operator is not regquired to estimate the

"manufacture" of any chemical from combustion or

manufacturing processes for which there a&are no

verifiable emission factors, mass balance
calculation wmethods, or for which no EPA approved
testing, sampling, or monitoring method exists.

The use of chemicals in the following categories

are exempt from quantification:

(1} Aggregate insignificant emissions as
defined under OAR 340-28-110(5) and
categorically insignificant activities as
defined under OAR 340-28-110(15);

(i) ~ Products and fuelg for maintaining motor
vahicles ugsed onsite; or
{11d) Chemicals used in a manufactured

item that are not released under
normal circumstances of processing
at the facility;
Nothing in paragraphs (A) or (B) of this subsection
shall regquire a source to conduct monitcring or
testing sclely for the purpose of estimating annual
usage of the additional substances.

Prior to the effective date of the program for a major source

and at any time for an area gource, no owner or operator shall
operate a new, existing, or modified stationary source subject
to OAR 340-32-5500 through 340-32-5600 or 340-32-5650 without
firet obtaining a permit pursuant to OAR 340-28-1700 through

ORS Ch. 468 & 468A

f. & ef, 9-24-3%3; DEQ 18-1593, £. & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 24-1994,

(3]

340-28-1770.
Stat. Auth.:
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993,
f. & ef. 10-26-94




Emission Standards

340-32-400 through 340-32-490 [reserved]

Emissions Limitation for New Major Sources

(1)

340-32-500

Federal MACT. Any person who propoges to construct a major

gsource of HAP after an applicable emissions standard has been

proposed by the EPA pursuant to Section 112(d), Section

112 (n}, or Section 129 of the FCAA shall comply with the

regquirements and emission standard for new sources when

promulgated by EPA.

State MACT. Any person who proposes to congtruct a major

source of hazardous air pollutants before MACT requirements

applicable to that source have been proposed by the EPA and
after the effective date of the program shall comply with new

gource MACT reguirements determined by the Department on a

case-by-case basis.

(a) In establishing a state MACT the Department shall reguire
the maximum degree of reduction in emissions of hazardous
air pollutants (including a prohibition on such
emissions, where achievable) that the Department, taking
into consideration the cost of achieving such emission
reductiong, and any non-air quality health and
environmental impacts and energy requirements, determines
is achievable through application of processes, methods,
systems, or techniques including, but not limited to,
emissions reduction measures that:

{A) Reduce the volume of, or eliminate emissions of,
HAP through process changes, substitution of
materials or other modifications;

(B} Enclose systems Or  processes to eliminate
emissions;

{C) Collect, capture or treat HAP emissions when
releaged from the procegs, stack, gtorage or
fugitive emissions point;

(D) Are design, eguipment, wWork practice, or
operational standards, including requirements for
operator training or certification; or

(E) Are a cowbination of the above.

{b) The owner or operator of the proposed major source must
demonstrate to the Department that the source shall
-achieve at least the maximum degree of emissions
reduction that is achieved in practice by the best
controlled similar scurce.

(c) If, after a permit has been issued, the EPA promulgates
a MACT sgtandard applicable to a source which is more
stringent than the one established pursuant to this
section, the Department shall revise the permit upon the
next renewal to reflect the standard promulgated by the
EPA. The source shall be given a reasonable time to
comply, but no longer than 8 years after the standard is



(d)

promulgated.

The Department shall not establish a case-by-case state

MACT':

{p) TFor new solid waste incineration units where an
emissions standard will be established for these
units by the EPA pursuant to Section 111 of the
FCAA. These sources are sgubject to applicable
emigsions standards under OAR Chapter 340, Division
25,

(B) For new major HAP sources where an emissions
standard or alternative control strategy will be
established by the EPA pursuant to Section 112(n)
of the FCaa.

Compliance schedule. The owner or operator of the proposed
major source must demonstrate to the Department that the
source will achieve the required emissions limitation prior to
commencing operation.

Residual emisgsions.

(a)

The owner or operator of the proposed major source shall
assess whether its resgidual emissions of each listed HAP,
after complying with any emissions limitation in section
(1) or (2) of this rule, would be less than the de
minimis quantity listed in Table 1 of OAR 340-32-130.
This .requirement shall apply only to increases in
emigsions from the new emissions units.

If the residual emissions of any listed HAP exceeds the

' de minimis guantity for that HAP then the owner or

operator of the source shall notify the Department when

applying for a constructicn permit which of the following

options the owner or operator chooses for addressing
regidual emissions:

(A) Propose additional emissions reduction measures to
reduce residual HAP emissions that, if approved by
the Department, shall be included as permit terms
or conditions; '

(B} Provide an air quality analysis to the Department
showing impacts from residual emissions; or

(C) Propose no additional emissions reducticn measures
and will provide additional information when
requested, for the Department to evaluate the
source’s regidual emissions.

The Department may reguest additional information from
the owner or operator. The information requested shall
be necessary for determining additional control measures
or for conducting an air gquality analysis. The
Department shall determine, prior to issuance of an
construction permit, if residual emissions have been
adeguately addressed to protect public health and the
environment and wmay propose rule making to reguire
additional emission reduction measures on a case-by-case
basis. :

Additional emissions reduction measures may include:

() Those 1listed in subsection 2{a) of this rule
regardless of cost;

%




{B) Equipment shutdown or additicnal controls on other
emissions units within the facility; or

{C) Reductions in releases to other environmental
media. '

(e) When applying for at—Federal—tn Oreqgon Title V Cperating
Permit the source shall notify the Department if its
actual emissions exceed the estimate of resgsidual
emissions and the de minimis guantities. The Department
ghall then determine if residual emissions have keen
adequately addressed or whether additional emissions
reductions measures are needed for the operating permit
according to subsections 4(b), (c), and (d) of this rule.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A

Hist.:

DEQ 13-1993, f. & cert. ef. 9-24-93

Requifements for Modifications of Existing Major Sources

(%)

340-32-4500

After the effective date of the program, no person may modify

a major source of HAP in such a way ag to start emitting or

increase potential emissions of any HAP by more than its de

minimis quantity listed in Table 1 (OAR 340-32-130) without
applying the MACT emissions limitation for that source
category. '

Where no applicable emissions limitation has been promulgated

by the EPA and adopted as a rule within this Division, the

Department shall determine on a case-by-case basis whether the

Emissions Limitation for New Major Sources (OAR 340-32-500{2))

or the Emissions Limitation for Existing Major Sources (OCAR

340-32-2500(2)) applies tc the modified emissions unit.

Residual emissions.

(a} The owner or operator of the proposed major source shall
agsesgs whether its residual emissions of each listed HAP,
after complying with any emissions limitaticn in section
(1} or (2) of this rule, would be less than the de
minimis quantity listed in Table 1 of CAR 340-32-130.
This reguirement shall apply only to increases in
emissions from the modified emissions units.

(b) If the residual emissions of any listed HAP exceeds the
de minimis quantity for that HAP then the owner or
operator of the source shall notify the Department when
applying for a construction permit which of the following
options the owner or operator chooses for addressing
residual emissions:

{A) Propose additional emissions reduction measures to
reduce residual HAP emissions that, if approved by
the Department, shall be included as permit terms
or conditions;

(B) Provide an air quality analysis to the Department
showing impacts from residual emissions; or

(C) Propose no additional emissions reduction measures
and will provide additional information when



Stat.

Hist.:

requested, £or the Department to evaluate the
gource’s residual emissions.

{c) The Department may request additional information Ffrom
the owner or operator. The information regquested shall
be necessary for determining additional control measures
or for conducting an air quality analysis. The
Department shall determine, prior to dissuance of a
construction permit, if residual emissicnsg have been
adequately addressed to protect public health and the
environment and may propose rule making to require
additional emission reduction measures on a case-by-case
basis.

(d) Additional emissions reduction measures may include:

() Those listed in OAR 340-32-500(2) (a) regardless of
cost; -

(B) Equipment shutdown or additional controls on cther
emisgions units within the facility; or

(C) Reductions 1in releases to other environmental
media.

(e) When applying for at—+ederai—}n Oregon Title V Operating
Permit the source shall notify the Department if its
actual emigsions exceed the estimate of residual
emigssions and the de minimis quantities. The Department
gshall then determine if residual emissions have been
adequately addressed or whether additional emissions
reductions measures are needed for the operating permit
according to subsections 4(b), {(c), and (d) of this rule.

Auth.: ORE Ch. 468 & 468A
DEQ 13-1983, £. & cert. ef. 9-24-93

340-32-4510 through 340-32-4990 [reserved]

Requirements for Area Sources

(1)

340-32-5000

Applicability. After the effective date of the program the

requirements of sections (2) and (3) of this rule shall apply

to:

(a) Area sources for which EPA has promulgated, and the
Department has adopted, a GACT standard; or

(b} Area sources for which an emisgsions limitation has been
developed and adopted by the Department.

Permift Requirementgs. All area sources subject to GACT

standards promulgated by EPA, or emission Ilimitations

developed by the Department and adopted as rule by the

Commission, are temporarily deferred from the requirement to

obtain af—federal oin Oregon Title V Operating feptPermit until

such £ime as the Department determines how the program should

be structured and completes rule making.

Emissions Limitation for Area Sources

(a) Generally Available Control Technology {GACT) may take
the form of control technology reguirements or




performance standards. GACT may include, but is not
limited to, work practice modifications, material
substitutions, pollution prevention techniques,
alternative technology, procegss changes, or other
options, as well as emissions control technologies. In
gome cases GACT may be identical to MACT for major HAP
sources in the same source category. :

(b) Any person who proposes to operate an area source afterxr
a GACT standard has been promulgated by EPA shall comply
with the applicable GACT requirements.

(¢} Any person who proposes to operate an area source after
the Commigsion has adopted an emissions limitation, shall
comply with the applicable requirements.

Stat. Auth.: CORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Hist.: DEQ 13-1993, f. & cert. ef. 9-24-93

Emission Standards for Airborne Radionuclide Emissions From
Facilities Licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commisgsion -
340-32-5585
(1) Applicability:
(a) This rule applies to any -Hfederat—eo}Oregon Title V
Operating fp}Permit source which is a major source under
OAR 340-28-110(45) that is also subject to 40 CFR 61.100.
(2) Requirements. Sources subject to this rule shall comply with
40 CFR Part 61, Subpart I, as adopted under OAR 340-32-5520.

[Note: Other sources which are not major sources may be subject to 40 CFR Part
61, Subpart I under authority retained by EPA.]

[Publications: The Publication(s) referred to or incorporated by reference in
this rule are available from the cffice of the Department of Environmental Quality.]

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 46B8A
Hist.: DEQ 32-1594, f. & ef., 12-22-94

Definitions for Asbestos Emission S8tandards and Procedural

Requirementsg
340-32-5590 As used in OAR 340-32-5600 through 340-32-5650:
(1) "Adequately Wet" wmeans to sufficiently mix or penetrate
asbestos-containing wmaterial with liquid to prevent the
release of particulate asbestos materials. The absence of

visible emissions is not sufficient evidence of being
adequately wet.

(2) "Asbestos" means the asbestiform varieties of serpentine
(chrysotile), riebeckite (crocidolite}, cummingtonite-
grunerite (amosite), anthophyllite, actinolite and tremolite.

{3) "Asbestos Abatement Project" means any demolition, renovation,
repair, construction or maintenance activity of any public or
private facility that involves the repair, enclosure,
encapsulation, removal, salvage, handling or disposal of any
material with the potential of releasing asbestos fibers from



(10)

asbestos-containing material into the air. Emergency fire
fighting is not an asbestos abatement project.

"Asbestos Manufacturing Operation" means the combining of
commercial asbestos, or in the case of woven friction
products, the combining of textiles containing commercial
asbestos with any other material(s) including commercial
asbestos, and the processing of this combination into a
product as specified in OAR 340-32-5590(3).
"Asbestos-Containing Material" means asbestos or any material
containing more than one percent (1%) asbestos by weight,
ineluding particulate asbestos material.

"Agbestos Mill" means any facility engaged in the conversion
or any intermediate step in the conversion of asbestos ore
into commercial asbestos. '

"Asbestos Survey" means an inspection using the procedures
contained in 40 CFR 763.86, Subpart E (July 1, 1993) to
determine whether materials or structures to be worked on,
removed, or demolished, contain asbestos.

"Asbestog Tallings" mean any solid waste product of asbestos
mining or milling operations which contains asbestos.
"Asbestos Waste Generator" means any person performing an
asbestos abatement project or any owner or operator of a
gsource subject to OAR 340-32-5590 through 340-32-5650 whose
act or process generates asbestog-containing waste material.
"Asbestog-Containing Waste Material" means any waste which
containg asbestos tailings or any commercial asbestos, and is
generatad by a source subject to OAR 340-32-5500 through 240-
32-5520 and OAR 340-32-5590 through 340-32-5650. This term
includes, but not limited teo, filters from contreol devices,
asbestos abatement project waste, and bags or containers that
previously contained commercial asbestos.

"Asbestog Waste Shipment Record" means the shipment document,
required to be originated and signed by the asbestos waste
generator; used to track and substantiate the disposition of
asbestos-containing waste material.

"Commercial Asbestos" means asbestos which is produced by
extracting asbestos from asbestos ore.

"Demolition" means the wrecking or removal of any load-
supporting structural member of a facility together with any
related handling operations or the intentional burning of any
facility.

"Fabricating" means any processing (e.g., cutting, sawing,
drilling) of a manufactured product that contains commercial
asbestos, with the exception of processing at temporary sites
(field fabricating) for the construction or restoration of
facilities. In the case of friction products, fabricating
includes bonding, debonding, grinding, sawing, drilling, or
other similar operations performed as part of fabricating.
"Friable Asbestos Material" means any asbestos-containing
material that hand pressure can crumble, pulverize or reduce
to powder when dry.

"Full-Scale Asbestos Abatement Project" means any removal,
renovation, encapsulation, repair or maintenance of any
asbestos-containing material which could potentially release




(22)

asbestos fibers into the air, and which is not classified as
a small-gcale agbestos abatement project.

"HEPA Filtexr" means a high efficiency particulate air fllter
capable of filtering 0.3 micron particles with 99.97 percent
efficiency.

"Inactive Asbestos-Containing Waste Disposal Site" means any
disposal site for asbestos-containing waste where the operator
has allowed the Department’s sclid waste permit to lapse, has
gone out of business, or no longer receives asbestos-
contalning waste. :
"Interim Storage of Asbestos-Containing Material" means the
storage of asbestos-containing waste material which has been
placed in a container outside a regulated area until
transported to an authorized landfill.

"Nonfriable Asbestos-Containing Material" meansg any material
containing more than one percent (1%} asbestos as determined
by weight that when dry, cannot be crumbled, pulverlzed or
reduced to powder by hand pressure.

"Open accumulation”™ means any accumulation, ineluding storage
of friable asbestos-containing material or asbestos-containing
waste material other than material securely enclosed and
gtored as required by OAR 340-32-5650.

"Particulate Asbestos Material™ means any finely divided
particles of asbestos material.

(24233) "Renovation" means altering in any way one or more

facility components. Operations in which locad-supporting
structural members are wrecked or removed are excluded.

(23+4) "Small-Scale Asbestos Abatement Project" means any

small-scale, short-duration renovating and maintenance
activity or removal, renovation, encapsulation, repair,
or malntenance procedures intended to prevent asbestosg-
containing material from releasing fibers into the air
and which:

(a) Removes, encapsulates, repairs or maintains less than 40
linear feet or 80 square feet of asbestos-containing
material;

(b) Does not subdivide an otherwise full-scale asbestos
abatement project into smaller sized units in order to
avoid the requirements of this Division;

{c) Utilizes all practical worker isolation techniques and
other contrecl measures; and

(d) Does not result in worker exposure to an airborne
concentration of asbestos in excess of 0.1 fibers per
cubic centimeter of air, calculated as an eight (8) hour
time weighted average.

(214435) "Small-Scale, Short-Duration Renovating and Maintenance

Activity®" means a task for which the removal of asbestcs
is not the primary objective of the job, including, but
not limited to:

(a) Removal of guantities of asbestos-containing insulation
on pipes;

{b) Removal of small quantities of asbestos-containing
insulation on beams or above ceilings;

{c} Replacement of an asbestos-containing gasket on a valve;



(d) Installation or removal of a small section of drywall;
e} Imnstallation of electrical conduits through or proximate
to asbestos-containing materials. Small-scale, activities
shall be limited to no more than 40 linear feet or 80
square feet of asbestosg-containing material. An asbestos
abatement activity that would otherwise qualify as a
full-scale abatement project shall not be subdivided into’
smaller unitg in order to avoid the requirements of this
Division; or
(f} No such activity described above ghall result in airborne
asbestos concentrations above 0.1 fibers per cubic
centimeter of air (caliculated as an eight (8) hour time
weighted average) .
(253+6) "Structural Member" means any load-supporting member of
a facility, such as beams and lcad-supporting walls; or
any non-supporting member, such as ceilings and non-load-
supporting walls.

Stat. Auth. ORS Ch. 468 & 46BA
Hist.: Renumbered from OAR 340-25-455, DEQ 18-1993, f, & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 20-
1993 (), £. & ef. 11-4-93 ‘

Emission Standards and Procedural Requlrements for Asbestos

340-32-5600

(1) Emission standard for asbestos mills. No person shall cause
to be discharged into the atmosphere any visible emissions
from any asbestos wmilling operation, including fugitive
emissions, except as provided under OAR 340-32-5640(14) Air

Cleaning. For purposegs of this rule, the presence of

uncombined water in the emission plume shall not be cause for.

failure to meet the visible emission requirement. Outside
storage of asbestos materials is not considered a part of an

asbestos mill. Each owner or operator of an asbestos mill

shall meet the following requirements:

(a) Monitor each potential source of asbestos emissions from
any part of the mill facility, including air cleaning -
devices, process equipment, and buildings that house
equipment for material processing and handling, at least
once each day, during daylight hours, for wvigible
emissions to the outside air during periods of

operations. The monitoring shall be by visual
observation of at least 15 geconds duration per source of
emigsions;

(b) Inspect each air cleaning device at least once each week
for proper operation and for changes that signal the
potential for malfunction including, to the maximum
extent possible without dismantling other than opening
the device, the presgsence of tears, holes, and abrasions
in filter bags and for dust deposits on the c¢lean side of
bags. For ailr cleaning devices that cannot be inspected




on a weekly basgis according to this subsection, submit to
the Department, revise as necessary, and implement a
written maintenance plan to include, at a minimum, the
following: ‘
{A) Maintenance schedule;
{B) Recordkeeping plan.

(c) Maintain records of the results of visible emissions
monitoring and air cleaning device inspections using a
format approved by the Department which includes the

following:
(A) Date and time of each inspection;
{B} Presence or absence of visible emissions;

(C) Condition of fabric filters, including presence of
any tears, holes, and abrasions;

(D) Presence of dust deposits on clean side of fabric
filters;

(E) Brief description of corrective actions taken,
including date and time;

(F) Daily hours of operation for each air c¢leaning
device.

(d} Furnish upon request, and make available at the affected
facility during normal business hours for ingpection by
the Department, all records required under this section;

(e) Retain a copy of all monitoring and inspection records
for at least two years;

(£) Submit a copy of visible emission monitoring records to
the Department gquarterly. The guarterly reports shall be
postmarked by the 30th day following the end of the
calendar quarter; '

{g) Asbestos-containing waste material precduced by any
asbestos milling operation will be disposed of according
to OAR 340-32-5650.

Roadways and Parking Lots. No person may construct or
maintain a roadway with asbestos tailings or asbestos-
containing waste matexial on that roadway, unless (for

asbegtos tailings) :

(a) It is a temporary roadway cn an area of asbegstog ore
deposits (asbestos mine); or

(b) It is a temporary roadway at an active asbestos mill site
and is encapsulated with a resinous or bituminous binder.
The encapsulated road surface must be maintained at a
minimum frequency of once per vyear to prevent dust
emissicns; or

(c¢) It 1is encapsulated in asphalt concrete meeting the
specifications contained in Section 401 of Standard
Specifications for Construction of Roads and Bridges on
Federal Highway Projecta, FP-85, 1985, or their
equivalent.

Manufacturing. No person shall cause to be discharged into

the atmosphere any visible emissions, except as provided in

OAR 340-32-5540{(14), from any bullding or structure in which

manufacturing operations utilizing commercial asbestos are

conducted, or directly from any such manufacturing operations

if they are conducted outside buildings or structures, or from



any other fugitive emissions. All asbestos-containing waste
material produced by any manufacturing operation shall be
disposed of according to OAR 340-32-5650. Visible emigsions
from boilers or other points not producing emigsions directly
from the manufacturing operation; and having noc possible
asbestos material 1in the exhaust gases, shall not be
considered for purposes of this rule. The presence of
uncombined water in the exhaust plume shall not be cause for
failure to meet the visible emission requirements:

(a) Applicability. Manufacturing operations considered for
purposes of this rule are as follows:

(A) The manufacture of c¢loth, cord, wicks, tubing,
tape, twine, rope, thread, yarn, roving, lap, or
other textile materials;

(B) The manufacture of cement products;

C) The manufacture of £ire proofing and insulating
materials;

)  The manufacture of friction products;

) The manufacture of paper, millboard, and felt;

} The manufacture of floor tile;

} The manufacture of paints, coatings, caulks,
adhesives, or sealantsg;

) The manufacture of plastics and rubber materials;

) The manufacture of <chlorine, using asbestos
diaphragm technology;

J) The manufacture of shotgun shell wads;

(K) The manufacture of asphalt concrete;

L) Any other manufacturing operation which results ox
may result in the release of asbestos material to
the ambient air.

(b} Monitor each potential source of asbestos emissions from
any part of the manufacturing facility, including air.
cleaning devices, process equipment, and Dbuildings
housing material processing and handling equipment, at
least once each day during daylight hours for visible
emissions to the outside air during periods of operation.
The monitoring shall be visgual observation of at least 15
seconds;

(c) Inspect each air cleaning device at least once each week
for proper operation and for changes that signal the
potential for malfunctions, including, to the maximum
extent possible without dismantling other than opening
the device, the presence of tears, holes, and abrasions
in filter bags and for dust deposits on the clean side of
bags. For air cleaning devices that cannot be inspected
on a weekly basis according to this subsection, submit to
the Department, revise as necessary, and implement a
written maintenance plan to include, at a minimum, the
following:

{A) Maintenance schedule;

{B) Recordkeeping plan.

{d) Maintain records of the results of wvisible ewmission
monitoring and air cleaning device ingpections using a
format approved by the Department which includes the




following:

(A) Date and time of each inspection;

(B) Presence or absence of visible emissions:

(C) Condition of fabric filters, including presence of
any tears, holesg and abrasions;

(D} Presence of dust deposite on clean side of fabric
filters;

(E} Brief description of corrective actions taken,

. including date and time;

(F) Daily hours of operation for each air cleaning
device. :

(e) Furnish upon request, and make available at the affected
facility during normal business hours for ingpection by
the Department, all records regquired under this section;

(f) Retain a copy of all monitoring and ingpection records
for at least two years;

(g) Submit quarterly a copy of the wvisgible emission
monitoring records to the Department if visible emisgions
occurred during the report period. Quarterly reports
shall be postmarked by the 30th day following the end of
the calendar quarter;

(h} Asbestos-containing waste material produced by any
agbestos milling operation shall be dlsposed.of acgording
to OAR 340-32-5650.

{4) Open accumulation of friable agbestos-containing material or
asbestos-containing waste material is prohibited. .

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A

Hist.: DEQ 26, £. 9-2-75, ef. 9-25-75; DEQ 22-1982, f. & ef. 10-21-82; DEQ 18-1992,
f. & cert. ef. 10-7-91; DEQ 4-1993, £, & cert, ef. 3-10-33; Renumbered from OAR 340-
25-465, DEQ 18-18%3, £. & ef. 11-4-93

Asbestos Ingpection Requirements for -[FederallQOregon Title V

Operating Permit Program Sources.

340-32-5610 This rule applies to rencvation and demolition
activities at major sources subject to the {federal-o}Oregon Title
V_Operating -fpiPermit program as defined in OAR 340-28-110.

(1) To determine applicability of the Department’s asbestos
regulations, the owner or operator of a renovation or
demolition project shall thoroughly inspect the affected area
for the presence of asbestos.

(2) For demclition projects where no asbestos-containing material
is present, written notification shall be submitted to the
Department on an approved form. The notification shall be
submitted by the owner or operator or by the demolition
contractor as follows:

(a) Submit the notification, as specified in section (3) of
this rule, to the Department at least ten days before
beginning any demolition project.

(b) The Department shall be notified prior to any changes in
the scheduled starting or completion dates or other
substantial changes or the notification of demolition
will be wvoid.

(3) The following information shall be provided for each




notification of demolition:

(a) Name, address, and telephone number of the person
conducting the demolition.

(b) Contractor’s Oregon demolition license number, if
applicable.

{(c} Certification that no asbestos was found during the
predemolition asbestos inspection and that if asbestos-
containing material is uncovered during demolition the
procedures found in OAR 340-32-5620 through OAR 340-32-
5650 will be followed.

(d) Description of building, structure, facility,
: installation, wvehicle, or wvessel to be demolisghed,
including:

(A) The age, present and prior use of the facility;
(B) Address or location where the demolition project is
to be accomplished. _
(e) Major source owner’s or cperator’s name, address and
phone number.
(f) Scheduled starting and completion dates of demolltlon
work.
(g) Any other information requested on the Department form

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A
Higt.: DEQ 20-1993(T), f£f. & ef. 11-4-93; DEQ 13-15%9%4, f. & ef. 5-19-94; DEQ 24-159%4,
f. & ef. 10-28-94

Asbestos Abatement Projects
340-32-5620
(1) Any person who conducts an asbestos abatement project shall

comply with OAR 340-32-5630 and 340-32-5640(1) through (11).

The following asbestos abatement projects are exempt from OAR

340-32-5630 and 340-32-5640(1) thrcocugh (11):

{a) Asbestos abatement conducted in a private residence which
is occupied by the owner and the owner-occupant performs
the asbestos abatement.

(b) Mastics and roofing products that are fully encapsulated
with a petroleum-based binder that are not hard, dry, and
brittle. . This exemption shall end whenever these
materials are burned, shattered, crumbled, pulverized, or
reduced to dust.

(c) Removal of less than three square feet or three linear
feet of asbesgtos-containing material provided that the
removal of asbestos is not the primary objective and
methods of removal are in compliance with OAR 437
Division 3 "Construction" (29 CFR 1926.58 Appendix G).
An .asbestog abatement project shall not be subdivided
into smaller Slzed units in order to qualify for this
exemption.

{d) Removal of asbestos-containing materials which are sealed
from the atmosphere by a rigid casing, provided that the
casing is not broken or otherwise altered such that
asbegtos fibers could be released during removal,
handling, and transport to an authorized disposal site.




(+412) Any person who removes non-friable asbestos-containing
material not exempted under OAR 340-32-5620(1) shall
comply with the following: :

{a) Submit notification and fee to the Department Business
Office on a Department form in accordance with OAR 340-
32-5630.

(b} Removal of nonfriable asbestos-containing materials that
are not shattered, crumbled, pulverized or reduced to
dust until delivered to an auvthorized disposal site is
exempt from OAR 340-32-5640{10) and OAR 340-33-030. This
exemption shall end whenever the asbestos-containing
material becomes friable and releases asbestos fibers
into the environment.

NOTE: The requirements and jurisdiction of the Department of Insurance and
Finance, Oregon Occupational Safety and Health Division and any other state agency
are not affected by OAR 340-32-5500 through 340-32-5650.

[Publicationa: The publication{(s) referred to or incorporated by reference
in this rule are available from the office of the Department of Environmental
Quality.] .

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468 & 468A

Hist.: DEC 18-1992, f. & cert. ef., 10-7-9%1; DEQ 4-19393, f. & cert. ef. 3-10-93;
Renumbered from OAR 340-25-466, DEQ 18-19293, f. & ef. 11-4-53; DEQ 19-1994, £. 9-6-
94 & ef. 10-1-34



NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING HEARING

(Rulemaking Statements and Statement of Fiscal Impact must accompany this form.)

Department of Environmental Quality Air Quality Division
OAR Chapter _340

The public hearing regarding revisions to the Klamath Falls PM Control Plan will be held at the following location:

DATE: TIME: LOCATION:

June 16, 1995 7:00 pm Klamath County Museum (Spring Street Entrance)
‘1451 Main Street
Klamath Falls, OR 97601

The public hearing regarding revisions to Divisions 25, 28, and 32 will be held at the following location:

DATE: TIME: LOCATION:

June 20, 1995 11:00 am Department of Environmental Quality
811 SW Sixth Ave., Tenth Floor (Room 10A)
Portland, OR 97204

HEARINGS OFFICER(s): _David L. Collier (Klamath Falls)

Patti Seastrom (Portland)

STATUTORY AUTHORITY: ORS 468A.035 General Comprehensive Plan

ADOPT: 1. Revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan as an amendment to the
Oregon Clean Air Act State Implementation Plan (SIP).

2. Unrelated housekeeping and clarifying amendments to Divisions 25, 28, and
32, clarifying rule language and adding a definition.

Amendments or additions to other sections of the Klamath Falls PM,;, Control Plan, Divisions 25,
28, and 32 listed above (or related administrative rules) may be made in response to information or
public comment received by the Department.

Xl This hearing notice is the initial not:iéﬁe given for this rulemaking action.
[J This bearing was requested by interested persons after a previous rulemaking notice.
X Auxiliary aids for persons with disabilities are available upon'advance request.

SUMMARY:

Proposed revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan incorporate new and more accurate information
on regional transportation emissions in the Klamath Falls PM,, Nonattainment Area which has recently been
provided by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT). Incorporating the new transportation
estimates into the PM,, Control Plan would improve the accuracy of the plan, and would allow the
Department to more accurately assess (under the transportation conformity rule) the air quality impact of
any regionally significant transportation project proposed in the Klamath Falls nonattainment area. In
addition to the revised ODOT estimates, new information from the Klamath Falls low income woodstove
replacement program will be included in the plan revision. The additional emission reduction achieved by
this program since 1991 will increase the effectiveness of the PM,y control strategy, and further increase
the attainment safety margin. The plan revision also incorporates emission reductions achieved through
recent Departmental rules affecting the production of hardboard. The revised PM,, Control Plan also
reevaluates the air quality impact of the Klamath Falls Weyerhauser facility on the nonattainment area.
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Based on a dispersion modeling analysis of Weyerhauser emissions, the Department has determined that
while significant, emission impacts from Weyerhauser will not jeopardize attainment or maintenance of the
PM,, NAAQS.

Housekeeping amendments to OAR Division 25 (Specific Industrial Standards}, Division 28 (Stationary
Source Air Pollution Control and Permitting Procedures), and Division 32 ( Hazardous Air Pollutants,
General Provisions for Stationary Sources) would bring existing rules into conformance with federal
requirements, and clarify and correct rule language. For purposes of program delegation approval, EPA has
requested an amendment to Division 25 modifying the New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) definition
of "reference method". Amendments to Division 28 will bring public notification procedures for proposed
federal operating permits in line with federal requirements. Amendments to Division 32 adds a definition
for "Open Accumulation.” This definition will aid enforceability of the open storage rules.

LAST DATE FOR COMMENT: _Junpe 22. 1995 at 5:00 pm

DATE PROPOSED TO BE EFFECTIVE: Upon adoption by the Environmental Quality Commission and

subsequent filing with the Secretary of State.

AGENCY RULES COORDINATOR: Chris Rich, (503) 229-6775
AGENCY CONTACT FOR THIS PROPOSAL: David L. Collier
ADDRESS: Air Quality Division

811 S. W. 6th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204
TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5177

or Toll Free 1-800-452-4011
Interested persons may comment on the proposed rules orally or in writing at the hearing. Writien comments will
also be considered if received by the date indicated above.

Signature W-ﬂ/f//r/\—/ Date j'/?//‘/’jf

1
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Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON...

1. Revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan as an amendment to the Oregon
Clean Air Act State Implementation Plan (SIP).

2. Unrelated housekeeping and clarifying amendments to Divisions 25, 28, and 32,
clarifying rule language and adding a definition.

Date Issued: May 12, 1995

Public Hearings: June 16, 1995, and June 20, 1995

Comments Due: June 22, 1995

WHO IS

AFFECTED: The Department of Environmental Quality, Oregon Department of

Transportation, City of Klamath Falls, Klamath County, regulated industry,
general public. o

WHAT IS

PROPOSED: This proposal would adopt new rules/rule amendments regarding the Klamath
Falls PM,, Control Plan, transportation conformity in the Klamath Falls PM,, Nonattainment Area,
and unrelated housekeeping amendments to OAR Divisions 25, 28, and 32. The proposal would
amend the Klamath Falls PM,; Control Plan to incorporate new and more accurate transportation
estimates from the Oregon Department of Transportation, and revise the existing motor vehicle
emission budget for conformity purposes. Revising the emission budget will require a minor
revision to the PM,, emission inventory and attainment demonstration. This amendment would
improve the accuracy of the PM,, Control Plan, and allow the successful conformity determination
of a proposed motor vehicle interchange project in Klamath Falls that will enhance public safety.
No previously adopted emission PM,, control strategies are affected by this proposal.

Housekeeping amendments to OAR Division 25 (Specific Industrial Standards), Division 28
(Stationary Source Air Pollution Control and Permitting Procedures), and Division 32 (Hazardous
Air Pollutants, General Provisions for Stationary Sources) would bring existing rules into
conformance with federal requirements, and clarify and correct rule language. Amendments to
Division 32 adds a definition for "Open Accumulation of Asbestos." This definition will aid
enforceability of the asbestos rules.

3

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: Attachment B-2, Page 1

Contact the person or division [dentified in the public notice by calling 229-5696 in the Portland area. To avoid long
distance charges from other parts of the state, calt 1-800-452-4011.

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

11/1/86




WHAT ARE THE
HIGHLIGHTS:

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has recently provided more accurate
information on regional transportation emissions in the Klamath Falls PM,, Nonattainment Area,
Incorporating the new estimates into the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan would improve the
accuracy of the plan, and would allow the Department to more accurately assess (under the
transportation conformity rule) the air quality impact of any regionally significant transportation
project proposed in the nonattainment area. ODOT is planning to construct a motor vehicle
interchange project (Washburn Way) in the City of Klamath Falls. Regional emission analysis
indicates that the Washburn Way project will slightly increase PM,, emissions from motor vehicles;
therefore, transportation conformity can not be demonstrated and the project can not be built. The
emission reduction strategies and attainment demonstration in the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan
provide an adequate margin of safety to address small unanticipated emission increases in the
airshed. In addition to the revised ODOT estimates, new information from the Klamath Falls low
income woodstove replacement program will be considered in the attainment demonstration
revision. The additional emission reduction achieved by this program since 1991 will increase the
effectiveness of the PMy, control strategy, and further increase the attainment safety margin. The
plan revision also incorporates emission reductions achieved through recent rules affecting the
production of hardboard. The revised PM,, Control Plan also reevaluates the air quality impact of
the Klamath Falls Weyerhauser facility on the nonattainment area. Based on a dispersion modeling
analysis of Weyerhauser emissions, the Department has determined that while significant, emission
impacts from Weyerhauser will not jeopardize attainment or maintenance of the PM,, NAAQS.

The Department has reviewed the Washburn Way project, using the more accurate transportation
estimates provided by ODOT, and has determined that the attainment demonstration and emission
budget can be safely revised to accommodate the slight increase in motor vehicle emissions without
jeopardizing attainment or maintenance of PM,, air quality standards. In light of the more accurate
ODOT information, the satisfactory safety margin in the attainment demonstration, and the public
safety concerns relating to the Washburn Way project, the Department proposes to amend the
Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan to improve the accuracy of the attainment demonstration, and to
revise the motor vehicle emission budget so that a successful conformity determination can be
made, and the project can proceed as scheduled.

HOW TO
COMMENT: The public hearing regarding revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,, Control
Plan will be held at the following location: '
DATE: TIME: LOCATION:

June 16, 1995 7:00 pm Klamath County Museum (Spring Street Entrance)
1451 Main Street
Klamath Falls, OR 97601
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The public hearing regarding revisions to Divisions 25, 28, and 32 will be held at the following
location: -

DATE: TIME: LOCATION:

June 20, 1995 11:00 am Department of Environmental Quality
811 SW Sixth Ave., Tenth Floor (Room 10A)
Portland, OR 97204

HEARINGS OFFICER(s): _David L. Collier (Klamath Falls); Patti Seastrom (Portland)

Written comments must be received by 5:00 p.m. on June 22, 1995 at the following address:

Department of Environmental Quality
Air Quality Division

811 8. W. 6th Avenue

Portland, Oregon, 97204

A copy of the Proposed Rule may be reviewed at the above address. A copy may be obtained from the
Department by calling the Air Quality Division at 229-5177 or calling Oregon toll free 1-800-452-4011.

WHAT IS THE

NEXT STEP: The Department will evaluate comments received and will make a recommendation to the
Environmental Quality Commission. Interested parties can request to be notified of the date the Commission
will consider the matter by writing to the Department at the above address. -

LEGAL\AH74650
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State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Rulemaking Proposal
for

1. Revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan as an amendment to the Oregon
Clean Air Act State Implementation Plan (SIP).

2. Unrelated housekeeping and clarifying amendments to Divisions 25, 28, and 32,
clarifying rule language and adding a definition.

Rulemaking Statements

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(7), this statement provides information about the Environmental Quality
Commission’s intended action to adopt a rule.

1. Legal Authority

ORS 468A.035, General Comprehensive Plan.

2. Need for the Rule

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has recently provided more accurate information
on regional transportation emissions in the Klamath Falls PM,, Nonattainment Area. The ODOT
Systems Studies Unit has provided new vehicle miles travelled (VMT) estimates which more
accurately characterize regional motor vehicle emissions in the Klamath Falls airshed for both the
1986 base year and projected future years. Incorporating the new estimates into the Klamath Falls
PM,, Control Plan would improve the accuracy of the plan, and would allow the Department to
more accurately assess (under the transportation conformity rule) the air quality impact of any
regionally significant transportation project proposed in the nonattainment area.

In addition, the Department of Transportation is proposing to construct a motor vehicle interchange
project (Washburn Way) in the City of Klamath Falls. Transportation conformity analysis shows that
construction of the Washburn Way project will slightly increase PM,, emissions from motor vehicles
above levels initially accounted for in the attainment demonstration; therefore, the project is unable
to demonstrate conformity with the existing motor vehicle emission budget. Funding for this project
can not be approved until a successful conformity determination is made. '

The Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan provides an adequate margin of safety to address small
unanticipated emission increases in the airshed. The attainment demonstration has the flexibility to
accommodate small emission changes without jeopardizing PM,, attainment or the continued
~ maintenance of attainment. Revising the attainment demonstration to reflect the new, more accurate
- ODOT estimates does not compromise this safety margin. In addition to the revised ODOT
estimates, new information from the Klamath Falls low income woodstove replacement program will
be considered in the attainment demonstration revision. The additional emission reduction achieved
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by this program since 1991 will increase the effectiveness of the PM, control strategy, and further
increase the attainment safety margin. The plan revision also incorporates emission reductions
achieved through recent Departmental rules affecting the production of hardboard. The revised PM,,
Control Plan also reevaluates the air quality impact of the Klamath Falls Weyerhauser facility on
the nonattainment area. Based on a dispersion modeling analysis of Weyerhauser emissions, the
Department has determined that while significant, emission impacts from Weyerhauser will not
jeopardize attainment or maintenance of the PM;; NAAQS.

The Department has reviewed the Washburn Way project, using the more accurate transportation
estimates provided by ODOT, and has determined that the attainment demonstration and emission
budget can be safely revised to accommodate the slight increase in motor vehicle emissions without
jeopardizing attainment or maintenance of air quality standards. In light of the more accurate ODOT
information, the satisfactory safety margin in the attainment demonstration, and the public safety
concerns relating to the Washburn Way project, the Department proposes to amend the Klamath
Falls PM,, Control Plan to improve the accuracy of the attainment demonstration, and to revise the
motor vehicle emission budget so that a successful conformity determination can be made. In light
of the public safety concerns regarding the Washbburn Way project, the Department has committed
to complete this SIP revision as quickly as possible, and to work with EPA on the expeditious
approval of the SIP revision, with a target completion date of no later than December 31, 1995.

Housekeéping amendments to OAR Division 25 (Specific Industrial Standards), Division 28
(Stationary Source Air Pollution Control and Permitting Procedures), and Division 32 ( Hazardous
Air Pollutants, General Provisions for Stationary Sources) are needed to bring existing rules into
conformance with federal requirements, and clarify and correct rule language. For purposes of
program delegation approval, EPA has requested an amendment to Division 25 medifying the New
Source Performance Standard (NSPS) definition of "reference method". Amendments to Division
28 will bring public notification procedures for proposed federal operating permits in line with
federal requirements. Amendments to Division 32 adds a definition for "Open Accumulation.” This
definition will aid enforceability of the open storage rules.

3. Principal Documents Relied Upon in this Rulemaking

OAR 340-20-047 State of Oregon Clean Air Act [mplementation Plan

OAR 340-20-700 Criteria and Procedures for Determining Conformity to State or
Federal Implementation Plans of Transportation Plans, Programs,
and Projects

OAR 340, Divisions 25, 28, and 32

These documents are available for review at DEQ Headquarters, Air Quality Division, 811 S.W. Sixth
Avenue, Portland, Oregon, 97204.

4, Advisory Committee Involvement

The Department has worked closely with the Klamath Falls City Council, the Klamath
County Board of Commissioners, and the Oregon Department of Transportation regarding
trapsportation conformity issues in Klamath Falls, and the proposed revision to the PM,,
Control Plan. Amendments to Divisions 25, 28, and 32 do not add any additional regulatory
requirements, therefore an advisory committee was not utilized.
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State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Rulemaking Proposal

for
1. Revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan as an amendment to the Oregon Clean Air
Act State Implementation Plan (SIP).
2. Unrelated housekeeping and clarifying amendments to Divisions 25, 28, and 32, clarifying

rule language and adding a definition.

Fiscal and Economic Impact Statement

Introduction .

- The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has recently provided more accurate
information on regional transportation emissions in the Klamath Falls PM,, Nonattainment Area.
Incorporating the new transportation estimates into the Klamath Falls PM,; Control Plan would
improve the accuracy of the plan, and would allow the Department to more accurately assess (under
the transportation conformity rule) the air quality impact of any regionally significant transportation
project proposed in the nonattainment area.

in addition, The Department of Transportation is proposing to construct a motor vehicle
interchange project (Washburn Way) in the City of Klamath Falls. The project can not currently
demonstrate conformity with the transportation emission budget in the Klamath Falls PM,; Control
Plan. Funding for this project can not be approved until such time as a successful conformity
determination is made. The emission reduction strategies and attainment demonstration in the
Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan provide an adequate margin of safety to address smail
unanticipated emissien increases in the airshed. In addition to the revised ODOT estimates,
additional emission reductions achieved from the Klamath Falls low income woodstove replacement
program will be considered in the attainment demonstration revision. The plan revision also
incorporates emission reductions achieved through recent Departmental rules affecting the production
of hardboard. The revised PM,, Control Plan also reevaluates the air quality impact of the Klamath
Falls Weyerhauser facility on the nonattainment area. Based on a dispersion modeling analysis of
Weyerhauser emissions, the Department has determined that while significant, emission impacts
from Weyerhauser will not jeopardize attainment or maintenance of the PM,, NAAQS.

The PM,, Control Plan can be safely revised to accommodate the slight increase in motor vehicle
emissions without jeopardizing attainment or maintenance of air quality standards. In light of the
more accurate ODOT information, the satisfactory safety margin in the attainment demonstration,
and the public safety concerns relating to the Washburn Way project, the Department proposes to
amend the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan to improve the accuracy of the attainment
demonstration, and to revise the motor vehicle emission budget so that a successful conformity
determination can be made,
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Housekeeping amendments to OAR Division 25 (Specific Industrial Standards), Division 28
(Stationary Source Air Pollution Control.and Permitting Procedures), and Division 32 ( Hazardous
Air Pollutants, General Provisions for Stationary Sources} would bring existing rules into
conformance with federal requirements, and clarify and correct rule language. For purposes of
program delegation approval, EPA has requested an amendment to Division 25 modifying the New
Source Performance Standard (NSPS) definition of "reference methed”. Amendments to Division
28 will bring public notification procedures for proposed federal operating permits in line with
federal requirements. Amendments to Division 32 adds a definition for "Open Accumulation." This
definition will aid enforceability of the open storage rules.

Proposed amendments to Division 25, 28, and 32 do not add any additional regulatory
requirements and therefore would have no fiscal or economic impact.

General Public
The proposed revision to the Klamath Falls PM, Control Plan will have no direct fiscal or
economic impact on the general public; however, the public will benefit from increased public safety

ag a results of the Washburn Way interchange project.

Small Businesé

The proposed revision will allow planning and construction of the Washburn Way project
to proceed as scheduled. Some small construction contractors and suppliers may benefit.

Large Business

The proposed revision will allow planning and construction of the Washburn Way project
to proceed as scheduled. Some larger construction contractors and suppliers may benefit.

Local Governments

The City of Klamath Falls has stated the urgent need for the Washburn Way project, citing
its significant benefit to public safety. While seen as positive, the direct fiscal and economic impact
of this project can not be determined. The City has requested that a revision to the PM, Control
Plan be accomplished as quickly as possible so that construction of the project can begin as
scheduled.

State Agencies
- DEQ
The proposed revisions will have no fiscal or economic impact on the Department.

- Other Agencies

The proposed revision will allow planning and construction of the Washburn Way project
to proceed as scheduled. The Oregon Department of Transportation will incur some fiscal
and economic benefit by being able to compete their construction design and operations for
this project in a timely manner,
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State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Rulemaking Proposal
for

1. Revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan as an amendment to the Oregon Clean Air Act
State Implementation Plan (SIP).

2. Unrelated housekeeping amendments to Divisions 25, 28, and 32, clarifying rule langnage and
adding a definition.

Land Use Evaluation Statement

1. Explain the purpose of the proposed rules.

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has recently provided more accurate
information on regional transportation emissions in the Klamath Falls PM,; Nonattainment Area. The
ODOT Systems Studies Unit has provided new vehicle miles travelled (VMT) estimates which more
accurately characterize regional motor vehicle emissions in the Klamath Falls airshed for both the
1986 base year and projected future years. Incorporating the new estimates into the Klamath Falls
PM,, Control Plan would improve the accuracy of the plan, and would allow the Department to
more accurately assess (under the transportation conformity rule) the air quality impact of any
regionally significant transportation project proposed in the nonattainment area.

In addition, The Department of Transportation is proposing to construct a motor vehicle
interchange project (Washburn Way) in the City of Klamath Falls. The project can not currently
demonstrate conformity with the transportation emission budget in the Klamath Falls PM,; Control
Plan. Funding for this project can not be approved until such time as a successful conformity
determination is made. The emission reduction strategies and attainment demonstration in the
Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan provide an adequate margin of safety to address small
unanticipated emission increases in the airshed. In addition to the revised ODOT estimates, new
information from the Klamath Falls low income woodstove replacement program will be considered
in the attainment demonstration revision. The additional emission reduction achieved by this program
since 1991 will increase the effectiveness of the PM,, control strategy, and further increase the
attainment safety margin. The attainment demonstration and emission budget can be safely revised
to accommodate the slight increase in motor vehicle emissions without jeopardizing attainment or
maintenance of air quality standards. In light of the more accurate ODOT information, the
satisfactory safety margin in the attainment demonstration, and the public safety concerns relating
to the Washburn Way project, the Department proposes to amend the Klamath Falls PM,, Control
Plan to improve the accuracy of the attainment demonstration, and to revise the motor vehicle
emission budget so that a successful conformity determination can be made.

Amendments to Divisions 25, 28, and 32 are needed to bring rules into conformance with federal
requirements, and clarify and correct rule language.
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2. Do the proposed rules affect existing rules, programs or activities that are considered land
use programs in the DEQ State Agency Coordination (SAC) Program?

Yes X No

a. If yes, identify existing program/rule/activity:

Divistons 25, 28, and 32: Approval of Notice of Construction for Air Pollution Sources;
Issuance of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits; Issuance of Indirect Source Construction

Permits.

b. If yes, do the existing statewide goal complianée and local plan compatibility procedures
adequately cover the proposed rules?

Yes X No {(if no, explain):
¢. If no, apply the following criteria to the proposed rules.
No new provisions of the control strategy are:
1) Specifically referenced in the statewide planning goals; or
2) Reasonably expected to have significant effects on:
(a) resources, objectives or areas identified in the statewide planning goals, or
(b) present or future land uses identified in acknowledged comprehensive plans.
ODOT contact with the City of Klamath Falls and Klamath Couaty indicate that although the
- proposed transportation project is not specifically identified in their comprehensive plans, the need
to improve traffic flows in this area are mentioned in both plans. Both jurisdictions state that zone
changes, exceptions or transportation plan amendments would not be required for this project.

ODOT states that this project is consistent with the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule.

In the space below, state if the proposed rules are considered programs affectmg land
use. State the criteria and reasons for the determination.

The proposed rules are not considered programs affecting land use,

3. If the proposed rules have been determined a land use program under 2. above, but are not
subject to existing land use compliance and compatibility procedures, explain the new
procedures the Department will use to ensure compliance and compatibility,

Not Applicable

A ‘5?%//«/ Q&)& . : Sl als<

Division Intergovernmental Coord. - Date

-~
ol
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(a)

(b)
Note:

1.

2.

Questions to be Answered to Reveal
Potential Justification for Differing from Federal Requirements.

Revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan as an amendment to the Oregon Clean Air Act
State Implementation Plan (SIP).

Unrelated housckeeping and clarifying amendments to Divisions 25, 28, and 32, clarifying ruile
language and adding a definition,

If a federal rule is relaxed, the same questions shouid be asked in arriving at a determination of whether to continue the
existing more stringent state rule.

Are there federal requirements that are applicable to this situation? If so, exactly what are they?

(a) Amendments to the Klamath Falls PM , Control Plan: Section 176 of the Clean Air Act
as amended in 1990. Limitations On Certain Federal Assistance (Transportation Conformity).

)] Amendments to Divisions 235, 28, and 32: Proposed amendments to QAR 340-28-2290
are equivalent to the requirements of 40 CFR Part 70, requirements for public notification of
Federal Operating Permits. The addition in Diviston 32 of the definition for "Open Accumulation
of Asbestos" has no equivalent federal regulation. The prohibition of accumulation and storage
of asbestos is provided for in existing state rules. This rulemaking is simply defining the term
"open accumulation" for clarity in enforcing the existing rules.

Are the applicable federal requirements performance based, technology based, or both with the most
stringent controlling?

{a) Performance Based: State and federal transportation conformity rules require that an air
quality impact analysis be conducted in nonattainment areas for any regionally significant
transportation project. This analysis must demonstrate that projected emissions from the proposed
transportation system are consistent with emissions allocated to motor vehicle use in the PM
Control Plan, and that no degradation of air quality will occur as a result of the project.

{b) Not Applicable.

Do the applicable federal requirements specifically address the issues that are of concern in Oregon?
Was data or information that would reasonably reflect Oregon’s congern and situation considered in the
Jederal process that established the federal requirements?

. (@ Yes.
{b) Not Applicable

Will the proposed requirement improve the ability of the regulated community to comply in a more cost

effective way by clarifying confusing or potentially conflicting requirements (within or cross-media),

increasing certainty, or preventing or rveducing the need for costly retrofit to meet more stringent

requirements later?

(a) Yes. This amendment will improve the ability of the regulated community in Klamath Falls
to comply with state and federal conformity requirements by revising the existing transportation
emission budget in the Klamath Falls PM,, Control Plan so that a successful conformity
determination can be made.
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10.

11,

(b) Yes. The housekeeping amendments to OAR Division 25 (Specific Industrial Standards),
Division 28 (Stationary Source Air Pollution Control and Permitting Procedures), and Pivision
32 ( Hazardous Air Pollutants, General Provisions for Stationary Sources) are needed to bring
existing rules into conformance with federal requirements, and clarify and correct rule language.

Is there a timing issue which might fustify changing the time frame for implementation of federal
requirements?

(a) No
(b) No

Will the proposed requirement assist in establishing and maintaining a reasonable margin for
accommodation of uncertainty and future growth?

(a) Yes. Projected future emissions used to establish the proposed transportation emission budget
takes into account the anticipated growth in motor vehicle use.
(b) Not Applicable

Does the proposed requirement establish or maintain reasonable equity in the requirements for various
sources? ({level the playing field)

(a) Establishing a motor vehicle emission budget affects regionally significant transportation
projects, and does not affect any requirements for other sources.

(b) Not Applicable
Would others face increased costs if a more stringent rule is not enacted?

(a) No. The proposed revisions are not more stringent than federal requirements.

(b) Not Applicable
Does the proposed requirement inciude procedural requirements, reporting or monitoring requirements
that are different from applicable federal requirements? If so, Why? What is the "compelling reason”
for different procedural, reporting or monitoring requirements?

(a) No.

(b Not Applicable
Is demonstrated technology available to comply with the proposed requirement?

(a) Not Applicable

(b) Not Applicable
Will the proposed requirement contribute to the prevention of pollution or address a potential problem
and represent a more cost effective environmental gain?

{a) Yes
(b) Yes
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State of Oregon -
Department of Env1ronmenta1 Quality Memorandum

Date: June 25, 1995
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: David L. Collier and Patti Seastrom
Subject: Presiding Officer’s Report for Rulemaking Hearing
Hearing Date and Time:  June 16, 1995, beginning at 7:00 pm
Hearing Location: Klamath Falls, OR

Hearing Date and Time:  June 20, 1995, beginning at 11:00 am
Hearing Location: Portland, OR

Title of Proposal:

1. Revisions to the Klamath Falls PM,y Control Plan as an amendment to the Oregon
Clean Air Act State Implementation Plan (SIP).
2. Unrelated housekeeping and clarifying amendments to Divisions 25 28, and 32,

clarifying rule language and adding a definition.

The rulemaking hearing on the above titled proposal was convened at 7:30pm and
11:00am respectively. People were asked to sign witness registration forms if they
wished to present testimony. People were also advised that the hearing was being
recorded and of the procedures to be followed.

Klamath Falls: Three people were in attendance, one person provided testimony.
Portland: Six people were in attendance, no one testified.

At the opening of the respective hearings, David Collier and Patti Seastrom briefly
explained the specific rulemaking proposal, the reason for the proposal, and responded to
questions from the audience. People were then called to testify in the order of receipt of
witness registration forms. Testimony was presented as noted below.
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Memo To: Environmental Quality Commission
June 235, 1995 Presiding Officer’s Report on
June 16, & June 20, 1995 Rulemaking Hearing

SUMMARY OF ORAL TESTIMONY
KLAMATH FALLS

Ms. Mavis McCormic

Ms. McCormic is concerned about emissions from industries which already exist in the
vicinity of the Washburn Way project. Specifically industries which may be in violation
of permit conditions, and newly permitted or proposed facilities. Ms. McCormic
supports the interchange project, but is concerned about increased air emissions. Ms.
McCormic in concerned about the emission iftventory in the PM,, Control Plan,
specifically that the numbers have been intentionally adjusted to accommodate the small
increase in motor vehicle emissions caused by the Washburn Way project. Ms.
McCormic also finds that the addition of issues dealing with the Klamath Falls
Weyerhaeuser facility, and the low income stove replacement program, distracts from the
main issue of the Washburn Way project. Written testimony was not provided by the
close of comment date.

There was no further testimony and the hearing was closed at 8:00pm.

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

KLAMATH FALLS

The following people handed in written comments but did not present oral testimony:

Dr. Robert Palzer. Air Quality Coordinator, Oregon Chagter\ of the Sierra Club

Dr. Palzer supports the emission budget revision for purposes of transportation
conformity. However, he believes that the proposed amendments are inadequate and
deceptive because of the failure to adequately address the impact from the Weyerhaeuser
facility. In objecting, Dr. Palzer cites prior modeling analysis which estimate significant
impacts from the Weyerhaeuser facility, limitations of the original 1990 receptor
modeling analysis which estimated the relative contribution of industry, dust, and
residential woodburning emissions to the airshed, and his calculations suggesting
correlations between reduced wood products industry production and decreasing ambient
PM,, levels. Dr. Palzer objects to the exclusion of the Weyerhaeuser facility from the
primary emission control strategy, and believes that disproportionate emphasis has been

Attachment C, Page 2



Memo To: Environmental Quality Commission
June 25, 1995 Presiding Officer’s Report on
June 16, & June 20, 1995 Rulemaking Hearing

placed on residential woodstove control. He believes that Weyerhaeuser emissions should
be included in the PM,; Control Plan, and that recent showdown credits be listed as
contributing to the reduction of ambient PM,, levels in Klamath Falls. Dr. Palzer stated
that a permit modification reflecting the reduction in Weyerhaeuser’s banked emissions
should be made part of the SIP.

Dr. Palzer believes that the hardboard rule was relaxed without a corresponding offset
included in the control strategy. Dr. Palzer has concerns that the annual PM,; levels
projected for the attainment year are within 10% of the annual PM,, standard. He cites
the existence of evidence which suggests there is a significant increase in mortality at
PM,, levels below the current standard, and believes that including Weyerhaeuser in the
control primary strategy could provide a lower and healthier air quality target. Dr.
Palzer takes strong objection of the statement in the control plan that attainment can be
successfully demonstrated in Klamath Falls by controlling sources other than industry.
He views recent industrial shutdowns as de facto control on industrial sources, and
partially attributes current lower PM,, levels to these shutdowns.

Weyerhaeuser Company

Weyerhaeuser supports efforts by the Department to amend the Klamath Falls PM,,
Control Plan to incorporate new transportation conformity information, and consider new
information from the Klamath Falls low income stove replacement project. :
Weyerhaeuser objects to the Departments conclusions that Weyerhaeuser’s Klamath Falls
operation has a significant impact on the nonattainment area, and the proposal to
potentially subject Weyerhaeuser to the Industrial Contingency Requirements for PM,,
Nonattainment Areas, should the area slip back into nonattainment.

Weyerhaeuser’s objections cover three main areas. Weyerhaeuser believes that:

1. The Department has failed to demonstrate that the industrial contingency
requirements in OAR 340-21-200 through 240 and the industrial contingency
requirements for the Klamath Falls PM,, nonattainment area are relevant and
applicable since the area has not been designated by EPA as failing to attainment
the PM,, air quality standards by the attainment date cited in the rule. DEQ has
also failed to demonstrate that Weyerhaeuser has the potential to have a
significant impact on the nponattainment area. Previous analysis by DEQ indicated
that the Weyerhaeuser facility did not have a significant impact on the
nonattainment area,
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Memo To: Environmental Quality Commission
June 25, 1995 Presiding Officer’s Report on
June 16, & June 20, 1995 Rulemaking Hearing

2. The Department has failed to recognize that a significant reduction in
Weyerhaeuser emissions has occurred since the control plan was adopted, further
minimizing the possibility that Weyerhaeuser could have a significant impacts on
the Klamath Falls nonattainment area.

3. The Department has failed to use the results from both receptor and dispersion

modeling, and has made a determination of significance based only on DEQ
dispersion modeling results.

Attachments:

Written Testimony Submitted for the Record.

Dr. Robert Palzer
Weyerhaeuser Company
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ATTACHMENT D

INDEX OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

Mavis McCormic (Oral Testimony)

Dr. Robert Palzer (Written Testimony)
Oregon Chapter, Sierra Club

Kevin Godbout (Written Testimony)
Oregon Environmental Affairs
Weyerhaeuser Company
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ATTACHMENT E

DEPARTMENT’S EVALUATION OF PUBLIC COMMENT

Comments

Ms. McCormic is concerned about emissions from industries which already exist in the
vicinity of the Washburn Way project. Specifically industries which may be in violation
of permit conditions, and newly permitted or proposed facilities. Ms. McCormic supports
the interchange project, but is concerned about increased air emissions. Ms. McCormic
in concerned about the emission inventory in the PM,, Control Plan, specifically that the
numbers have been intentionally adjusted to accommodate the small increase in motor
vehicle emissions caused by the Washburn Way project. Ms. McCormic also finds that
the addition of issues dealing with the Klamath Falls Weyerhaeuser facility, and the low
income stove replacement program, distracts from the main issue of the Washburn Way
project. Written testimony was not provided by the close of comment date.

Response

The Department’s eastern regional office coordinates compliance issues for existing
industry in Klamath Falls. Any violation of permit conditions are addressed through
technical assistance, and enforcement actions if necessary. All permitted industrial
emissions are accounted for in the PM,, control strategy. Revising the transportation
emission budget in the PM,, control plan will require a minor revision to the emission
inventory and attainment demonstration, and the relevant sections of the control plan have
been adjusted accordingly. The demonstration of attainment can be successfully revised
to accommodate the slight increase in motor vehicle emissions without jeopardizing PM,,
attainment or the 10 year maintepance period in Klamath Falls. A previous SIP
commitment required the re-evaluation of emission impacts from the Klamath Falls
Weyerhaeuser facility. Amending the control plan for conformity purposes has also
provided the opportunity to incorporate the results of the Weyerhaeuser evaluation, as
well as the additional emission reductions achieved since 1991 by the Klamath Falls low
income woodstove replacement program.

Comments

Dr. Palzer supports the emission budget revision for purposes of transportation
conformity. However, he believes that the proposed amendments are inadequate and
deceptive because of the failure to adequately address the impact from the Weyerhaeuser
facility. In objecting, Dr. Palzer cites prior modeling analysis which estimate significant
impacts from the Weyerhaeuser facility, limitations of the original 1990 receptor
modeling analysis which estimated the relative contribution of industry, dust, and
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residential woodburning emissions to the airshed, and his calculations suggesting
correlations between reduced wood products industry production and decreasing ambient
PM,, levels. Dr. Palzer objects to the exclusion of the Weyerhaeuser facility from the
primary emission control strategy, and believes that disproportionate emphasis has been
placed on residential woodstove control. He believes that Weyerhaeuser emissions should
be included in the PM,, Control Plan, and that recent industrial shutdown credits should
be listed as contributing to the reduction of ambient PM,, levels in Klamath Falls. Dr.
Palzer stated that a permit modification reflecting the reduction in Weyerhaeuser’s
banked emissions should be made part of the SIP.

Dr. Palzer believes that the hardboard rule was relaxed without a corresponding offset
included in the control strategy. Dr. Palzer has concerns that the annual PM,, levels
projected for the attainment year are within 10% of the annual PM,, standard. He cites
the existence of evidence which suggests there is a significant increase in mortality at
PM,, levels below the current standard, and believes that including Weyerhaeuser in the
control primary strategy could provide a iower and healthier air quality target. Dr. Palzer
takes strong objection of the statement in the control plan that attainment can be
successfully demonstrated in Klamath Falls by controlling sources other than industry.
He views recent industrial shutdowns as de facto control on industrial sources, and
partially attributes current lower PM,, levels to these shutdowns.

Response

The Department has addressed the impact from the Klamath Falls Weyerhaeuser facility
using both receptor and dispersion modeling. A dispersion modeling analysis using
estimates of Weyerhaeuser’s permitted emissions was evaluated by the Department which
identified the emissions impact on the critical PM,, monitering site of Peterson School.
Seventy two exceedence days (days on which ambient PM,, standards were violated)
between 1987 and 1991 were modeled using worse-case day meteorology.
Weyerhaeuser’s average exceedence day impact at Peterson School was determined to
be minimal (less than the Department’s significant impact criteria of 5 ug/m?), and is
consistent with the original receptor modeling analysis conducted in 1991 which indicated
that industrial emissions were not a major contributor to violations of the 24-hour
ambient air quality standard for PM;y. While the Department’s analysis indicated typical
exceedence day impacts of less than 4 pg/m?, the maximum exceedence day impact was
estimated at approximately 7 ug/m’.

During the public comment period Weyerhaeuser testified that the Department had not
fully taken into account recent and significant reductions in permitted emissions which
are being incorporated into Weyerhaeuser’s new Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
(ACDP). The Department recognizes that Weyerhaeuser’s final permitted emission level
is below the initial emission estimates modeled by the Department. Therefore, the
Department is providing Weyerhaeuser the opportunity to model emission impacts at
Peterson School using their new permitted emission level. The Department will review
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any new modeling results and will, by October 1 1995, make a determination regarding
the significance of Weyerhaeuser’s emission impact at the Peterson School monitoring
site.

The initial dispersion medeling analysis conducted by the Department confirms the
Department’s original 1991 receptor modeling analysis which identified residential
woodheating as the major contributor to PM,, exceedences. While an apparent correlation
can be shown between decreasing wood products industry production and decreasing
ambient PM,, levels, the Department believes that a similar correlation could be shown
linking improvements in ambient air quality with decreasing woodstove use. Mandatory
curtailment of residential woodheating on potential exceedence days has shown a
compliance rate (reduction in smoke) of approximately 86%. In addition, survey trend
data since 1987 shows a significant decrease in overall woodstove and wood-fuel use.
The Department believes that an appropriate amount of emphasis has been placed on
residential woodstove control, and that reductions in stove use together with
corresponding emission reductions is the primary reason for improving air quality in
Klamath Falls.

Recent amendments to the statewide board products rule increase the allowable limit for
hardboard production. These increases were estimated and accounted for in the original
1991 PM,, Control Plan. Refinements to these estimates based on the recent board
products rule revision result in minor changes to the industrial emission inventory. This
small increase has been more than offset by the additional unanticipated emission
reduction achieved since 1991 by the Klamath Falls low income woodstove replacement
project. ‘

While emission reductions have undoubtedly occurred due to the shut down of some
industrial processés, the revised attainment demonstration has not accounted for these
decreases. The demonstration uses industrial emissions at their maximum permitted levels
(excluding shutdowns), thereby providing the most conservative (most stringent) test for
the emission control strategies. Even with industrial emissions at maximum allowable
levels the attainment demonstration provides an acceptable safety margin in the
attainment year (1994), with estimated PM,, levels approximately 10% below the national
ambient air quality health standards. '

Comments

Weyerhaeuser supports efforts by the Department to amend the Klamath Falls PM,
Control Plan to incorporate new transportation conformity information, and consider new
information from the Klamath Falls low income stove replacement project.
Weyerhaeuser objects to the Departments conclusion that Weyerhaeuser’s Klamath Ialls
operation has a significant impact on the nonattainment area, and to the Department’s
position that Weyerhaeuser be subject to the Industrial Contingency Requirements for
PM,, Nonattainment Areas, should the area slip back intc nonattainment.
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Weyerhaeuser’s objections cover three main areas. Weyerhaeuser believes that:
¥ ] y

The Department has failed to demonstrate that the industrial contingency
requirements in OAR 340-21-200 through 240 and the industrial contingency
requirements for the Klamath Falls PM,, nonattainment area are relevant and
applicable since the area has not been designated by EPA as failing to attain PM,
air quality standards by the attainment date cited in the rule. DEQ has also failed
to demonstrate that Weyerhaeuser has the potential to have a significant impact
on the nonattainment area. Previous analysis by DEQ indicated that the
Weyerhaeuser facility did not have a significant impact on the nonattainment area.

The Department has failed to recognize that a significant reduction in emissions
has occurred at the Klamath Falls Weyerhaeuser facility since the control plan
was adopted, further minimizing the possibility that Weyerhaeuser could have a
significant impact on the Klamath Falls PM,; nonattainment area.

The Department has failed to use the results from both receptor and dispersion
modeling, and has made a determination of significance based only on DEQ
dispersion modeling results.

Response

Meetings with Weyerhaeuser subsequent to the close of the public comment period have
- resolved the comments listed above to Weyerhaeuser’s satisfaction. The summary below
addresses the three main points raised by Weyerhaeuser:

a)

The industrial contingency measures are relevant and applicable to Weyerhaeuser.

The Weyerhacuser facility has the potential to significantly impact the Klamath
Falls ponattainment area, therefore the contingency measures are relevant to
Weyerhaeuser. The facility is located in close proximity to the nonattainment area
boundary, and until recently possessed total permitted emissions which exceeded
the entire 1994 Klamath Falls nonattainment area emission inventory.
Weyerhaeuser has recently relinquished approximately 870 tons/yr of PM,,
emission credits, significantly reducing permitted emissions. While the
Department’s 1991 receptor modeling analysis indicated that Weyerhaeuser did
not have a significant impact, the 1991 control plan also required that additional
dispersion modeling be done to verify the emission impact at the critical monitor
site of Peterson School. The initial modeling evaluated by Department in January,
1995, indicated that the maximum exceedence day impact was slightly above the
significance level. As a precaution, the Weyerhaeuser facility has been included
in the industrial contingency plan pending final analysis of their air quality
impact.
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b/c)

Contingency measures remain applicable to Weyerhaeuser. The Klamath Falls
area has successfully achieved compliance with the PM,, standard by the Clean
Air Act deadline of December 31, 1994; and therefore has not been designated
by EPA as failing to attain by the date cited in the contingency rule. Should
future PM,, levels exceed standards, Klamath Falls will have failed to meet the
Clean Air Act attainment date. Contingency measures must continue after the
Clean Air Act attainment deadline is reached, to ensure timely corrective action
should violations of air quality standards reoccur. Under the Clean Air Act,
contingency measures required in the PM,, control plan remain in effect until they
are replaced by contingency measures in the maintenance plan.

The Department fully recognizes the significant voluntary effort made by
Weyerhaeuser to reduce emissions from the Klamath Falls facility, and the
Department has used both receptor and dispersion modeling to evaluate the impact
of the Weyerhaeuser facility. In January 1995, the Department evaluated
dispersion modeling of Weyerhaeuser emissions using the best available estimates
of permitted emissions. While modeled average excéedence day impacts were
well below the Department’s 24-hour significance criteria of 5.0 ug/m?, the
Department’s analysis did indicate that Weyerhaeuser’s maximum exceedence day
impact was slightly above the significance level. Results of the dispersion
modeling analysis are consistent with the Department’s 1991 receptor modeling,
which indicated that Weyerhaeuser’s average exceedence day impact at the critical
monitor site of Peterson School is minimal and will not jeopardize attainment or
maintenance of the PM,, standard within the Klamath Falls PM,, nonattainment
area,

During the public comment period Weyerhaeuser testified that the Department
had not fully taken into account recent and significant reductions in permitted
emissions which are being incorporated into Weyerhaeuser’s new Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP). The Department recognizes that
Weyerhaeuser's final permitted emission level is below the initial emission
estimates modeled by the Department. Therefore, the Department is providing
Weyerhaeuser the opportunity to model emission impacts at Peterson School using
their new permitted emissions. The Department will review any new modeling
results and will, by October 1, 1995, make a determination regarding the
significance of Weyerhaeuser’s emission impact at the Peterson School monitoring
site. If exceedence day PM,, impacts at Peterson School are determined to be
significant, and if attainment is not maintained in Klamath Falls, then the
Department will require Weyerhaeuser to comply with the same RACT
contingency requirements as other stationary sources within the nonattainment
area boundary. If exceedence day impacts at Peterson School are determined to
be insignificant, Weyerhaeuser will not be subject to the PM,, Control Plan
Industrial Contingency Requirements.
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KLAMATH FALLS PM10 NONATTAINMENT AREA

PM10 STRATEGY ANALYSIS (CONFORMITY EMISSION BUDGET)

APRIL 25, 1995

File: Attain94.wg1

TABEL 1: EMISSION INVENTORIES FOR BASE YEAR AND 1994 (WITHOUT STRATEGIES)

ANNUAL
1086

Source TONS
DUST-UNPAVED 53
DUST-PAVED | 110
DUST-SANDING 25
FIREPLACES 126
WOODSTOVES 1076
INDUSTRY* 203
HIGHWAY 115
OFF ROAD 12
RAILROADS 19
AIRCRAFT 3
TOTAL TRANSPORT 149
INGINERATION 173
OTHERS 54
TOTAL 1969

1986
PCT

2.7%
5.6%
1.3%
6.4%
54.6%
10.3%
5.9%
0.6%
1.0%
0.2%

8.8%
27%

100%

ANNUAL

1994

1986
LBS

1986
PCT

1994

86-94

86-64

WCDAY WCDA WCDAY WCDAY ANNUAL ANNUAL

1994 GROWT GROWT GROWTH GROWT

PCT

%/YR

TOTAL

106
1162
29
129
13
21

167

187
58

2164

100%

100%

985

132

24878

100%

* INDUSTRY UPDATED 4/95 FOR PRESS VENT EMISSIONS

1994 INDUSTRIAL EMISSIONS AT MAX PSEL

1986 WCD Design Value

550 ug/m3 ||

12.0%
12.0%
12.0%
-16.0%
8.0%
43.9%
12.0%
12.0%
12.0%
12.0%
12.0%
8.0%
8.0%

8694 8694
WCD  WCD
%/YR  TOTAL
0.0%  0.0%
0.0%  0.0%
1.5%  12.0%
2.0% -16.0%
1.0%  8.0%
NA  47.0%
1.5%  12.0%
15%  12.0%
16%  12.0%
15%  12.0%
1.5%  12.0%
1.0%  8.0%
1.0%  8.0%




TABEL 2:1999 WORST-CASE DAY APPORTIONMENT 550 ug/m3 Design Value
INVENTCRY DRIVEN - ROLLBACK

1986 1986 86-94 1994 1994
SOURCE WCDEIl  UG/M3 GROW UG/M3 PCT
DUST SANDIN B.3% 448 12.0% 502 8.5%
FIREPLACES 8.4% 458 -16.0% 385 6.5%
WOODSTOVE 72.0% 390.8 8.0% 422.1 71.2%
INDUSTRY 8.9% 377 47.0%. 553 - 9.3%
TRANSPORTA 3.9% 209 120% 235 4.0%
INCINERATIO 0.0% 0.0 8.0% 0.0 0.0%
OTHER 05% 29 8.0% 3.1 0.5%
SUBTOTAL 100% 543.0 502.7 100%
BKGRND 7.0 7.0
TOTAL e 550.0 599.7
IMPROVEMENT NEEDED 5997 -150 = 450 UG/M3
PCT REDUCTION NEEDED | 450 / 593 = 75.9%

WORSE-CASE DAY REDUC  75.9% OF 24878 OR 18877 LBS NEEDED



TABEL 3: 24-HR WORST CASE DAY STRATEGY ELEMENTS

LBs
EMISSIONS LBS LBS
CREDIT IN 1094 REMAINING REDUCTI
ROAD SANDING PROGRAM CREDIT 60.0% 2108 643 1265
WCOD BURNING CURTAILMENT . BE.O% 19331 2708 16625
WOODSTOVE CERTIFICATION PROGRAM 24,0% 2425 (2706*89 1843 582
WOODSTOVE REMOVAL PACGRAM 52.8% 1843 870 973
TOTAL FROM WOODSMOKE STRATEGIES 18180
TOTAL FROM ALL STRATEGIES ity coveirr v cevsiesies siviinns aveosinns amvnsrnins sororvser svevsvers oo 16444
TOTAL REDUCTION NEEDED  coovveiier  sovvvmeins vt cvvenvenes sommmeeens eosviesios mmreronns eoesseree 18877
REDUCTION NEEDED - REDUCTION ACHIVED s v oo v bt corcinees -568
| 1994 IMPACTS WITH ALL STRATEGIES APPLIED Il
1594 1994
IMPACT IMPACT
1994 WCD EI REDUCTIONS El DAVEN El DRIVEN
W/OUT STRATEGIES ACHIVED PCT (UNCONTROLLED) {CONTROLLED)
LBS/DAY FROM STRATEGIES REDUCTION
24,878 19,444 78.2% 592.7 120.5
: 7.0 7.0
589.7 1365 UG/M3




TABEL 4: 1994 ANNUAL APPORTIONMENT AT

INVENTORY DRIVEN - ROLLBACK

75 ug/m3 Design Value

32 UG/M3

47.4%

1986 1886 86-94 1994 1994

ANNUAL  ANNUA ANNUA ANNUAL ANNUAL
SOURCE PCT UG/M3 GROWT UG/M3 PCT
UNPAVED DUS 2.7% 1.6 12.0% 1.8 2.7%
PAVED DUST 5.6% 3.4 12.0% 3.8 5.7%
SANDING DUS 1.3% 0.8 12.0% 0.8 1.3%
FIREPLACES 6.4% 3.8 -16.0% 3.2 4.8%
WOODSTOVES 54.6% 32.8 B.0% 35.4 53.2%
INDUSTRY 10.3% 6.2 43.9% 8.9 13.4%
TRANSPORTAT 7.6% 4.6 12.0% 5.1 7.7%
INCINERATION 8.8% 5.3 B.0% 57 B.6%
OTHER 2.7% 1.6 B.0% 1.8 2.7%
SUBTOTAL 100% 60 67 100%
BKGRND 15 15
TOTAL 75 82
IMPROVEMENT NEEDED 82 -50

- PCT REDUCTION NEEDED IN 32 / 67 =

WORSE-CASE DAY REDUCTI 47.4% QOF 2184 OR

1035 TONS NEEDED



TABEL 5: ANNUAL AVERAGE STRATEGY ELEMENTS

TONS
EMISSIONS TONS TONS

CREDIT iN 1594 REMAINING HEDUCTL
1. WOOD BURNING CURTAILMENT CREDAT OF 74.0% 12688 330 938
NOTE: BECAUSE REDUCTION OCCUR ON WORST-CASE DAYS
HIGHLY RESATRICTED METOROLOGY, ACTUAL AIR QUALITY
IMPACT REDUCTIONS ARE ACUTUALLY 2.3 TIMES GREATER THAN
THE EMISSION REDUCTION WOULD REFLECT. GALCULATIONS
{NDICATE THAT A 90% CURTAILMENT PROGAAM WiLL REDUCE
ANNUAL AVERAGE PM 10 LEVELS FACM 77 UG/M3 TO 50 UG/M3 BASED
ON 47 CURTAILMENT DAYS/YR. SEE SIP SECTION 4.12.3.3
2. WOODSTOVE CERTIFICATION PROGRAM 24.53% 321 243 78
3. 20% OPACITY PROGRAM @ 5% CREDIT 5.0% 243 231 12
TOTALWOODBURNING i rviiee ctiveicans HOME A seessssees ssesstesis sevassisse ssvisstsr  peveeserss esemsaes 1028
4. ROAD SANDING EMISSION REDUCTIONS 60% 28 1 17
5. ELIMINATE AGRICULTURAL BURNING IN UGB 100% 156 0 156
TOTAL FROM ALL STRATEGIES .oivies civvvmies eeeemiees cmveeevns svvivciies aromnaviie sivsvisase tamsorin sessesses ssevsens 12
TOTAL REDUCTION NEEDED vt covciie cevvvee cereiies & 4035
REDUCTION NEEDER - REDUCTION ACHIVED  ..iies wiiisses vovinisns covvsseses smerssress ssvesssrrs asvecesss svrnennems -167

1894 1354
ANNUAL IMPACT ANNUAL IMPACT
994 ANNUAL EI REDUCTICNS El DARIVEN El DRIVEN
W/OUT STRATEGIES ACHIVED PCT (UNCONTROLLED) {CONTROLLED)
TON/YR FROM STRATEGIES RECUCTION
2184 1201 55.0% 56.5 29.9
15.0 15.0




TABEL 6: 1994 EMISSION INVENTORY WITH STRATEGIES

WORST-CASE DAY EMISSION INVENTORY

Unconvolled

New ODOT
WCDAY  WCDAY
1988 1986
Source LBS PCY

DUST-UNPAVE 0 0.0%
DUST-PAVED Q 0.0%
DUST-SANDING 1882 B.3%
FIREPLACES 1923 8.4%
WOODSTOVES 16403 720%
INQUSTRY 1580 6.9%
HIGHWAY 896 3.1%
OFF ROAD x| 0.3%
RAILRCADS 105 0.5%
AIRCRAFT 15 0.1%
TOTAL TRANSP 878 -

INCINERATION i 0.0%
OTHERS . 122 0.5%
TOTAL 22790 100%

2108
1615
17715
23z
780
7
18
17
955

1
a2

24878

CONTROL

WCDA STRATEGY
1994 REDUCTION
LES

0.0%
0.0%

NA

1994 PCT

WCD Ef

W/STRATEGIES
LBs

1058
780
71
118

285

132

5434

100%

TABEL 6A: PCT EMISSION REDUCTION

TOTAL EMISSIONS REMAINTNG AFTER

1994 INDUSTRIA; EMISSIONS AT MAX PSEL

OVERALL REDUCTION 78.2%

5TOVE REPLACEMENT AND USED STOVE BAN CAEDITS TAKEN

LBS/DAY)

1994 *= YOTAL ] 1954 WOODKEATING EL
UNCONTROLLED REDUCTION FROM REMAINING

FTOVE EMISSIONS WOODHEATING STRATEGIES

LES/DAY) (LBS/DAY) (LBS/DAY)

19331 18180 1151
. 1889 E PCT

h9ss WOODHEATING W/STRATEGIES Aeduction
W/OUT STRATEGIES LBS/DAY PCT

lWOODSTOVE EMISSIONS 17715 91.6% 1055 94.0%]
FIREPLACE EMISSIONS 1615 8.4% o6
hTOTAL = 12331 1151




[FABEL 7: 2004 WCD WINTER DAY APPORTIONMENT
EMISSION INVENTORY DRIVEN ROLLBACK.

1994
1994 WCD E “Local® 1985
‘LOCAL"  WCD GROWT
BOURCE IMPACTS (UG/MM3} - %R
PUSTUNPAV 0.0% 00 0.0%
PUST-PAVED 0.0% 00 : 0.0%
PUST-SANDIN 15.5% 20.1 1.5%
FIREPLACES 18% 23 -2.0%
WOOOSTOVE 19.4% 251 -1.8%
NCINERATIO 0.0% 0.0 1.0%
LN DUSTRY™* 42.7% 553 0.0%
RANSPORT 18.1% 235 1.5%
[PTHER 2.4% 341 1.0%
BUBTOTAL 100% 129.5
BKGAND 7.0
TOTAL - 136.5

YEAR 2004
Ug Safety Margin i39.8 -150 =
PCT SAFTEY MARGIN 10.21 |/

IN 2004

136.5 ugfm3 1994 DESIGN VALUE

1995

1996

1996

LOCAL GROW LOCAL
UG/M3 %/YR UGMM3

129.7
7.0
138.7

150

10.21

5.8%

e COMPOUNDED GROWTH — -
1997 1897 18998 1898 1999 igeg 2000 2000
GROW LOCAL GROWT LOCAL GROWT LOCAL GROWT LOCAL
%/YR UGM3  %/YR UGM3  %/YR UG/M3 %/YR UG/MS
0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0 0.0% Q.0
C.0% Q0.0 0.0% o.c 0.0% 0.0 0.0% 0.0
1.5%  21.0 1.5% 21.3 1.5% 21.6 1.5% 2290
-2.0% 2.2 -2.0% 2.1 -2.0% 21 -2.0% 2.0
-1.5% 23.9 -1.6% 235 -1.5% 23.2 -1.8% 229
1.0% o.c 1.0% 0.0 1.0% 0.0 1.0% 0.0
0.0% 5563 0.0% 553 0.0% 55.3 0.0% 553
1.6% 245 1.5% 249 1.5% 253 1.5% 25.7
1.0% 3.2 1.0% 3.3 1.0% 3.3 1.0% 3.3
130.2 130.5 1309 131.2
7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
137.2 137.5 137.8 138.2
UE/M3
SAFETY MARGIN

2001 2001 2002
GROW LOCAL GROWTH
%/YR UGIM3 %/YR
Co% 00 0.0%
0.0% 0.0 G6.0%
1.5% 223 1.5%
-2.0% 20 -2.0%
5% 225  -1.5%
1.0% 0,0 1.0%
D.0% 55.3 0.0%
1.5% , 26.0 1.5%
10% 34 1.0%
131.6
7.0
138.6

2002
LOCAL
UG/M3

0.0
Q.0
22.6

22.2
0.0
65.3
26.4
3.4

132.0
7.0
139.0

2003 2003 2004
GROWTH LOCAL GROWTH
%{YR UG/M3 %/YR
0.0% 0.0 0.0%
0.0% 0.0 0.0%
1.5% 23.0 1.5%
-2.0% 1.9 -2.0%
-1.5% 21.9 -1.5%
1.0% 0.0 1.0%
C.0% 553 0.0%
1.5% 26.8 1.5%
1.0% 3.4 1.0%
132.4
7.0
139.4

2004
tOCAL
UG/M3

0.0
0.0
23.3
1.9
215
c.0
553
27.2
35

132.8
7.0
138.8




ABEL 7A: 1924 - 2004 WCD EMISSION INVENTORIES

—-—-— COMPOUNDED GROWTH —————— _—

1984 1995 1996 1897 1998 1899 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

1984 PCT  WCD E| 1895 WCDElI 1996 WCD El 1997 WGCDEl 1998 WCDEl 1898 WCDEI 2000 WCD El 2001 WCDE| 2002 WCDEI 2003  WCDEI 2004  WCD EI

El: W/ El: WITH/ GROWT El: WITH GROW El: WITH GROW EI: WITH GROWT El: WITH GROWT £l WITH/ GROWT EE WITH GROW Ei: WITH GROWTH El: WITH/  GROWTH El: WITH GROWTH El WITH/
BEOURCE STRATEGIE STRATEGIES %/YR STRAT. %/YRA STRAT. %/YRA STRAT. %/YR STRAT. <%/YR STRAT. %/YR STRAT. %/YR STRAT. %R STRAT. %/YR  STRAT. %{YR  STRAT.
PUST-UNPAV 0.0% 0 C.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% o] C.0% o] 0.0% 0 0.0% o 0.0% Q 0.0% 0 '0.0% 0
PLUST-PAVED 0.0% il 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 C.0% 0 0.0% 0 C.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% Q Q.0% 9] 0.0% 0
PUST-SANDIN 15.5% 843 1.5% BS6 1.5% 86e  1.5% 882 1.5% 885 1.5% 908 1.5% 922  1.5% 936 1.5% 850 1.5% o654 1.5% 278
FIREPLACES 1.8% =] -2.0% 94 -2.0% 92 -2.0% =2l -2.0% 89 -2.0% 87 -2.0% 85 -2.0% 83 -2.0% 82 -2.0% 80 -2.0% 79
WOODSTOVE 19.4% 1055 -§.8% 1036 -1.8% 1018 -1.5% 1003 -1.5% S8 -1.5% 974 -1.5% 959 -1.5% 245 -1.5% 31 -1.5% 218 -1.5% 204
NGINERATIO 0.0% 1 1.0% 1 1.0% i 1.0% 1 1.0% 1 1.0% 1 1.0% 1 1.0% 1 1.0% 1 1.0% 1 1.0%, 1
NOUSTRY* 42.7% 2323 0.0% 2323 0.0% 2323 0.0% 2323 0.0% 2323 0.0% 2323 0.0% 2323 0.0% 2323 0.0% 2823 0.0% 2323 0.0% 2323
HIGHWAY 14.3% 780 1.5% ™ 1.5% 803 1.5% 815 1.5% 828 1.5% 840 1.5% B53 1.5% 865 1.5% 878 1.5% 891 §.5% 905
[OFF RCAD 1.3% Il 1.6% 72 1.5% 73 1.5% 74 1.5% 75 1.5% 76 1.5% 77 1.5% 78 1.5% 79 1.5% &1 1.5% 82
RAILARCADS 22% 118 1.5% 119 1.5% 121 1.5% 123 1.5% 125 1.5% 127 1.5% 128 1.5% 131 1.5% 13z 1.5% 134 1.5% 136
ﬁIHCRAFT 0.3% 17 1.5% 17 1.5% 17 1.5% 18 1.5% 18 1.5% 18 1.5% 18 1.5% 19 1.5% 19 1.5% 19 1.5% 19
ITOTAL TRANS 18.1% - 1.5% — 1.5% -— 1.5% - 1.5% — 1.5% - 1.5% - i.5% - 1.5% - 1.5% -—- 1.5% —
[THER 2.4% 132 1.0% 133 1.0% 134 1.0% 136 1.0% 137 1.0% 138 1.0% 140 1.0% 141 1.0% 143 1.0% 144 1.0% 