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AGENDA

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING

April 12, 1996
DEQ Conference Room 3A
811 S. W. Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon

Friday, April 12, 1996: Regular Meeting beginning at 8:30 a.m.

Notes:

Because of the uncertain iength 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 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 11:00 a.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. The public comment period has
already closed for the Rule Adoption items and, in accordance with ORS 183.335(13),
no comments can be presented to the Commission on those agenda items. 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.

Approval of Minutes
Approval of Tax Credits

Action Item: National Marine Fisheries Service Request for Waiver to Total
Dissolved Gas Standard

Informational item: Umatilla Army Depot Chemical Demilitarization: Hazardous
Waste Issues and Emergency Response ‘

Informational Item: Portland Area Ozone Maintenance Plan Status

Iinformational ltem: Portland Area Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan
Status

Commissioners’ Report (Oral)




H. Informational Item: Budget Development
I Informational ltem: Legislative Concepts

J. Director's Report (Oral)

Hearings have already been held on the Rule Adoption items and the public comment period has closed.
In accordance with ORS 183.335(13), no comments can be presented by any party to either the
Commission or the Department on these items at any time during this meeting.

The Commission has set aside May 16-17, 1896, for their next meeting which will be held in Portland. The
May 16th portion of this meeting will be held from 10:00 am to 4:00 pm at the World Trade Center
Auditorium, 25 SW Salmon, bridge level. The May 17th meeting will begin at 8:30 am in the DEQ
Conference Room 3A, 811 SW 6th Ave.

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.

March 19, 1996




Approved
- Approved with Corrections

Minutes are not final until approved by the EQC

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
Minutes of the Two Hundred and Fiftieth Meeting

February 23, 1996
Regular Meeting

The Environmental Quality Commission meeting was convened at 8:30
a.m. on Friday, February 23, 1996, in conference room 3A at the Department of
Environmental Quality, 811 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon. The following
members were present:

William Wessinger, Chair

Henry Lorenzen, Member (Commissioner Lorenzen joined
the meeting at 8:45 a.m.)

Linda McMahan, Member

Tony Van Vliet, Member

Carol Whipple, Member

Also present were Larry Knudsen, Assistant Attorney General, Oregon
Department of Justice, 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 at 8:30 am.
A. Approval .of minutes
Commissioner McMahan moved approval of the meeting minutes for:
September 29-29, 1995, work session and regular meeting
November 17, 1995, regular meeting ‘

December 28, 1995, telephone conference call
January 11-12, 1996, regular meeting
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Commissioner Whipple seconded the motion and it was approved with
four yes votes (Commissioner Lorenzen was not present for the vote).

B. Approval of tax credits

Mike Downs, Water Quality Administrator and Charles Bianchi, Water
Quality Division, presented this item to the Commission. The Department
recommended the Commission approve certification for the tax credit
applications listed below.

TC 4550

PED Manufacturing, Ltd.

$51,307

A Water Pollution Control
wastewater treatment facility
consisting of two 1500 gallon
equalization tanks, a 2 cubic foot
filter press, a 500 gallon acid tank,
a 600 gallon treatment tank and
associated equipment.

TC 4552

Northwest Brewers Grain
of Oregon, Inc.

$211,738

A Water Pollution Control
leachate collection and disposal
facility consisting of the
construction of trench grades at
storage bunkers, piping, a pump
station including a PALO Model
480-01 pump, a 52,600 cubic foot
bentonite lined lagoon and
associated electrical and
plumbing equipment.

TC 4566

Knox Seed, Inc.

$24,000/65%

An Air Poliution Control “field
burning” facility consisting of a
John Deere 156 hp 4640 tractor
for operating a flail chopper and
harrowing/rolling equipment.

TC 4576

Larry and Mary Lou Neher

$110,807/52%

An Air Pollution Control “field
burning” facility consisting of a

180’ x 124’ x 24’ pole construction
grass seed straw storage building. |

In addition, the Department recommended that Tax Credit Certificate 3221
for Riedel Environmental Technologies be revoked because the claimed facility
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was unable to operate to control pollution by the December 31, 1995 deadline
established by the Commission at their December 10, 1993 meeting.

Commissioner McMahan moved approval of the tax credits as proposed
by the Department and revocation of Tax Credit Certificate 3221 (Riedel
Environmental Technologies). Commissioner Whipple seconded the motion and
it was passed with four yes votes. Commissioner Lorenzen was not present for
the vote.

The Commission then reviewed the status of the land facility portion of
Tax Credit Application 4523 for Quality Trading Company, L.L..C. The majority of
the costs for this application were approved by the Commission at the December
28, 1995 meeting, but decision on the land facility portion was deferred until this
meeting. The Department recommended using the cost allocation methodology
that was applied previously to a claim by the Johnson Controis Group to the
Quality Trading claim but to revise the methodology that will apply to all future
claims. Commissioner Whipple moved to approve the Department’s
recommendation with the proviso that a modified methodology will be used for
this type of tax credit in the future. Commissioner McMahan seconded the
motion and it was passed unanimously (five yes votes).

C. Rule Adoption: Division 22 Delisting of Acetone as a Volatile Organic
Compound (VOC) '

John Ruscigno, Acting Manager, Air Quality Division, summarized the
item and Ben Allen, Air Quality Division, presented it to the Commission. The
Department recommended revision of the Division 22 (area and RACT sources)
definition of “volatile organic compound” (VOC) by adding acetone to the list of
compounds considered to have negligible photochemical reactivity. The
recommendation was based on the recent “delisting” of acetone by the
Environmental Protection Agency.

Commissioner Van Vliet moved to approve the Department’s
recommendation; Commissioner Lorenzen seconded the motion. The motion
was unanimously approved.

D. James River Corporation, Biochemical Oxygen Demand Effluent
Limit Reduction

Barbara Burton, Water Quality Manager, Western Region, and Tim
McFettridge, Western Region, presented this item to the Commission. The
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current National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the
James River paper mill in Halsey contains numeric effluent limits for Biochemical
Oxygen Demand. Effective March 1, 1996, the numeric limits were scheduled to
be removed and there would be no discharge allowed unless the Commission
set a new numeric effluent limit. The facility would be unable to operate without
having a discharge of wastewater containing some level of Biochemical Oxygen
Demand.

The Department recommended that the Commission set new limits for
Biochemical Oxygen Demand during the summer period for the James River mill.
The summer limits would be protective of water quality and would represent a
25% reduction over the current Biochemical Oxygen Demand effluent limits.

Commissioner Whipple moved approval of the Department’s
recommendations. Commissioner McMahan seconded the motion and if was
unanimously approved. '

Note: The following agenda items were taken out of order.
H. Commissioners’ Report

Commissioner McMahan reported that the Oregon Communities
Foundation has established a fund from United Sewerage Agencies to do
projects in the Tualatin Valley. She attended a conference on February 17,
1996, on the Tualatin, designed to increase public awareness, identify problems
and discuss effects of the recent flooding. i

There were no other Commissioners’ Reports. 3
I Director’s Report

Director Marsh briefed the Commission on the status of flood cleanup. He
reported that Department staff worked in sixteen counties and five additional
cities assisting with cleanup and related debris disposal. Drum recovery on the
lower Willamette River is nearly complete, and he indicated drum and tank
recovery work would likely be completed on the lower Columbia River within the
next week. The Department is scheduled to assist smaller communities from
Clatsop to Lane counties in collecting and disposing of household hazardous
wastes. Agency staff have worked throughout the flood cycle with sewage
treatment plant operators and major manufacturers to either prevent or correct
toxic releases. The majority of sewage treatment plants are back on line
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although not alf are fully freating sewage at this time. Water testing on February
8, 1996, in the Willamette River between Harrisburg and downtown Portland
showed extremely high bacteria counts. However, by February 13, all test
locations met water quality standards for bacteria. A followup series of samples
was taken February 21 and will be analyzed for a full range of toxics.

The final portion of the Director's Report was presented later in the
meeting.

E. Action Item: Variance Application of Richard C. Gruetter

The Commission was asked to either uphold or reverse either part or all of
the Hearings Officer’s preliminary Order and Opinion dated December 13, 1995.
Todd Bradley represented Mr. Gruetter and Sherman Olson, Martin Loring and
and Rodney Weick of the Water Quality Division presented the Department’s
recommendation to deny the variance request as per the variance officer’s initial
denial dated June 28, 1994. Mr. Bradley expressed concerns regarding the
introduction of any new evidence during an appeal. Following a discussion of
the stability of the site and the adequacy of the proposed drainfield length,
Commissioner Lorenzen moved to adopt the hearings officer's proposed order
with two additional conditions:

1. Periodic inspections of the system would be required to determine if
there was evidence of creep on the property which could cause a septic system
failure. The cost of these inspections would be the responsibility of the property
owner.

2. If creep caused a failure in the system, there is not adequate room on
the property for a replacement system. The property owner would be required to
a) indemnify the Department from third party suits for damage from failure and b)
either hook up to a municipal sewer (if available) or develop a water pollution
control facility that would be capable of handling the flow and obtain a permit for
same. Development of this system would also require maintenance and periodic
monitoring at the property owner's expense.

Richard Gruetter's representative, Mr. Todd Bradley, agreed in principle to
these terms, with specific details regarding frequency of monitoring, etc. to be
worked out between Mr. Gruetter and the Department.
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Commissioner Whipple seconded the motion to adopt the hearings
officer's order with the proposed revisions, and the motion was unanimously
approved.

F. Action ltem: National Marine Fisheries Service Request for Waiver to
Total Dissolved Gas Standard

The Commission received a request from the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for a
waiver to the total dissolved gas standard on the Columbia River to enable the
spilling of water over hydroelectric projects to assist outmigrating Snake and
Columbia River salmonid smolts.

The waivers were requested for the following periods:

s from 8:00 p.m. on March 14, 1996, to 8:00 p.m. on March 23, 1996, for spill
over Bonneville Dam for the Spring Creek Hatchery release and

¢ from midnight on April 10, 1996, to midnight on August 31, 1996, for spill over
all Columbia River projects.

Russell Harding and Gene Foster of the Department’'s Water Quality
Division presented this item. Mr. Harding introduced Mark Schneider,
representing NMFS and Fred Olney, representing USFWS to the Commission.
Each of the agencies presented details of its request to the Commission and was
available for questions.

Following these presentations, a panel of two experts on total dissolved
gas and the effects on fish made brief presentations to the Commission. James
Buchal represented the Direct Services Industries and Brian Brown spoke for
NMFS. The Commissioners then asked questions relating to spill, total dissolved
gas and specifics of the monitoring program.

In their discussions, Commissioners indicated concern over two major
issues relating to the spill program. First, the Commissioners felt it might be
premature to move ahead with approval of the program in the absence of the
final report by the expert gas panel convened by NMFS. This report is due to be
released soon. Secondly, Commissioners were concerned about the apparent
reluctance of the fisheries agencies in sharing their findings regarding this issue.
They indicated they would like to see a full public process introduced to enable
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the monitoring program and the effects of the spill program to be discussed in an
open forum.

Commissioners decided to split the request into two separate parts: the
Spring Creek Hatchery spill and the wider Columbia River spill. Commissioner
Van Vliet moved approval of the variance to the total dissolved gas standard
allowing the Spring Creek Hatchery spill at the Bonneville Dam to proceed.
Commissioner Lorenzen seconded the motion. A roll call vote was taken by
Director Marsh with the following votes (for: Wessinger, McMahan and Van Vliet;
against: Lorenzen and Whipple) and the motion was passed.

Commissioner Lorenzen moved to defer consideration of the wider
Columbia River variance request until staff could receive and review the NMFS
expert gas panel report, and until staff develop language to be incorporated into
the Commission’s consideration of the issue which would provide for an open,
public process in relation to the spill program. Commissioner Whipple seconded
the motion. A roll call vote was taken by Director Marsh, and the motion was
unanimously approved.

Note: The meeting was temporarily adjourned at 1:00 pm and réconvened at
1:45 p.m. by Commissioner Wessinger.

Public Forum

Dr. Warren Westgarth, former Lab Division Administrator at the
Department, spoke to the Commission and complimented the Department on its
good work during the recent flooding. He also encouraged the Department to
work with NPDES permit holders in shared efforts to rebuild following the
extensive flood damage.

Informational tem: Governor's Coastal Salmon Restoration Initiative

Jim Martin of the Governor’s Office presented this item to the
Commission. The Governor's Coastal Salmon Restoration Initiative is focused
on preserving and restoring native coastal salmon populations and preventing
the need for a federal threatened or endangered listing of coho salmon under the
Endangered Species Act. Mr. Martin indicated that ten State agencies, including
the Department, involved in this process will prepare action plans that define
roles and contributions to the recovery initiative. This effort will include program
measures, provide a review of existing regulations, policies, programs and
voluntary efforts as well as identifying potential new partnerships. Mr. Martin
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emphasized that State agencies will outreach to local and statewide
stakeholders, watershed councils and governing bodies. He distributed material
including an information sheet and a copy of Governor Kitzhaber's February 2,
19986, letter to President Clinton outlining Oregon’s plan to develop a restoration
plan to promote rebuilding of coastal coho.

L Director’s Report (continued)

Director Marsh reported that the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservation have written to Governor Kitzhaber and President Clinton
formally requesting a moratorium on issuing the permits for construction at the
Umatilla Army Depot. The Department has asked the Attorney General’s opinion
as to whether or not , and under what circumstances, the state has authority to
grant a moratorium. The Director noted that mayors of several local
communities and other community ieaders have expressed their support for the
incineration project and opposition to any moratorium. A worksession is planned
with the Commission on April 12, 1996, regarding the hazardous waste permit
and emergency response, and ancther session on May 16, 1996, on the air
permit and risk assessment. The May 16th meeting will also include an expert
panel discussion on alternatives to incineration.

Director Marsh reported that the Department continues in efforts to
organize outreach and involvement activities with stakeholders involved in the
303(d) list of water quality limited streams and the new standards the
Commission adopted in January. A consortium of organizations have
announced intent to oppose certain listings on the proposed 303(d) list.

The Director indicated that the Department had submitted its final
comments to the Secretary of State’s office regarding an audit of the
Department’'s Hazardous Waste Management Program as of 1993.

There was no further business and Chair Wessinger adjourned the
meeting at 2:20 p.m. :




Environmental Quality Commission
[0 Rule Adoption Item

X Action Item Agenda Item B _
[} Information Item April 12, 1996 Meeting
Title:

Approval of Tax Credit Applications

Summary:
New Applications - Five (5) tax credit applications with a total facility cost of $438,134
are recommended for approval as follows:

- 2 Hazardous Waste facilities with a total cost of: $ 25,005
- 3 Water Quality Underground Storage Tank (UST) facilities costing: $413,039

No applications with claimed facility costs exceeding $250,000 are included in this
Report.

The Department recommends that the Commission approve a request by Ms, Cynthia Squires,
the sole proprietor of Glide Auto Service, BP, to transfer the remaining value of tax credit
certificate 2518 from Mr. Harold H. Young, the previous owner, to Cynthia Squires, the current
owner and operator of the pollution control facility.

The Department also recommends approval of a request by Globe Metallurgical, Inc. to transfer
the remaining values of tax credit certificates 1975 and 2384 from Dow Corning Corporation to
Globe Metallurgical, Inc., the current owners and operator of the facilities covered by the
certificates.

Department Recommendation:

Approve tax credit certificates for 5 applications as presented in Attachment A of the staff
report.

Report Autho Division Administrator Dj eq(or
March 22, 1996 e

TAccommodations for disabilities are available upon requést by contacting the Public
Affairs Office at (503)229-5317(voice)/(503)229-6993(TDD).




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum'

Date: April 12, 1996
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Langdon Marsh, Director 7/, / SL
Subject: Agenda Item B, April 12, 1996 EQC Meecting

Approval of Tax Credit Apolications

Statement of the Need for Action
This staff report presents the staff analysis of poliution 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 4422 Portland General Electric A Hazardous Waste facility consisting of a self-
Company contained storage unit for leaking PCB
transformers and drums that contain used oil
$10,292 and other hazardous materials.
TC 4424 Portland General Electric | A Hazardous Waste facility consisting of a self-
Company contained storage unit for leaking PCB
transformers and drums that contain used oil
$14,803 and other hazardous materials.
TC 4524 Truax Harris Energy An Underground Storage Tank (UST) facility
Company consisting of four doublewall fiberglass tanks
and doublewall piping, spill containment basins,
$215,553/92% turbine leak detectors, sumps, an oil/water
separator, automatic shutoff valves and Stage I
vapor recovery equipment.

A large print copy of this report is available upon request.
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TC 4538 | Robert W. Hays/Michael A Storage Tank (UST/AST) facility consisting

J. Moran of epoxy lining for four aboveground storage
tanks, an epoxy lined secondary containment

$59,853/98% dike, doublewall plastic piping, spill
containment basins, sumps and a tank gauge
system.

TC 4551 | Blackman’s 4-Way An Underground Storage Tank (UST) facility

Grocery consisting of three doublewall fiberglass tanks
and doublewall piping, spill containment basins,

$137,633/87% a tank gauge system, turbine leak detectors,

monitoring wells, sumps, automatic shutoff
valves and Stage I and II vapor recovery
equipment.

Background and Discussion of Issues

There are no issues presented for discussion in this report.
Authority to Address the Tssue

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

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.
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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 reciaimed

plastic product tax credit programs.

) Proposed April 12, 1996 Pollution Control Tax Credit Totals:

Certified

Certificates Certified Costs®* _Allocable Costs** No.
Air Quality $ 0 $ 0 0
~ CEC 0 0 0
" Field Burning ‘ 0 0 0
Noise 0 0 0
Hazardous Waste 25,005 25,095 2
Plastics 0 0 0
SW - Recycling 0 0 0
SW: - Landfill 0 0 0
Water Quality 0 0 0
UST 413,039 376,706 3
TOTALS $438,134 $401,801 5

0 Calendar Year Totals Through February 23, 1996:

Certified
Certificates Certified Costs* Allocable Costs** No.
Air Quality 0 0 0
CFC 0 0 0
Field Burning 224,132 148,855 4
Noise 0 0 0
Hazardous Waste 0 0 0
Plastics 10,123 10,123 1
SW - Recycling 0 0 0
SW - Landfill 0 0 0
Water Quality 263,045 263,045 2
UST 0 0 _0
TOTALS $497,300 $422,023 7
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*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.

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) The Department recommends approval of a request by Ms. Cynthia Squires, dba Glide Auto
Service, BP, to transfer the remaining value of tax credit certificate 2518 from Mr. Harold
H. Young, the previous owner, to Cynthia Squires the sole proprietor and operator of the
pollution control facility. Documentation of ownership was provided by the requestor.

& The Department also recommends approval of a request for transfer of the remaining values

of tax credit certificates 1975 and 2384 from Dow Corning Corporation to Globe
Metallurgical, Inc. A letter signed by both parties is included in this report.

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

A. Pollution Control Tax Credit Application Review Reports.
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Reference Documents (available upon request)

ORS 468.150 through 468.190.

ORS 468.925 through 468.965.

el ol

Approved:

Section:

OAR 340-16-005 through 340-16-050.

OAR 340-17-010 through 340-17-055.

=l =S5

=
Division: M ;‘QPM/
\

Report Prepared By: Charles Bianchi

Phone: 229-6149

Date Prepared:March 22, 1996

Charles Bianchi
APREQC




GLIDE AUTO SERVICE, BP

20244 N. Umpqua Highway
Glide, Oregon 97443

Telephone 503-455-3286

February 29, 1996

DEQ

Management Services Division
Tax Credit Program

811 SW Sixth Ave.

Portland, Oregon 97204

To Whom it May Concern:

I purchased the Glide BP gas station at 20244 North Umpqua Hwy, Glide,
Oregon, in October, 1994. During the 1994 tax year I did not have enough income to
warrant use of the tax credit available to me.

Pursuant to OAR 150-315.304(10), I would like to have Certificate number 2518
transferred into my name as an individual sole proprietor of Glide BP, now known as
Glide Auto Service, BP. A copy of the Certificate and a letter referencing same is
enclosed with this request.

If you have any questions, or need further information, please contact me. My
home address is 1038 Pine Ridge Dr., Glide, Oregon 97443, phone 541-496-3249 or 496-
0426.
Sincerely,
/ \
A SN
Cynthia Squires

€nec,

L




STATE OF OREGON Certificate No. 2518

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Date of Issue 6/14/91
Application No. T-3383

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued Toﬁ ) Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Harold H. Young 20244 N. Umpgua Hwy.
1668 Whistlers Lane Glide, OR

Roseburg, OR 97470

As:? ( )Lessee (x )}Owner

Description of Pollution Control Facility:

Installation of four fiberglass tanks and piping, spill containment
basins and a tank monitor.

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

Date Facility was Completed: 11/8/89 Placed into Operation: 10/8/89

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $54,918.00

Percent of Actual Cost Properly Allocable to Pollution Control: 85%

;" "ased upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Envirommental Quality
U ommission 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 ajir, water or noise pollution or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is
necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 454, 459, 467 and 468 and rules adopted
thereunder,

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

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

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

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

NOTE: The facility described herein is mot eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Fnergy
Conservation Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon Law 1979, if the person
issued the Certificate elects to take the tax credit relief under ORS 316.097 or 317.072.

Signed: _¢ ¢ r) T’\?\\%‘fﬁ'\ "Q\;\"’\_/Lﬂ

Title: William P. Hutchison, Jr., Chalirman

Approved by the Envirommental Quality Commission
' on the 1l4th day of June, 1991,
MY101556 :




March 15, 1996

Mr. Charles Bianchi
Environmental Quality Commission
Water Quality Division

118 SW Sixth Avenue

Portland, OR 97204-1390

Dear Mr. Bianchi:

On July 1, 1993, Globe Metallurgical Inc. (EIN: 31-1209363) acquired Dow Corning
Corporation’s (EIN: 38-0495575) plant located at 1801 Aster St., Springfield, Oregon 97405.
Prior to the sale of the Springfield plant, Dow Corning Corporation certified certain pollution
control facilities which it placed in service and operated at the Springfield location. There
remain unutilized pollution control credits related to these facilities and certificates previously
issued. Effective immediately, Dow Corning Corporation wishes to transfer the following
certificates and any remaining pollution control credits to Globe Metallurgical Inc.:

Certificate Number 1975

Dated: January 22, 1988

Value of Facility: $246,245 (100% allocable to pollution control activities)
Description: Micropul Pulse Baghouse and support

Certificate Number 2384

Dated: March 11, 1991

Value of Facility: $644,868 (100% allocable to pollution control activities)
Description: Main Baghouse converted from fiberglass to gortex bags

We respectfully request that the transfer of the above certificates and related credits be made
as soon as possible. If you have any questions regarding the above, or should you require any
additional information in order to accomplish the requested transfer, please call John Lalley,
of Globe Metallurgical Inc., at (216) 328-0145, Joseph H. Mulders, of Dow Corning
Corporation at (517) 496-5318, or Manny Hudock, of KPMG Peat Marwick LLP, at (412)
232-1548.

Bl (S B4 R




We, the undersigned, have discussed and agree to the above requested transfer:

Dow Corning Corporation

o foee 7 Utz

ames V. Chittick
Vice President
ecutiye D1rect0r Manufacturing & Engineering
Date: 70%‘

(99

Wi .
wlr

Globe Metallurgical Inc.

f
By;f‘) ' / Z i / G I i
" Arden Si
Pres1dent and
Chief Executive Officer

Date: }K&M IS’ l??é

PAlp\Finance\kam\1996\globe.doc




Certificate No. __1975

State of Oregon . Lo
dJanuary 22
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Date of Issue '

Application No. TI-2372

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Location of Pollution Control Facility:
Dow Corning Corporation
Springfield Plant - 1801 Aster Street
1801 Aster Street : Springfield, Oregon
Springfield, QR 97477

As: [J Lessee [ﬁ Owner

Description of Pollution Control Facility: ‘
Mikropul pulse type baghouse, model#121S1220TRH, S/N 855198HL; supporting
structure; piping; Stutorbilt blower, model #SLVF, S/W 249223 with motor;
Leeds & Northrup Speedomax recorder, model 100, 3 Ducon Fluid Transport

rotary feeders and one pneumatic conveyor system with screw convevor feed.
Type of Pollution Control Facility: & Air [J Neise [ Water [J Solid Waste [J Hazardous Waste [J Used Oil

Date Pollution Control Facility was completed.: November 11,1985 Placed into OperatmnNovember 11,1985

Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility:
Y ¥246,245

Percent of actual cost properly allocable_ to pollution control:
100%

Based upon the information contained in the application referenced above, the Environmental Quality Commission
certifies that the facility described herein was erected, constructed or installed in accordance with the requirements
of ORS 468.175 and subsection (1) of ORS 468.165, and is designed for, and is being operated or will operate to a
substantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing air, water or noise pollution or solid waste,
hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 454, 459,
487 and 468 and rules adopted thereunder.

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

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

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shzll be immediately notified of any proposed- cHange in use or method
of operation of t}}e facility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended poliution conirol
purpose.

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

NOTE — The facility described herein is not eligible to receive tax credit certification as an Energy Conservation
Facility under the provislons of Chapter 512, Oregon law 1979, if the person lssued the Certificate elects
to take the tax credit relief under QRS 316.097 or 317.072.

Signed \('}_A'MLf { @;‘41«\‘

Tifle [ James E. Petersen, Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

the 22nd January 19 88

day of

DEQR,TC-H 10/79 SP*)7063~140




Certificate No. 2384
Date of Issue 03/11/91
Application No. T-24

State of Oregon
DEFARTMENT 'OF ENVIRONMENTAL, (JJALTTY

POLIDTION CONTROF, FACTLITY CERTIFICATE

: to: | Iocation of Pollution Cartrol Facility:
Srisoriend SR | ingtield, on

: 19 1 arn T 1 ’

%Ojl.nggter Street °p :
Sprirgfield, GR 97477 -

Asz. () lesses (X) Owmer -

iption of Pollution Control Facility: . i .
Modification to No. 3 furnace main baghcuse, installation of new fan and duct work
on No. 3 furnace tap and modification to No. 3 furmace hood and Tap heod to assist
in fume capture.

Type of Pollution Comtrol Facility: - |
(X) Adr () Noise ( ) Water ( ) Solid Waste ( ) Hazardous Waste () Used Qil

Date Facility was campleted: 11/15/88 Placed imto Operation: 11/15/88
Actual Cost of Pollution Control Facility: $644,868.00 '

Eézcent of actual cost properly allocable to pollution control: 100 Percent

Based upon the information contained in the lication referenced above, the Frvirormental ity

Conmission 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, contrelling or

reducing air, water or roise pollution or solid waste, hazardous wastes or used oil, and that it is

r&xages to, satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 454, 459, 467 and 468 and rules adopted
X T,

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 Enwvirormental Quality and
the following special conditions:

1.  The facility shall be continuously operated at maximm efficiency for the designed purpose of
preventjng?ycontrolling, ard 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 faci t{ ard if, for any reason, the facility ceases to
operate for its intended pollution control purpose.

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

NOTE: The facility described herein is mot eligible to receive tax credit certification as an
Energy Conservation Facility under the provisions of Chapter 512, Oregon law 1979, if the
117:581712j_ssued the Certificate elects to take the tax credit relief r (RS 316.097 or

srea Pl op

Title William P. Hutchison, Jr., Chairman

Approved the Envirommental Quality Commission
an the 111’3; day of March, 1991. o




Application No. TC 4422

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Portland General Electric Co.
121 S.W. Salmon St. TOWTC-04-02
Portland, OR 97204

The applicant is an electric utility that produces and sells electricity at various
locations in Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for a hazardous material (hazardous
waste, PCB, used oil, solvents, leaking PCB transformers) containment facility.

2. Description of Facility

The facility is used for containing and storing hazardous and toxic materials,
including leaking PCB transformers, drums containing used oil, solvents, and
hazardous wastes. The facility provides for cover and containment of any
spilled material.

Claimed Facility Cost: $10,292.00

3. Procedural Requirements

The facility is governed by ORS 468.150 through 468.120, and by OAR
Chapter 340, Division 16.

The facility met all statutory deadlines in that:
Installation of the facility was substantially completed on March 31, 1995,

and the application for final certification was found to be complete on March
4, 1996, within 2 years of substantial completion of the facility.




Application Number
T-4422

4. Evaluation of Application

a.

The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility is to
prevent, control and substantially reduce the quantity of hazardous material that
could otherwise escape into the environment from a release. This prevention
and or control and reduction is accomplished by the use of a containment
structure that effectively prevents a release of hazardous materials into the
environment.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the pollution control facility’s 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.

No waste products are recovered or converted into a salable or
usable commodity.

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

There is no return on investment.

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

The alternative chosen is an acceptable alternative for storing and
preventing the release of hazardous waste materials into the

environment.

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

None.




Application Number

T-4422
5. Summation
a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory
deadlines.
b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in that the sole

purpose of the facility is to prevent, control, and substantially reduce the
quantity of hazardous materials that could potentially be released into the
environment. This prevention and or control and reduction is
accomplished by the use of a containment facility that effectively
reduces the risk of release of waste materials into the environment.

C. The facility complies with applicable statutes, rules and permit
conditions.

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

6. Director's Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility
Certificate bearing the cost of $10,292.00 with 100% allocated to pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC
4422. '

Gary Calaba, gjc
-TC4422

{503) 229-6534
March 4, 1996




Application No. TC 4424

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. Applicant

Portland General Electric Co.
121 S.W. Salmon St. 1TO0WTC-04-02
Portland, OR 97204

The applicant is an electric utility that produces and sells electricity at various
locations in Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for a hazardous material (hazardous
waste, PCB, used oil, solvents, leaking PCB transformers) containment facility.

2. Description of Facility

The facility is used for containing and storing hazardous and toxic materials,
including leaking PCB transformers, drums containing used oil, solvents, and
hazardous wastes. The facility provides cover and containment of any spilled
material.

Claimed Facility Cost: $14,803.00

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:
Installation of the facility was substantially completed on March 31, 1995,

and the application for final certification was found to be complete on March
4, 1996, within 2 years of substantial completion of the facility.
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Application No.
T-4424

Evaluation of Application

a.

The facility is eligi\ble because the sole purpose of the facility is to
prevent, control and substantially reduce the quantity of
hazardous material that could otherwise escape into the environment
from a release. This prevention and or control and reduction is
accomplished by the use of a containment structure that effectively
prevents a release of hazardous materials into the environment.

Eligible Cost Findings
in determining the percent of the pollution control facility’s 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.

No waste products are recovered or converted into a salable or
usable commodity.

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

There is no return on investment.

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

The alternative chosen is an accepiable alternative for storing and
preventing a release of hazardous waste materials into the

environment.

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

None.




Application No.
T-4424

5. Summation

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

b. The facility is eligible for final tax credit certification in that the sole
purpose of the facility is to prevent, control and substantially reduce the
qguantity of hazardous materials that could potentially be released into the
environment.  This prevention and or control and reduction is
accomplished by the use of a containment facility that effectively
reduces the risk of release of waste materials into the environment.

¢. The facility complies with applicable statutes, rules and permit
conditions.

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

6. Director’'s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility
Certificate bearing the cost of $14,803.00 with 100% allocated to pollution
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC
4424,

Gary Calaba, gjc
TC4422

(503) 229-6534
March 4, 1996




Application No. TC-4524

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

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

The applicant owns and operates a cardlock station at 1750 Hawthorne St,, (former
address was 3411 Market St. NE at same location), Salem, OR 97301, Facility ID No.
6438,

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks. The application also included related air quality Stage I
vapor recovery equipment,

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are four doublewall
brine-filled fiberglass tanks and doublewall piping, spill containment basins, turbine leak
detectors, sumps, oil/water separator, automatic shutoff valves and Stage I vapor
recovery equipment.

Claimed facility cost $226,545
(Accountant’s certification was provided)

The Department concludes that the eligible facility cost for the project is $215,553. This
represents a difference of $10,992 from the applicant’s claimed cost of $226,545 due to:

(1)  adetermination that the cost of a tank gauge system ($10,513) and overfill
alarm ($223) are not eligible because they replaced the same type of
equipment for which a tax credit certificate was issued in 1990 pursuant
to Oregon Administrative Rules 340-16-025(3)(g)(A).

(2)  a determination that the cost of the monitoring wells claimed by the
applicant ($256) is not eligible because they do not qualify as leak
detection and, therefore, do not meet the definition of a pollution control
facility in ORS 468.155.
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Procedural Requirements

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

The facility was substantially completed on September 1, 1995 and placed into operation
on September 1, 1995, The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on September 20, 1995, and was considered to be complete and filed on March 4, 1996,
within two years of the completion date of the project.

Evaluation of Application

a.

The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply
with underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air.
This is accomplished by preventing releases into soil, water or air. The facility
qualifies as a "pollution control facility”, defined in CAR 340-16-025(2)(g):
"Installation or construction of facilities which will be used to detect, deter or
prevent spills or unauthorized releases. "

Prior to the installation of pollution control, the facility consisted of five steel
tanks and piping with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfill prevention,
with a tank gauge system for leak detection.

To respond to Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division
150, the applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Doublewall fiberglass tanks and piping.

2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins, sumps,
automatic shutoff valves and an oil/water separator.

3 For leak detection - Turbine leak detectors.

In addition, the following equipment was introduced to reduce air quality
emissions

1) For VOC reduction - Stage I vapor recovery equipment.
Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all

applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are
current.




Application No. TC-4524
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Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the eligible 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)

5)

The extent to which the facility 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.

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

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

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

The applicant considered the methods chosen to be the most cost effective.
The methods chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of
federal regulations.

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

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the
installation. '

Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

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

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control is determined
by using these factors as displayed in the following table:




5.

Application No. TC-4524

Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Doublewall fiberglass
tanks and piping $49,058 63% (1) $30,907
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 851 100 851
Qil/water separator 2,461 100 2,461
Automatic shutoff valves 848 100 848
Sumps 2,525 100 2,525
Leak Detection:
Turbine leak detectors 1,534 100 1,534
VOC Reduction:
Stage I vapor recovery 602 100 602
Labor and materials 157,674 100 157,674
Total $215,553 92% $197,402

Page 4

(1)  The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a
corrosion protected tank and piping system by using a formula based on
the difference in cost between the protected tank and piping system and
an equivalent bare steel system as a percent of the protected system.
Applying this formula to the costs presented by the applicant, where the
protected system cost is $49,058 and the bare steel system is $17,987, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to poliution

control is 63%.

Summation

a.

The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements
according to signed statements made by the installation service provider and/or

owner.

The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of
the claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air.
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This is accomplished by preventing releases in soil, water or air. The facility
qualifies as a "pollution control facility” defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g):
"Installation or construction of facilities which will be used to detect, deter or
prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules in that the appropriate
compliance documents relating to the project have been submitted.

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution control is
92%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Centrol Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $215,553 with 92% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4524.

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
March 4, 1996




Application No. TC-4538

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Robert W. Hays/Michael J. Moran
P O Box 1220
Medford, OR 97501

The applicant owns and operates a retail gas station at 2500 E. Main St., Cottage Grove,
OR 97424, facility ID No. 3572.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks replaced with aboveground storage tanks.

Description of Claimed Facility

- The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are epoxy lining in
four aboveground storage tanks, epoxy lined secondary containment dike, doublewall
flexible plastic piping, spill containment basins/sumps and tank gauge system.

Claimed facility cost | - $59,853
(Accountant’s certification was provided)

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility was substantially completed on May 1, 1994 and placed into operation on
May 1, 1994. The application for certification was submitted to the Department on
October 12, 1995, and was considered to be complete and filed on March 4, 1996,
within two years of the completion date of the project.
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4, Evaluation of Application

a.

The facility is eligible because the sole purpose of the facility is to prevent
pollution of soil, water and air. This is accomplished by preventing releases into
soil, water or air. The facility qualifies as a "pollution control facility", defined
in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation or construction of facilities which will
be used to detect, deter or prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”

Prior to the installation of po]lution control, the facility consisted of three steel
underground storage tanks and piping Wlth no corrosion protectlon spill and
overfill prevention or leak detection.

To respond to Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division
150, the applicant installed an aboveground tank system with:

1) Epoxy lining in four steel aboveground tanks and doublewall flexible
plastic piping.

2) Epoxy lined containment dike, spill containment basins/sumps.

3) A tank gauge system for leak detection.

Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with
applicable DEQ regulations in that compliance documentation related to the

project has been provided and fees are current.

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($59,853) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.

Eligible Cost Findings
In determining the percent of the eligible 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 equipment does not recover or convert waste products into a salable
or usable commodity.




2)

3

4)

5)

Application No. TC-4538
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The estimated annual percent return on the investment in the facility.

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

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

The applicant considered the methods chosen to be the most cost effective.
The methods chosen are acceptable for meeting the requirements of
federal regulations.

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

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the
instaliation.

Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

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

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control is determined
by using these factors as displayed in the following table:

Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Doublewall flexible
plastic piping $ 8,189 92% (1) $ 7,534
Epoxy lining in four
aboveground tanks 18,812 100 18,812
Spill basins/sumps 1,726 100 1,726
Tank gauge system 3,850 90 (2) 3,465
Labor and materials 27,276 100 27,276

Total $59,853 98 % $58,813
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(1)  The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a
corrosion protected piping system by using a formula based on ‘the
difference in cost between the protected piping system and an equivalent
bare steel system as a percent of the protected system. Applying this
formula to the costs presented by the applicant, where the protected
system cost is $8,189 and the bare steel system is $656, the resulting
portion of the eligible piping cost allocable to pollution control is 92%.

(2)  The applicant’s cost for a tank gauge system is reduced to 90% of cost
based on a determination by the Department that this is the portion
properly allocable to pollution control since the device can serve other
purposes, for example, inventory control.

5. Summation

a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements
according to information provided by the applicant.

b, The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the sole purpose of the
claimed facility is to prevent pollution of soil, water and air. This is
accomplished by preventing releases in soil, water or air. The facility qualifies
as a "pollution control facility" defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g): "Installation
or construction of facilities which will be used to detect, deter or prevent spills
or unauthorized releases."”

C. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules in that the appropriate
compliance documents relating to the project have been submitted.

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to poliution control is
98%.

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $59,853 with 98% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4538.

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
March 4, 1996




Application No. TC-4551

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Blackman’s 4-Way Grocery
12704 S Hwy 211
Molalla, OR 97038

The applicant owns and operates a retail gas station at 12704 S. Hwy 211, Molalla, OR
97038, Facility ID No. 1282.

Application was made for a tax credit for a water pollution control facility involving
underground storage tanks. The application also included related air quality Stage I and
II vapor recovery equipment.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed pollution control facilities described in this application are three doublewall
fiberglass tanks (one tank is split) and doublewall fiberglass piping, spill containment
basins, tank gauge system, turbine leak detectors, monitoring wells, sumps, automatic
shutoff valve and Stage I and II vapor recovery equipment.

Claimed facility cost $137,633
(Accountant’s certification was provided)

Procedural Requirements

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

The facility was substantially completed on September 1, 1994 and placed into operation
on September 1, 1994, The application for certification was submitted to the Department
on November 13, 1995, and was considered to be complete and filed on Match 4, 1996,
within two years of the completion date of the project.
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4. Evaluation of Application

a.

~ The facility is eligible because the principal purpose of the facility is to comply

with underground storage tank requirements imposed by the federal
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air.
This is accomplished by preventing releases into soil, water or air. The facility
qualifies as a "pollution control facility", defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g):
"Installation or construction of facilifies which will be used to detect, deter or
prevent spills or unauthorized releases.”

Prior to the installation of pollution control, the facility consisted of five steel
tanks and piping with no corrosion protection and no spill and overfill prevention.

To respond to Underground Storage Tank requirements under OAR 340-Division
150, the applicant installed:

1) For corrosion protection - Doublewall fiberglass tanks and piping.

2) For spill and overfill prevention - Spill containment basins, sumps,
automatic shutoff valve and overfill alarm.

3) For leak detection - Tank gauge system, turbine leak detectors and
monitoring wells.

In addition, the following equipment was introduced to reduce air quality
emissions

1) For VOC reduction - Stage I and II vapor recovery equipment.
Based on information currently available, the applicant is in compliance with all
applicable DEQ regulations in that these tanks are permitted and fee payments are

current,

The Department concludes that the costs claimed by the applicant ($137,633) are
eligible pursuant to the definition of a pollution control facility in ORS 468.155.
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Eligible Cost Findings

In determining the percent of the eligible 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)

5)

The extent to which the facility 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.

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

There is no annual percent return on investment as the applicant claims no
gross annual income from the facility,

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

The applicant considered the methods used to be preferred based on
contractor recommendation. The methods chosen are acceptable for
meeting the requirements of federal regulations.

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

The applicant claims no savings or increase in costs as a result of the
ingtallation,

Any other factors which are relevant in establishing the portion of the
actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control.

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

The actual cost of the facility properly allocable to pollution control is determined
by using these factors as displayed in the following table:
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Eligible
Facility Percent Amount
Cost Allocable Allocable
Corrosion Protection:
Doublewall fiberglass
tanks and piping $40,305 59% (1) $23,780
Spill & Overfill Prevention:
Spill containment basins 764 100 764
Automatic shutoff valve 269 100 269
Sumps 2,027 100 2,027
Leak Detection;
Tank gauge w/alarm 10,307 90 (2) 9,276
Turbine leak detectors 1,119 100 1,119
Monitoring wells 887 100 887
YOC Reduction:
Stage T vapor recovery 503 100 903
Stage II vapor recovery 12,681 100 12,681
Labor and materials 68,371 100 68,371
Total $137,633 87% $120,077
(1)  The Department has determined the percent allocable on the cost of a

@)

corrosion protected tank and piping system by using a formula based on
the difference in cost between the protected tank and piping system and
an equivalent bare steel system as a percent of the protected system.
Applying this formula to the costs presented by the applicant, where the
protected system cost is $40,305 and the bare steel system is $16,710, the
resulting portion of the eligible tank and piping cost allocable to pollution
control is 59%.

The applicant’s cost for a tank gauge system is reduced to 90% of cost
based on a determination by the Department that this is the portion
properly allocable to pollution control since the device can serve other
purposes, for example, inventory control.
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5. Summation
a. The facility was constructed in accordance with all regulatory requirements
according to signed statements made by the installation service provider and/or
owner. '

b. The facility is eligible for tax credit certification in that the principal purpose of
the claimed facility is to comply with requirements imposed by the federal
Environmental Protection Agency to prevent pollution of soil, water and air.
This is accomplished by preventing releases in soil, water or air. The facility
qualifies as a "pollution control facility” defined in OAR 340-16-025(2)(g):
"Installation or construction of facilities which will be used to detect, deter or
prevent spills or unauthorized releases. "

c. The facility complies with DEQ statutes and rules in that the appropriate
compliance documents relating to the project have been submitted.

d. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution control is
87%. ‘

6. Director’s Recommendation

Based upon these findings, it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $137,633 with 87% allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. TC-4551.

Barbara J. Anderson
(503) 229-5870
March 4, 1996




Environmental Quality Commission

[0 Rule Adoption Item

Xl Action Ttem

[] Information Item Agenda Item C
April 12, 1996 Meetin

Title:
- National Marine Fisheries Service Request for a Waiver to the Total Dissolved Gas Standard

Summary:

At its meeting of February 23, 1996 the Commission deferred a decision on the waiver request from the
National Marine Fisheries Service to the State’s total dissolved gas standard to enable water to be spilled
over hydroelectric projects on the Columbia River to assist outmigrating threatened and endangered Snake
River salmon smolts,

At that meeting, the Commission requested that staff return at its next meeting with a review of the full
National Marine Fisheries Service’s Expert Gas Panel Report, and that staff develop wording for the
Commission to consider as a condition for its approval of the waiver that would require an open public
review of the impact of dissolved gas on fish,

At its last meeting, the Commission did approve spill over Bonneville Dam for the period March 14, 1996 to
March 23, 1996 to assist Spring Creek Hatchery salmon smolts. Staff have provided a summary of that spill
for the Commission’s information.

Department Recommendation:

The Department recommends that the Commission make findings and approve the waiver to the total
dissolved gas standard for the Columbia River for the period April 12, 1996 to August 31, 1996 to enable
spill over dams to assist out-migrating salmonid smolts subject to the conditions contained in the staff report.

Diyision Administrator Director

...a": Loy ; —
Report Atithor g‘f

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




State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality Memorandum

Date: Apnil 12, 1996
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Langdon Marsh, Director
Subject: Agenda Item C, April 12, 1996, EQC Meeting

Statement of Purpose

At its meeting on February 23, 1996, the Commission deferred a decision on the application from
the National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) request for a waiver to the state’s total dissolved
gas standard to enable water to be spilled over Columbia River hydroelectric projects to assist
outmigrating threatened and endangered Snake River salmon smolts. The Commission requested
that staff return at the next meeting with a review of the NMFS Expert Gas panel Report, and that
staff develop a condition that could be attached to a Commission approval that would enable an
open public review of the impact of total dissolved gas on fish, and the relative merits of spill.

Prior to providing these, staff have briefly reviewed the results of the Bonneville Spill approved by
the Commission on February 23, 1996 for the Spring Creck Hatchery release.

Background

Spring Creek Hatchery Spill at Bonneville Dam

While the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) requested a waiver to the total
dissolved gas standard to begin spilling at Bonneville Dam on March 14, 1996, spill at the dam
has been occurring since the early February flood. This spill, subsequently referred to as
involuntary spill (to distinguish it from the voluntary spill requested by the fisheries agencies for
assisting fish) resulted in dissolved gas levels in the Bonneville forebay above 115 percent. The
highest forebay measurement occurred on March 14, 1996 and registered 121.3 percent. Asa
result, tailrace gas levels were also high, frequently exceeding the 120 percent twelve hour
average established by the Commission.

Biological monitoring of out-migrating smolts, returning adults and resident populations was also
undertaken by NMFS, the Nationa! Biological Service (NBS) and Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife (WDFW). Fall Chinook salmon at the hatchery were examined prior to their release.
Of those examined two showed signs of gas bubble trauma, one with five percent occlusion and
one with 25 percent. Few signs of gas bubble disease were detected in sub-yearling Chinook
salmon released from the Spring Creek hatchery. Of 505 fish examined, three (or about 0.6
percent) exhibited signs of gas bubble trauma. Coho and yearling fall Chinook, largescale suckers
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and whitefish that were collected showed higher incidences of gas bubble disease. External signs
were detected in 20 out of 87 yearling fall Chinook (23 percent) and eight out of 38 Coho (21
percent). Six out of 109 largescale suckers (5.5 percent), one out of six mountain whitefish (17
percent) and one out of 44 stickleback ( two percent)., One juvenile steelhead and one juvenile
sockeye were examined, but neither showed any signs of gas bubble trauma. Other resident fishes
collected and examined included northern squawfish, carp, walleye, flounder, peamouth, killifish,
redside shiner, pumpkinseed, smallmouth bass, and yellow perch. None of these fish exhibited
signs of gas bubble trauma.

Coho and yearling fall Chinook are not usually caught in the river at this time, and NMFS and
USFWS surmise that these fish may have been released by hatcheries under emergency conditions
in February and they have been residing in the river since that time. If that is so, these fish may
have been exposed to elevated dissolved gas levels since that time.

NMFS Expert Gas Panel Report

At its last meeting, the Commission requested staff to review the full NMFES Expert Gas Panel
Report. Due to the late receipt of this report, staff’s review is necessarily cursory. The Chair of
the Panel, Dr. Chuck Coutant is here today, and is available to answer questions if the
Commission wishes. A copy of the “Purpose, Conclusions, and Recommendations” portion of the
repoit is attached at Appendix A.

Terms of Reference
The Expert Panel on Gas Bubble Disease was asked to address three questions. These were:

1. Based on a review of 1995 monitoring program and results, does the proposed 1996
monitoring program provide appropriate data to protect migrating juvenile and adult
salmonids from GBD?

2. Do the “critical assumptions” identified by the Biological Monitoring Inspection Team
of the GBD Technical Work Group capture the major uncertainties associated with the
monitoring program? Are some assumptions more “critical” than others?

3. Do the proposed research approaches adequately address the critical uncertainties?
Are there additional experimental strategies that should be considered? Which
research approaches are the highest priority; i.e., which address the most critical of the
assumptions?

The Panel’s report reflects two views, a majority and a minority view.
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Monitoring

The majority of the panel supported monitoring signs of gas bubble disease as a useful indicator of
potential fish losses. The minority view was that no improvement in monitoring at projects will
assist in determining the health of fish in reservoirs, and that a low incidence of signs gives a false
sense of security.

The Panel agreed that the current smolt monitoring at dam bypasses and adult monitoring at
selected dams may not provide sufficient data to indicate negative effects and therefore be useful
for protecting migrating juveniles and adults from gas bubble disease. In particular, the Panel -
expressed the view that changes in bubbles as fish traverse the bypass system could skew the
monitoring results toward a low number of signs. These problems could be addressed by direct
in-river sampling, although the Panel believed that this too contains many untested assumptions,
and that the additional handling of fish is arduous to migrants.

The Panel concluded that the proposed 1996 monitoring plan will be insufficient to attain NMFS’s
first goal of providing data necessary to protect aquatic biota in the Columbia and Snake rivers
from the effects of gas bubble disease. A majority of Panel members recommend continuation of
the 1996 smolt monitoring program for 1996 as proposed, subject to modifications, because
uncertainties associated with bypass monitoring will not be able to be resolved in time for the
1996 migration season. The modifications proposed include research to test critical assumptions
and an expanded parallel program of in-river sampling for signs of bubbles in fish. A minority of
the Panel believes that physical signs of gas bubble disease in fish, whether collected from the
bypass system or in-river are an unreliable index of survival because signs of bubbles and mortality
have not been correlated, especially in complex circumstances such as multiple, intermittent
exposure. The Panel does not believe the gas levels identified in the NMFS Biological Opinion
(115 percent in the forebays and 120 percent in the tailrace) should be exceeded, although some
members believe the biological safety of these levels has not been substantiated.

Research

The following is the Panel’s ranking of the critical assumptions/uncertainties in the monitoring
program:

1. Relationships between bubbles in fins, gill, lateral line, and smolt/adult mortality are
known;

Clinical signs do not change during collection and examination of fish;

Signs in sampled fish are representative of the river site and whole day;

Samples are at representative locations, including high-risk locations;

Sample size is statistically adequate for required confidence limits;

Key signs of gas bubble disease and their relative significance are known.

A A
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To these the panel added a seventh critical assumption, which was not ranked relative to the other
six. This assumption is:

7. A 15 percent incidence of signs of gas bubble trauma is the level that can be tolerated by
juvenile migrant populations.

The Panel believes that without testing of these critical assumptions the monitoring program used
in 1994-95 and proposed for 1996 is of questionable value for protecting the resource. NMFS
has proposed a research program that includes testing these critical assumptions. The Panel
confirmed that these research proposals were appropriate and confined itself to reordering
research priorities.

Panel Recommendations

Most Panel members recommend continuation of the monitoring program for gas bubble disease
signs in fish collected in dam bypasses and in-river for continuity of data and so that the critical
assumptions can be evaluated, subject to modifications. These are detailed in Attachment A at
page 4. The panel recommends that in-river sampling should be emphasized, and that measures
for monitoring in-river fish survival under elevated gas levels should be developed and used.
Reach survival estimates should also be incorporated into the 1996 monitoring program.

The Panel recommends an integrated research program to test all of the critical
assumptions/uncertainties with emphasis on those concerning the relationship between clinical
signs of gas bubble disease and mortality and the validity of signs measured at fish bypasses in
dams.

The Panel recommends that the research program proposed by NMFS be adopted and
implemented.

Finally, the Panel expressed its frustration at the lack of time for deliberation and report
preparation. It recommended that it be convened in the fall of 1996 to begin working on
recommendations for the 1997 season, and that the Panel, prior to commencing its deliberations,
should be presented with an unbiased review of the spill program including a thorough review of
the policy and technical details of spill management.

The bulk of the Panel’s report is a record of its deliberations and a copy of its last report. The
following points are of note. The Panel acknowledged the low incidence of gas bubble signs in
fish during the 1995 spill season. However, the Panel was concerned that the validity of the
results may have been a function of the untested critical assumptions. The Panel noted that most,
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but not all, of its recommendations for the 1995 spill season had been carried out. In particular, a
complete and independent synthesis of both the 1994 and 1995 data still needs to be performed.

The measurement of gas bubbles in fins presented a problem. In 1995 all incidences of bubbles
found in fins were classed as category one. The Panel wrestled with whether to go witha
measurement system based purely on presence or absence of bubbles (effectively what happened
in 1995), or to provide a finer scale of measurement. It opted for the latter. The Panel
recognized the value of using 90X microscopes for examining gill lamallae, but did not develop a
recommendation for its use in 1996.

The Panel, without endorsing Stave Cramer’s results from PIT-tag data on in-river survival,
agreed that this was valuable research and should be continued in 1996.

In deciding research priorities, the Panel identified the following ranking of questions:

1. What are the effects of passage through dam bypass systems on prevalence of GBD
signs?

2. Are sampling designs and sites adequate for detecting mortality?

3. Do signs of GBD accurately reflect biological effects?

4. Are the protocols of clinical assessments effective in characterizing GBD?

For each question a series of research approaches was identified,

An Qpen Public Process

At its last meeting, the Commission expressed concern at the perceived lack of a public process in
which the data generated by the monitoring program can be analyzed, disseminated, and in which
broader questions surrounding spill and fish can be addressed. The Commission requested that
staff develop a condition which would require these aspects to be addressed.

The Commission’s concerns seem to fall into two main areas, and the Department believes these
should be addressed separately. The Commission is seeking answers to large questions, such as;

1. Does spill benefit fish? and
2. How should the biological monitoring program be configured to detect harm to fish
iffwhen it is occurring?

The Department believes there is a Board already established that would be well qualified to
address these larger questions. This is the Independent Scientific Review Board established
jointly by the Northwest Power Planning Council and NMFS to address questions related to
salmon in the Northwest. Questions to be addressed to the Board need to be approved by the
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respective Heads of NMFS in Seattle and the Chair of the Power Planning Council. Once
approved, they are submitted to the Board for consideration. The Board meets with the
questioner to frame the question in a sufficiently precise manner before deliberating on it.
Inquiries by staff reveal that the broad questions that the Commission seeks to have addressed
would be appropriately dealt with by the Board. Further, verbal assurances from NMFS and -
Power Planning Council staff indicate that the respective agencies would support the panel
addressing these questions. ‘' The Board would be requested to report its findings to the
Commission no later than February 1, 1997 in time for consideration of the 1997 waiver request.
Staff of the Power Planning Council indicate that this would be a realistic timeframe for
consideration of these questions, and reporting back. A list of the Independent Scientific Review
Board members is attached at Appendix B. Dr. Coutant is a member of this Board and is
available to provide background on it to the Commission.

The second concern raised by the Commission is access to the data generated by the physical and
biological monitoring program. This is best addressed by the Department hiring a fish
physiologist who can spend time with all the agencies conducting the physical and biological
monitoring, and who can participate in in-river monitoring. This person could ensure that the -
data generated is analyzed for the Department and Commission, and also could report on the
results of monitoring both in-season and following the end of the spill season.

Because the Department has no funding or authorization for such a position, resources need to be
identified for this option to be addressed. One alternative could be for NMFS to request funding
from Endangered Species Act funds for this position. NMFS has indicated that it would be
willing to provide this, depending on who is to be hired into the position. Because many of the
people involved in this issue are viewed with suspicion by those on the other stde of the issue, the
Department believes someone not currently involved in spill should be selected. Because this is a
purely gathering, analyzing and reporting function, a recent graduate in fish biology or fish
physiology would be able to perform this task.

The Department does not propose to cede its judgment to this person. Rather the appointee
would report to Department staff who would then be able to focus on monitoring results, and

would be able to report to the Commission on a regular basis during the spill season.

Additional Monitoring Requirements

After the last meeting, the Direct service Industries submitted a list of proposed monitoring
requirements that it believed the Commission should include in its approval of any waiver to the
standard. After reviewing the list, the Department recommends that the Commission include
these in any approval it gives. NMFS has reviewed these requirements, and has assured the
Department that they will be able to be incorporated into the monitoring program for 1996. The
conditions are:
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NMEFS must provide written notice to the Department within 24 hours of any violations of
the conditions of the variance. Such notice shall include actions proposed to reduce TDG
levels or the reason(s) for no action.

TDG data and incidence of GBD signs in smolts and adults will be reported to the Department
daily. Hourly TDG levels collected from the forebays and downstream locations of McNary,
John Day, The Dalles, and Bonneville Dams will be reported to the Department daily.
Incidence of GBD signs in smolts collected from McNary, John Day, and Bonneville Dams and
adults collected at Bonneville and Lower Granite Dams will be reported the Department daily.
Signs of GBD in smolts will be measured by using a variable (10X to 40X} dissecting scope.
Unpaired fins, eyes, and lateral line will be examined for the presence of bubbles. Smolts will
be monitored daily. Signs of GBD in adults will be measured using at least a 2.5X
magnification device and examining fins, eyes, mouth, opercula, and body for bubbles. Adults
will be monitored at Bonneville Dam three times per week and seven days a week at Lower
Granite Dam.

The Commission will require that by January 15, 1997 NMFS provide a report to the.
Department with a draft of the report released for peer and public review no later than
December 1, 1996, The report shall contain:

(2)

(b)

{c).

(d)

Statistical evaluation of the available PIT-tag data to determine week-by-week survival
changes. Techniques should be used to detect differences between groups with small
sample size or maximize the sample size to increase statistical reliability. The
association between survival estimates and TDG, temperature, flow related effects, or
other phenomena which could affect survivorship will be evaluated.

An empirical estimate of survival associated with spill.

Week-by-week estimates of the quantities of voluntary vs. involuntary spill. The
factors causing the spill scenario shall be stated i.e. hydraulic capacity, turbine outages,
lack of a power market, etc.

Survival estimates of transported vs. untransported fish at collector projects.

Survival and incidence of GBD data from net pens below Bonneville Dam. Care must
be taken to avoid areas with excessive flow or elevation fluctuations or to engineer
around such problems. Care must be taken to avoid size and species differences within
net pens to reduce losses from predation.
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H Incidence of GBD signs in adults and estimates of upstream spawning delays of
returning adult salmonids from increased spill.

(g) Incidence of GBD signs in resident fish species collected from below Bonneville Dam.
Sampling will occur once each week April 15 through August 31

Incorporation of these conditions will ensure that the Department and Commission are provided with
data at an early stage for next year’s variation request.

Authority of the Commission with Respect to the Issue

The authority of the Commission to address this issue is contained in Oregon Administrative
Rules - OAR 340-41-205, 445, 485, and 525 (2)(n). A copy of the rule is attached at Appendix
C.

At its meeting of February 16, 1995, the Commission modified the Oregon Administrative Rules
to enable it to modify the total dissolved gas standard for the Columbia River for the purpose of
assisting juvenile in-river salmon migration.

If the Commission is to grant this variance, it is required to make four findings under the rules,
These are:

)] that failure to act would result in greater harm to salmonid stock survival through in-river
migration than would occur by increased spill;

(i)  that the modified total dissolved gas criteria associated with the increased spill provides a
reasonable balance of the risk of impairment due to elevated total dissolved gas to both
resident biological communities and other migrating fish and to migrating adult and
juvenile salmonids when compared to other options for in-river migration of salmon;

(i)  that adequate data will exist to determine compliance with the standards; and

(iv)  that biological monitoring is occurring to document that the migratory salmonid and
resident biological communities are being protected.

The rule also allows the Commission to consider alternative modes of migration at its discretion.
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Alternatives and Evaluation

There are four main methods of salmonid migration down the Columbia River, These are
transportation, turbine passage, dam by-pass passage, and spill. In practice all four of these
modes will be used in 1996 as they were in 1995. The fisheries agencies will continue to collect
and transport between 75 and 80 percent of smolts. The remaining 20 to 25 percent of smolts
will remain in-river and will proceed either through by-pass facilities at the dams or through
turbines or over the spill way via a spill program.

Turbine mortalities have been estimated at between 10 and 15 percent, and the by-pass facilities at
dams are imperfect at guiding all in-river smolts away from turbines. The spill program is
designed to minimize mortalities for fish which are not guided away from turbines by the by-pass
devices. Mortalities from spill are estimated at between 2 and 3 percent.

In relation to the four findings required to be made under the total dissolved gas rule, the
following are supported by the petition:

(1) failure to act will result in more salmonid passage via hydroelectric dam turbines.
Estimated mortalities from fish passing through turbines is between 10 and 15 percent.
Fish passing over spillways as a result of spill experience 2 to 3 percent mortality. The
Commission is, therefore able to make the first finding;

(i)  the balance of risk of impairment to fish due to elevated dissolved gas levels needs to be
balanced against mortality of turbine passage. It is clear from the netpen mortalities at Ice
Harbor in May and June 1995 that elevated dissolved gas levels do result in significant
mortality. Dissolved gas levels experience at Ice Harbor in May and June 1995 are well
above the range within which instream bioassays indicate mortalities will occur.
Correspondence from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and the Tribes in
relation to last year’s petition equated the mortality from turbines with elevated dissolved
gas at around 120 percent, although this is considered a conservative estimate. Given the
conservative nature of this estimate along with the data yielded by the netpen mortalities at
Ice Harbor, the balance of the risk of impairment at the levels sought in the petition is
tipped in favor of granting the variance;

(i)  NMFS has submitted a detailed physical monitoring plan which is the same as last year.
Physical monitoring will occur at 37 sites in the mainstem Columbia, lower Snake and
lower Clearwater Rivers in the forebays and tailraces of all spilling dams. The physical
monitoring plan seeks to overcome the difficulties encountered last year with equipment
failures and unreliable readings through rapid equipment repair including the use of
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properly calibrated backup equipment, and weekly instrument verification. Hourly data
will be posted electronically, as it was last year. Implementation of the physical
monitoring plan will ensure that data will exist to determine compliance with the
standards;

(iv)  NMFS has submitted a detailed biological monitoring program which also mirrors that of
last year. Significant differences are that resident invertebrates will not be monitored in
1996. The incidence of GBD in resident invertebrate populations was so low in previous
years that no benefit is seen from continuing with it. Smolt monitoring will continue as it
did last year with examination of smolts being undertaken with 10X to 40X dissecting
microscopes. Signs of GBD will be sought on non-paired fins, eyes and lateral lines. The
Expert Panel on Gas Bubble Disease suggests that it is unknown whether or not the
proposed biological monitoring program will provide data to show that migratory and
resident biological communities are being protected. This uncertainty arises from the
untested critical assumptions that underpin the monitoring program. Notwithstanding this,
the Expert Panel proposes that the monitoring program should be implemented. It is the
best available monitoring at this stage, and provides the best possible information within
the constraints noted by the Expert Panel. The Expert Panel did, however suggest
modifications to the monitoring program that may ameliorate some of these shortcomings.
These modifications should be incorporated into the monitoring program.

With these findings, the Commission is able to approve the variation to the total dissolved gas
standard as sought by NMFS. ‘

Alternative Commission Actions

The petition is such that the required findings are able to be made, and the waiver approved.
Clearly, any level of action less than approval can also be undertaken by the Commission,
including denying the petition or approving it with conditions.

With the uncertainty surrounding the biological monitoring program, it is critical that detailed in-
season evaluation of monitoring data be undertaken to ensure that timely and appropriate actions
are taken to mitigate harm to fish. It becomes even more critical for the protection of beneficial
uses that this agency have a staff person assigned solely to total dissolved gas data collection and
analysis.

Summary of Public Input Opportunity

Following receipt of the petition on January 16, 1996, the Department issued a public notice,
advising receipt of the petition and inviting interested parties to submit either oral testimony at a
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public hearing that was held at 1:00 p.m. on February 16, 1996 in room 3 A at DEQ Headquarters,
or in writing by 5:00 p.m. on February 16, 1996,

A summary of public comment and written submissions is attached at Appendix D.

The parties choosing to comment, either orally or in writing, are the same as last year. Generally,
commercial fishing interests, environmental groups, tribes and state and Federal agencies support
the granting of the variance, and representatives of industry oppose it.

The DSIs remain opposed to spill for salmonid in-river migration. They point to Cramer’s
conclusions that despite critical peer review, his conclusions of mortality increasing as gas levels
increase has remained unchanged. The DSIs propose a series of options for the Commission.
These include:

) denying the request;

(i)  conditioning any variation to the standard on demonstrable proof of benefit;

(iii)  allowing only a partial increase such as 110 percent in the forebay and 115 percent in the
' tailrace;

(iv)  limiting the number and/or duration of projects spilling;

(v}  providing a safe haven from gas supersaturation at an intermediate project by limiting gas

exposure and duration; or
(vi)  conditioning approved gas levels on rigorous real-time monitoring data.

Proponents of the vartance point to the success of the program in 1995, and to the role played by

spill in a risk-spreading strategy for salmon recovery, in which spill plays an important part, but is

by no means the only strategy to be employed for salmonid survival. Some tribal and sport fishing
representatives sought levels of spill above those petitioned for by NMFS to improve fish passage
efficiencies.

No additional public input opportunities were provided following the Commission’s consideration
of the petition at its February 23, 1996 meeting. Since that time, however, the Direct Service
Industries have provided suggested modifications to the NMFS’s proposed biological monitoring
program for the 1996 spill season. The Department has evaluated these suggestions, and agrees
that some of them merit inclusion in the NMFS monitoring program. NMFS concurs that it is
able to carry these out.

Conclusions

In its original report, staff recommended that the Commission grant the waiver to the state’s total
dissolved gas standard subject to conditions, Staff continue to recommend that course of action,
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but recommend additional conditions to address the Commission’s concerns and the issues raised
by the Expert Gas Bubble Disease Panel, These additional conditions would enable the
Commission and Department to address specific questions of concern to the Northwest Power
Planning Council/NMFS Independent Scientific Advisory Board, and would enable the
Department to hire a fish biologist or fish physiologist to assist with data collection and analysis.
In addition, the Department supports the Expert panel’s recommendations on development of in-
river sampling protocols. NMFS should be encouraged to continue the Expert Gas Panel or some
other scientific body during the 1995 spill season to develop these measures. The Department
also supports the Gas Panel’s request for background presentations on spill management.

Intended Future Actions

Over the course of the past year Departmental officials have met with representatives from the
Washington Department of Ecology, the state and federal fisheries agencies, tribes, and USACE.
Staff believe the long term approach to this problem is for the Corps to physically and .
operationally modify the projects to enable spill for fish at agreed upon fish passage efficiencies
while remaining within the total dissolved gas standard established by the states of Idaho,
Washington and Oregon. The Corps is proceeding with a gas abatement study, an important
component of which is a timetable for carrying out these modifications.

Staff believe there is a willingness on the part of all participants in this issue to participate in a
Mutual Agreement and Order under which the Commission would grant a variance to the
dissolved gas standard under strict and enforceable conditions, in return for which the Corps will
undertake specified operational and structural modifications within a tightly defined timetable.
Opportunity for modification of the conditions and timetable would be structured to
accommodate new data or scientific conclusions.

Staff will continue participating in these discussions. Any proposed action should be subject to
public scrutiny and input.

Department Recommendation

The Department recommends that the Commission grant this petition by adopting the findings
contained in the Draft Order attached at Appendix F, subject to implementation of the physical
and biological monitoring regime as detailed in the monitoring plan submitted by the National
Marine Fisheries Service dated January 25, 1996, and:

(i)  Approve a revised total dissolved gas standard for the Columbia River for the period from
midnight on April 12, 1996 to midnight on August 31, 1996;
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(i)  Approve a total dissolved gas standard for the Columbia River of a daily (12 highest
hours) average of 115 percent as measured at established monitors at the forebay of the
next dam downstream from the spilling dam during this time;

(i)  Approve a further modification of the total dissolved gas standard for the Columbia River
to allow for a daily (12 highest hours) average of 120 percent as measured at established
tailrace monitors below the spilling dams during this time;

(iv)  Approve a cap on total dissolved gas 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 this time; and

(v)  Require that the Director halt the spill program if either 15 percent of the fish examined
show signs of gas bubble disease 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 gas bubbles, whichever is the less;

(vi)  Direct the Director to frame questions concerning the benefits of spill and the.
accompanying monitoring program for the Northwest Power Planning Council’s
Independent Scientific Advisory Board,

(vit) Require NMFS to provide funding for the Department to hire a fisheries biologist or fish
physiologist to assist in collecting and analyzing data on total dissolved gas and its effect
on beneficial uses;

(viii) Require that NMFS incorporate the modifications suggested by the Expert Panel on Gas
Bubble Disease into its biological monitoring program,;

(ix)  Require NMFS to incorporate the following conditions into its program:

1. NMFS must provide written notice to the Department within 24 hours of
any violations of the conditions in the variance. Such notice shall include actions
proposed to reduce TDG levels or the reason(s) for no action;

2. TDG data and incidence of GBD signs in smolts and adults will be reported to the
Department daily. Hourly TDG levels collected from the forebays and downstream
focations of McNary, John Day, The Dalles, and Bonneville Dams wilt be reported to
the Department daily. Incidence of GBD signs in smolts collected from McNary, John
Day, and Bonneville Dams and adults collected at Bonneville and Lower Granite Dams
will be reported the Department daily. Signs of GBD in smolts will be measured by
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using a variable (10X to 40X) dissecting scope. Unpaired fins, eyes, and lateral line
will be examined for the presence of bubbles. Smolts will be monitored daily. Signs of
GBD in adults will be measured using at least a 2.5X magnification device and
examining fins, eyes, mouth, opercula, and body for bubbles. Adults will be monitored
at Bonneville Dam three times per week and seven days a week at Lower Granite

Dam,

3. The Commission requires that by January 15, 1997 NMFS provide a report to the
Department with a draft of the report released for peer and public review no later than
December 1, 1996. The report shall contain:

(2)

()
(©

@
(©)

®

)]

Statistical evaluation of the available PIT-tag data to determine week-by-week
survival changes. Techniques should be used to detect differences between
groups with small sample size or maximize the sample size to increase
statistical reliability. The association between survival estimates and TDG,
temperature, flow related effects, or other phenomena which could affect
survivorship will be evaluated,

An empirical estimate of survival associated with spill;

Weelk-by-week estimates of the quantities of voluntary vs. involuntary spill.
The factors causing the spill scenario shall be stated i.e. hydraulic capacity,
turbine outages, lack of a power market, etc.;

Survival estimates of transported vs. untransported fish at collector projects;

Survival and incidence of GBD data from net pens below Bonneville Dam.,
Care must be taken to avoid areas with excessive flow or elevation fluctuations
or to engineer around such problems. Care must be taken to avoid size and
species differences within net pens to reduce losses from predation;

Incidence of GBD signs in adults and estimates of upstream spawning delays of
returning adult salmonids from increased spill;

Incidence of GBD signs in resident fish species collected from below
Bonneville Dam. Sampling will occur once each week April 15 through
August 31,
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Appendix A

PURPOSE, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

- This report-is a summary of the February 1-3, 1996 meeting of the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) expert Panel on Gas Bubble Disease. This meeting was the third in a series
of workshops convened by NMFS to review monitoring and research focused on determining
the prevalence and effects of gas bubble disease--also termed gas bubble trauma--among
Columbia and Snake river salmonids. The purpose of the meeting was to develop a set of
recommendations related to gas bubble disease monitoring and research proposed for 1996 in
the Columbtia and Snake rivers. The Panel was to provide NMFS and other interested groups
with recommendations that address the agency s two major goals for gas bubble disease
monitoring and research:

- To provide data necessary to protect aquatic biota in the Columbia and Snake rivers
from the effects of gas bubble disease

- To validate and improve gas bubble disease monitoring on the Columbia and Snake
rivers

These goals were framed as Terms of Reference for the proceedings. The Terms of Reference
(Appendix A) posed three questions, quoted below, designed to shape discussion around the
needs of scientific inquiry. '

This report is not as polished and comprehensive as some might wish. Although the
fundamental scientific rationale for most sections of the report are well developed, others are
less well developed because of time constraints and lack of data and data syntheses. Despite
the constraints, Panel members have sought to provide recommendations which aid in the
resolution of the gas bubble disease issue in the basin.

The report has been reviewed by the Panel members and all agree that it reflects their
majority or minority views fairly. The majority of the Panel members endorses the report as
an accurate reflection of the status of science regarding monitoring and research for effects of
gas bubble disease (trauma). Some Panel members do not agree with particular statements
-and they reserve the right to express these differences of opinion in other forums. This full
report supersedes a draft executive summary that was released to the Oregon Environmental
Quality Commission on February 23, 1996.

Monitoring

The Panel was asked: "Based on review of 1995 monitoring program and results, does the
proposed 1996 monitoring program provide appropriate data to protect migrating juvenile and
adult salmonids from gas bubble discase?" The Panel reviewed the 1995 monitoring program
and the Panel’s recommendations from its previous meetings. Most of the Panel’s 1995
recommendations for monitoring were heeded, and the report discusses those that were fiot.

The panelists disagreed regarding the value of monitoring clinical signs of gas bubble disease
for evaluating juvenile migrant survival. The majority of members supported monitoring of




gas bubble disease signs as a useful indicator of potentially serious fish losses, subject to
verification of critical assumptions underlying sampling and examination. The minority view
held that-no amount of improvement in monitoring signs of gas bubble disease (especially at
fish bypasses in dams) will yield information on the health of fish in reservoirs, and that a
low incidence of signs gives a false sense of security. The Panel agreed that measurements
of survival itself under various conditions of total dissolved gas saturation would be best and
are most directly related to protection of aquatic biota. There are a number of reasons why
the current smolt monitoring program at dam bypasses and adult monitoring at selected dams
may not provide sufficient data to indicate negative effects and therefore be useful to protect
migrating juvenile and adult salmonids from gas bubble disease. Bias may occur if there is
loss or gain of bubbles in tissues as fish traverse the bypass system or mortality of fish
affected by gas bubble disease in reservoirs before reaching bypasses in dams (direct
mortality or through predation or action of pathogens). These deficiencies, if they occur,
could skew the results toward a low number of signs, and these results alone may not provide
indications of effects sufficient to protect salmonids. Some of these problems could be
alleviated by monitoring fish collected directly from the river, although in-river sampling also
has many untested assumptions, is arduous, and would involve additional handling of
migrants.

The majority of Panel members concluded that the smolt monitoring program of 1994-1995 in
fish bypasses at dams should continue until critical uncertainties are resolved or better
indicators of the effects of gas supersaturation are found. Research may lead to
improvements in the monitoring program and include reliable in-river sampling protocols and
survival estimates. Continuation (with some modification) in 1996 could provide a useful
multi-year index of the presence or absence of gas bubble disease if identified critical
assumptions about bypass-sampled fish are tested and validated through a comprehensive and
coordinated research program. The incidence of fish with signs of gas bubble disease at fish
bypasses might be a valuable index or indicator of probable fish losses if the incidence of
signs increases from the current low level. The Panel supports a larger emphasis on in-river
sampling and monitoring of survival, even if difficult.

The Panel concludes that the proposed 1996 monitoring plan alone will be insufficient to
attain NMFS’s first goal. A majority of Panel members recommends continuation of the
monitoring program in fish bypasses in 1996, with important modifications, because the
uncertainties associated with the smolt bypass monitoring will not be resolved in time for the
1996 migration. Modifications are recommended below, and include research to test critical
assumptions and an expanded parallel program of in-river sampling for signs of bubbles in
fish. A minority of Panel members believed that signs in fish taken from the river or the
bypass systems would still be unreliable as an index of survival (because signs and mortality
have not been clearly related quantitatively, especially in complex circumstances of
intermittent exposures). The Panel believes that there is not sufficient information to justify
the safety of exceeding the 1995 guidelines for total dissolved gas saturation specified in the
NMFS Biological Opinion (115% in forebays and 120% in tailwaters). Some members
believe that the biological safety of these levels is insufficiently substantiated.




Research
The Panel was asked two research questions: -

(1) "Do the critical assumptions identified by the Biological Monitoring Inspection
Team of the Gas Bubble Disease Technical Work Group capture the major uncertainties
associated with the monitoring program? Are some assumptions more critical than others?"

(2) "Do the proposed research approaches adequately address the critical
uncertainties? Are there additional experimental strategies that should be considered? Which
research approaches are the highest priority; i.e., which address the most critical of the
assumptions?" (The research approaches are those proposed in the preliminary NMFS gas
bubble disease research priorities document, cited in Appendix E.)

The Panel concluded that the assumptions/uncertainties in the monitoring program identified

by the Biological Monitoring Inspection Team of the Gas Bubble Disease Technical Work
Group (an advisory body of implementing agencies) are appropriate and should be verified.
The Panel ranked the assumptions as follows, but viewed all of them as essential.

1. Relationships between bubbles in fins, gill, lateral line, and smolt/adult mortality are
known, '
Clinical signs do not change during collection and examination of fish;

Signs in sampled fish are representative of the river site and whole day;

Samples are at representative locations, including high-risk locations;

Sample size is statistically adequate for required confidence limits;

Key signs of gas bubble disease and their relative significance are known.

A

Because 15% incidence of signs is used as a biological criterion for reevaluating a specific
spill action, the Panel added another critical assumaption: that this level of incidence of gas
bubble disease signs can be tolerated by the juvenile migrant populations. This addition was
not ranked among the other six. '

Without substantiation of.these critical assumptions, the monitoring program of 1994-1996 is
of questionable value for protection of the resource. NMFS has proposed a research program
that includes testing all of the critical assumptions. The proposed research approaches under
several topics are designed to give multi-faceted sets of approaches that can provide weight of
evidence for each topic whereas any single approach would be insufficient. The Panel
believes that the proposed research approaches are appropriate and it would eliminate only a
few items from high priority. Emphasis should be placed on research that (1) tests the
validity of the 1994-1996 monitoring programs at Smolt Monitoring Program sites in fish
bypasses at dams, and (2) helps estimate in-river survival of migrants.

The Panel recognized the importance of spill as the context for its deliberations but did not
make judgments about spill management. It reiterated its belief that the scientific information
to be obtained through these monitoring and research programs will be essential to an




iniegrated risk-benefit assessment of spill and the policy decisions that must be made
regarding spill management.

Major Recommendations

1. Most Panel members recommend continuation of the monitoring program for gas bubble
disease signs in fish collected in dam bypasses and in the river, with some modifications, for
‘purposes of continuity and so that major assumptions can be tested. These modifications are:

* addition of resolution to scoring of fin bubbles;

* use of in-river sampling sites such as below Ice Harbor Dam, at Vernita, and below
Bonneville Dam, with selection being determined by distribution of elevated gas
saturation in the river;

* increased analysis of correlations between signs, total dissolved gas concentrations,
and mortality;

* maintenance of the consistency of measurements;

* sampling at dams over a minimum of 16 hours per day, with periodic checks at
other times;

* increase in sample size of fish of Snake River origin captured at McNary Dam for
analysis; ‘ _ '

* determination of gas levels in gatewells and bypass water at times of sampling.

In-river monitoring should be emphasized and further developed to overcome uncertainties of
obtaining a "true” assessment of gas bubble disease signs at bypass sample sites. Measures
for monitoring in-river fish survival under elevated levels of total dissolved gas should be
developed and used in addition to assessing clinical signs of gas bubble disease. Reach
survival estimates should be part of the 1996 monitoring and research activities to establish
survival of fish in supersaturated reaches of the river.

2. The Panel recommends that a coordinated research program be undertaken to test
(substantiate or reject) critical assumptions of the 1994-1996 monitoring program, as
identified by the Biological Monitoring Inspection Team of the Gas Bubble Disease Technical
Work Group (an advisory body of implementing agencies) and this Panel. The assumptions
(uncertainties) in the monitoring program identified by the Biological Monitoring Inspection
Team are appropriate, but the Panel recommends that they include the assumption that
juvenile migrant populations can tolerate 15% (or other) incidence of gas bubble disease signs
(biological criteria for managing spill). For the validity of the monitoring program to be

- substantiated, the Panel recommends that all of the critical assumptions be tested. The

most important uncertainties are the relationships between clinical signs and mortality and the
validity of signs measured at the fish bypasses in dams,

3. The Panel recommends that the coordinated research program proposed by NMFS be
generally adopted for addressing the critical assumptions/uncertainties associated with the
monitoring program and for measuring in-river signs and survival. The research program
contains elements that, when used together, should provide good weight-of-evidence
information regarding the validity of the monitoring program. Research to test the validity of




dam bypasses as biological monitoring sites was most consistently supported and highly
recommended by the Panel for study in 1996. Research to establish in-river sampling sites
and designs to detect and-measure mortality (both as verificatien of existing dam-based
monitoring and as a better alternative) was recommended next most strongly. Further
work on protocols for clinical assessments is also recommended, but with less uniform
consensus and lower priority. The Panel reiterates its recommendations in previeus reports
for research on sublethal effects.

4. The Panel recommends that its future use include more time for deliberations and report
preparation and a more thorough briefing on implications of its recommendations for flow
management in the basin. The Panel makes these recommendations to aid in the resolution of
the gas bubble disease issue in the Columbia River Basin. To aid in future deliberations, the
Panel recommends that its activity in advance of the 1997 migration season should commence
no later than fall 1996. The Panel’s deliberations do not address the controversial spill
program, yet the spill program is the driver behind the gas bubble disease controversy. The
Parel, therefore, recommends that it should be provided an unbiased and thorough review of
the policy and technical details of the spill management program at a workshop prior to the
next meeting. ’




Appendix B

Northwest Power Planning Council/NMES Independent Scientific Advisory Board

Membership

Rick Williams Chair Geneticist, formerly of University of Idaho, now a Boise consultant

Bill Liss Ecologist, Oregon State University
Jack Stanford River Ecologist, Flat Head Lake Biological Station, University of
Montana

Jim Lichatowitch Salmon Biologist, former Chief of Research with ODFW, now a

consultant

Chuck Coutant Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Phill Mundy Fishery Management Biologist, Alaska Dept of Fish and Game,
formerly with Col. River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission, now a
consultant

Dick Whitney Retired Professor, University of Washington, College of Fisheries

Lyle Kelvin* Statistician, retired from OSU, Emeritus Professor

Mike Erho* Biologist, Mid Columbia PUD, now Mid Columbia Studies
Coordinator

* These two are leaving the panel. Five new members will be announced in the next

couple of weeks. Nominations were solicited from all over the country. A total of
85 nomination were received. These were reviewed by a nominating committee

comprising:

Don Bevan Snake River Recovery Team
John Magnusson NRC Salmon and Society Chair
Lyle Kelvin Retiring from the Board

This committee made their recommendations to Will Stelle (NMFS) and the Chair
of the Northwest Power Planning Council who will determine the replacement and
new members.




Appendix C .

(B) The Commission may modify the total dissolved pas criteria in
the Columbig River for the purpose of allowing increased spill
for salmonid migration. The Commission must find that:

(1) Failure to act would result in greater harm to salmonid
stock survival through in-river migration than would
occur by increased spill:

{ii) The modified total dissolved gas criteria _associated with
the increased spill provides a reasonable balance of the
risk of impairment due to elevated total dissolved gas to
both resident biological communities and other
migrating fish and to migrating adult and juvenile
salmonids when compared to other options for in-river
migration of salmon;

(iil)  Adequate data will exist to determine compliance with
" the standards; and

(iv) __ Biological monitoring is occurring to document that the
migratory salmonid and resident biological communities
are being protected,

(C) The Commission will give public notice and notify all known
interested parties and will make provision for opportunity to be
heard and comment on the evidence presented by others, except
that the Director may modify the total dissolved gas criteria for
emergencies for a period not exceeding 48 hours;

(D} The Commission may, at its discretion, consider alternative
modes of migration.

OAR41 6
MW\WH5824.5 : February 16, 1995




Appendix )

National Marine Fisheries Service

Total Dissolved Gas Petition

Summary of Public Comment

On Friday February 16, 1996 a public hearing was held at 1:00 p.m. in room 3A at DEQ
Headquarters. The hearing officer was Mr. Bill Young of the Department, assisted by
Russell Harding. Oral testimony was taken from 13 persons. That testimony is
summarized below, '

Rick Applegate, Trout Unlimited

Mr. Applegate supported the petition, and requested that the Comimission grant the
variance. He believed there is a need to improve in-river conditions, and that spill is the
safest means to by-pass fish around turbines. He associated a two percent mortality with
spill versus a 10-30 percent mortality for turbine passage, per project. He did not
advocate uncontrolled spill due to the incidence of gas bubble disease. He believed the
monitoring should be intensitied, and noted that no significant mortalities were recorded as
a result of the 1995 spill.

Spill is part of the risk-spreading experiment which includes transport. Fish runs continue
to decline because we have not returned the river to its natural flow. Even opponents of
spill agree that in a good water year, spill survival approximates the projected estimates.
During 1995 55,000 fish were monitored, and less than one percent had signs of gas
bubble disease. Resident populations showed some signs, but overall these were no large.

We need to take action. No action is risk free. Our biggest mistake is taking too much
time.

Stephen Phillips, Habitat Committee, Pacific Fishery Management Council
Mr. Phillips read a 1994 resolution adopted by the Council supporting spill.

Thane Tiensen, Salmon for All

The Columbia River commercial fishery is all but extinct. It needs fish put back in the
river. Spring salmon are the most valuable, and they are caught at a time when seasonal
jobs are at their low point, For the past two years there has been no fishery at all due to
no returning aduits.

We need to balance risks to get fish back in the river. The epponents of spill have been
proven wrong. The fisheries agencies unanimously support spill because they believe it
will improve the situation,




If there is no fishery, there is no reason to bring fish back. Fish have survived high
dissclved gas levels for tens of thousands of years.

Liz Hamilton and Merritt Tuttle, Northwest Sport Fishing Industry Association

Ms. Hamilton recorded her resentment at not being able to directly address the
Commission, an opportunity that had been afforded to others, including spill opponents.
She requested that in future she be allowed to address the Commission directly. Ms.
Hamilton read two letters into the record. The first is from Susan Foster, Ph.D. Dr.
Foster is a teacher at Mount Hood Community College. She is concerned for the passage
of fish. She believes that fish belong in the river, and that spili is the safest passage for
getting fish past dams. The second letter is from Frank Warren of the Pacific Fishery
Management Council in which he requests approval of the variance.

Merritt Tuttle introduced himself as the science and policy advisor to the Northwest Sport
Fishing Industry Association. The Association represents hundreds of businesses and
thousands ot waged jobs. He explained that business is outcome oriented and that it is in
strong support of the variance because it believes it will result in a positive outcome.

He believes that a five percent higher dissolved gas level would be required to achieve an
80 percent fish passage etficiency. Survival rates in 1995 were 18 percent higher than the
previous year with steelhead being 24 percent higher, according to Fish Passage Center
data.

The question is not whether to grant the variance since all salmon advocates support the
granting of it. He questioned the motivation of those opposing the variance. He stated
that Bonneville Power Administration has a cap on what it can spend for salmon recovery
and that the Direct service Industries have cut their deals with Bonneville, Tuttle alluded
to testimony presented last year by spill opponents and the dire predictions they made.
These predictions were not supported by the 1995 spill results.

The spring 1995 netpen mortalities on the Willamette River were not monitored for TDG.
The pens were buckled leaving the smolts unable to sound. The survivors which were 70
percent of the fish showed no incidence of gas bubble disease. Fish need cold, clear water
and safe passage to the ocean. Dr. Anderson, from last year, predicted a two percent loss
of smolts, versus an almost 25 percent improvement in fact. '

There were ne walleye or squawfish Hoating in the river, Fish need water. We need to
put common sense back into the equation. Spill can provide conditions in the Columbia

River for all users.

Charles Ray, Idaho Sport Fishermen and Conservation, and ldahe Rivers United



We want to restore salmon and steelhead in Idaho. Spill is part of a broader interest in
salmon and steelhead. An important aspect of spill is to enable salmon to pass the dams.
The evidence of its efficacy is incontrovertibie. We support spill. We support the
variance. Oregon state needs to look at the broader picture rather than just one element of
it. Is the State of Oregon committed to improving this river and honoring the treaties of
1855 and the promises made to restore fish? [ urge the Commission to grant the variance
but with a five percent higher level of dissolved gas in both the forebays and the tailraces
in the spirit of adaptive management. There have been significant increases in adult
returns benefiting from spill in previous years.

Spill needs to be high enough to obtain an 80 percent fish passage efficiency at all dams.
Brent Bowler, Columbia River Coordinator, Idaho Department of Fish and Game

Mr. Bowler stated that he is representing the State of [daho which supports the variance
for smolt migration. One of the key measures that can be taken to improve salmon
migration is spill until such time as modifications are made to dams. Spillway passage is
currently the best means of passing fish by dams. The State of Idaho supports an 80
percent fish passage efficiency as a risk-spreading strategy.

Controlled spill is important from a research point of view. It is part of looking for long
term options for salmon. A spill program must have adequate monitoring, Mr. Bowler is
confident that the monitoring and research conducted in 1995 was adequate. He urged
the Corps of Engineers to complete the repairs to the damaged turbines at fce Harbor as
soon as possible. Improved survival accompanied the higher spill in 1995 as compared
with 1994, :

Margaret Filardo, Fish Passage Center

The Fish Passage center compiles fish passage statistics, and since 1994 has been tasked
with collecting TDG data. In 1995 17,725 juvenile salmon smoits were observed. Of
these, 242 fish (or 3/10 of | percent) showed any signs of gas bubble disease. No signs
were above the lowest in severity.

The Fish Passage Center provided a critique of the Cramer report commissioned by the
DSIs. The Fish Passage Center met with the contractor on December 15, 1995 to discuss
the lack of confidence intervals in the study. This report is now in its third iteration, and
the Fish Passage Center is currently reviewing it. Riverine conditions were comparatively
better in 1995 than they were in 1994. While there were higher gas levels, there was also
higher survival. Survival of year old salmon was 61 percent in {994 compared to 77
percent in 1995, The same rates tor steelhead were 62 percent in 1994 compared to 78
percent in 1995, Survival for both species in 1995 was 92 percent.

Jim Myron, Interim Conservation Director, Oregon Trout




Oregon Trout was the lead agency in a petition to save the tish. Mr, Myron asked, how
are the fish doing? He replied that they are going extinct. He agrees with Mr. Applegate
that we need to take some risks on behalf of the fish.

Dianne Valentine, Oregon Natural Resources Council

Ms. Valentine believed the Commission should grant the variance because the higher flow
and spill, along with the monitoring indicating no signs of gas bubble disease, suggests that
1995 was a success. Ms, Valentine supports the achievement of an 80 percent fish
passage efficiency as being necessary to implement the NMFS biological opinion.

She stated that it would be nice to get away from the yearly circus. Now that adequate
monitoring is underway, the Commission should consider a multi-year variance next year,

Tony Nigro, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
ODFW supports the request for a variance for seven reasons.

L. Snake and Columbia River runs of salmon are in crisis. Wild spring Chinook
salmon that used to number 2,000,000 in the 1880s presently number 2,000, If
this trend is not reversed, recovery of these fish cannot be assured.

2, Survival must be improved immediately. Current long term average survival needs

to be doubled or tripled.

Survival past dams needs to be improved. There is no single measure that can

assure this, Survival can be improved if fish can avoid the turbines.

(V8]

4, Means other than mechanical by-pass systems are needed to achieve a passage of
80 to 90 percent of fish past the turbines.
5. Spill is the only means of routing fish past turbines. The number of fish avoiding

turbines increases with spill. At 110 percent, only 05 percent of fish are routed
away from turbines.

6. NMES’s monitoring has proven to be responsible and provides reat-time
monitoring of the spill program. Various detection levels were used in searching
for gas bubbles ranging from 4X to 40X magnification. One third of one percent
showed any signs ot gas bubbles. Of 1,200 fish sampled at Bonneville and Ice
Harbor, none showed signs of gas bubbie trauma.

7. The benefits of decreasing turbine mortality avercome the dangers from dissolved
gas. Survival was higher in 1995 than in 1994 when both spill levels and gas were
less.

Consistent with last year’s testimony, the 1995 spill demonstrated that fish can sound and
have lower mortality. Juvenile and adult fish may be able to avoid supersaturated water.

The sub-lethal effects of elevated levels of total dissolved gas are likely no more than the
sub-lethal effects of turbine passage.



Last year’s scientific predictions stated that there would be significant mortalities
associated with spill. They failed to discuss their assumptions. The facts are that there
were no mortalities in migrating fish, and overall survival was high. There are technical
flaws in the Cramer studies. Reviews of the 7995 Project Spill Review suggest that there
are difficulties with the confidence intervals.

It is time to act. The monitoring program is in place. The NMFS petition is reasonable
but conservative. Approving it will bring about significant improvements.

Raphael Bill, Confederated Tribes of Umatilla

The Confederated Tribes of Umatilla have lived in the Columbia Basin for tens of
thousands of years hunting, picking berries and fishing in the streams. The Tribes are
close to the land and the salmon. They did not attempt to manage the salmon because
they lived in harmony with them. The salmon belong in the river, not in trucks or in
barges. Dams have changed the rivers for the worse. The best way to the ocean is
through spill over the dams.

Mr. Bill requests that the Commission grant the variance. Spill is required to avoid fish
being crunched in turbines or suffocating in trucks. Removing fish from the river results in
them dying or suffocating, or they do not receive an imprint. Mortalities from spill are less
than other methods. The only safer method is to tear out the dams, but Mr. Bill is not
asking for that, he 1s asking for spill.

The treaty of 1855 asks for Tribal rights and for salmon at the usual and accustomed
places. If this were not to be protected, Tribal ancestors would not have signed the treaty.
Scientists are telling us what the elders already know, that fish belong in the river.
Industry groups using junk science have deliberately misled the issue, There were 90,000
mortalities in 1994 due to transport, but no mortalities from spill.

Mr. Bill urged the Commission to consider an even more generous variance than the one
sought.

Jim Griggs, Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs, and Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish
Commission '

The Commission is faced with two requests to benefit outmigrating salmon. Neither of
these requests go far enough. Mr. Griggs requests at least 125 percent supersaturation.
Salmon survive better at [25 percent or higher than they do in trucks or through turbine
passage. Salmon is important to the tribes. It is culturally important.

Industry predictions on spill last year were wrong.

The Spring Creek Hatchery tule Chinook contribute to the ocean fisheries. They are a full
commercial treaty fishery. The Tribes have sacrificed their commercial fisheries. The




Spring Creek fish would provide additional fish for commercial fishing. These fish will
also reduce harvesting pressure on the threatened and endangered species.

Spill 1s also important for the migration of the Pacitic Lamprey. We need to focus on
fixing the problems so that we can achieve an 80 percent fish passage efficiency and a 90
percent survival and a [ 10 percent total dissolved gas standard. The Corps needs to
provide gas abatement devices. The Commission should ask the Corps to install these to
help meet high runoff situations or low power market conditions.

Jonathan Poisner, Conservation Chair, Sierra Club

The Sierra Club supports the spill. Mr. Poisner agrees with all previous speakers. He
wishes to see the annual process stopped in favor of a more permanent solution.

In addition to the above oral testimony, written testimony, as summarized below, was
received from the following persons:

Raphael Bill, Confederated Tribes of Umatilla

As summarized above,

Jim Griggs, Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs and Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish
Commission

As summarized above.

Merritt Tuttle, Northwest Sport Fishing Industry Association
As summarized above.

Susan A. Foster, Ph.D.. Mount Hood Community College

As summarized under the testimany of Liz Hamiiton, Northwest Sport Fishing Industry
Association.

Frank Warrens, Pacific Fishery Management Council

As summarized under the testimony of Liz Hamilton, Northwest Sport Fishing Industry
Association.

Rick Applegate, Trout Unlimited

as summarized above,



Don Weitkamp, Ph.D., Parametrix, Inc.

Allowing the gas levels to reach 120 percent in the forebay of dams poses a considerable
risk to biological resources. A level of 120 percent in the forebay means the level in the
tailrace of the dam upstream has been considerably higher for 12 hours. Gas levels of
125-130 percent will risk as much damage to salmon as will be caused by turbine passage.
These losses will not be measured because dead fish will disappear in reservoirs,

Dr. Weitkamp urges that 120 percent be established as the maximum level of dissolved gas
for spill.

Alan Henning, Acting manager, water Quality Unit, EPA

Region 10 of the U.S. Environmental protection Agency supports the NMFS request for a
short term variance. EPA believes that granting the requested variance will benefit salmon
recovery efforts. '

James Buchal, Ball, Janik & Novack

The terms of reference presented to the NMFS expert panel on gas bubble disease are too
restrictive. They confine themselves to whether the smolt monitoring program provides
enough data to protect migrating juvenile and adult salmonids, rather than broader
questions about whether spill is benefiting fish. The Commission should not grant this
waiver.

In a separate communication, Mr. Buchal alludes to results obtained from ODFW’s
FLUSH model. He also enclosed a memorandum from the Department of Justice
explaining that results obtained from the model, and any modifications made to it, violated
a court order. Neither the model nor results obtained from it may be presented to the

EQC. Mr. Buchal notes that in court, concealed evidence is deemed to be adverse to the
party concealing it, and he hopes we will draw the same inference here.

James Conley, North Santiam Watershed Council

Mr. Conley thinks the NMFS request is too conservative, and the Commission should
approve a waiver for TDG not to exceed 125 percent at tailwater monitors below dams.
This would enable ans 80 percent fish passage efficiency. '
Margaret Filardo, Fish Passage Center

As summarized above.

Tony Nigro, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

As summarized above.




Ted Strong, Columbia River Inter-Triba! Fish Commission

CRITFC recommends the Commission approve a variance for the Spring Creek Hatchery
Release of 120-125 percent dissolved gas. The Commission believes levels of up to 130
percent where supersaturated water mixes with river currents is reasonable. CRITFC
recommends this aleng with a number of conditions including that monitoring should
occur all year round, that the Corps should install gas abatement devices on its dams, that
physical and biological monitoring should accommodate adaptive management whereby
experiments could be run to answer critical uncertainties.

Much of the rationale for this request is contained in ODFW and the Tribe’s /995 Spill
and Risk Assessment. CRITFC has provided a table in summary of its scientifically based
evidence that higher levels of gas benefit fish that shows that with gas levels up to 125
percent fish passage efficiencies increase and juvenile fish mortality conversely decreases,

Nanci Tester, Direct Service Indussries

The Direct service Industries forwarded the latest report by S P, Cramer and Associates
entitled Seasonal Changes in Survival of Yearling Chinook Smolts Emigrating Through
the Snake River in 1995 as estimaied from Detections of Pit Tags. The report is dated
February 1996.

Despite four iterations of Cramer’s report, the conclusions have remained constant, 7.¢.
that there is a significant decrease in survival of fish exposed to elevated gas levels. Snake
River endangered fish were left in-river the longest and were subject to the greatest
exposure to elevated levels of gas.

The fisheries agencies requesting the variance should provide a full justification for the
request rather than relying on critiques of work commissioned by others. Direct Service
Industries ofter the following alternatives for Commission action:

(1) denying the request;

(i) conditioning any variation to the standard on demonstrable proof of benefit;

(i)  alowing only a partial increase such as 110 percent in the forebay and 115 percent
in the tailrace;

(iv)  limiting the number and/or duration of projects spilling;

(V) providing a safe haven from gas supersaturation at an intermediate project by
limiting gas exposure and duration; or

(vi)  conditioning approved gas fevels on rigorous real-time monitoring data.
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Appendix F

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
In the matter of the National Marine ORDER
Fisheries Service’s request to spill
water to assist out-migrating Snake
and Columbia River salmon smolts

WHEREAS the Department of Environmental Quality received a request from the
National Marine Fisheries Service dated January 12, 1996, to adjust the Total Dissolved
Gas Standard as necessary to spill over dams on the Columbia River, commencing at
midnight on April 10, 1996, and finishing at midnight on August 31, 1996, to assist out-
migrating Snake and Columbia River salmon smolts.

WHEREAS the public was notified of the request on January 22, 1996, and given the
opportunity to provide testimony at 1:00 p.m. on February 16, 1996, and the opportunity
to provide written comments until 5:00 p.m. on February 16, 1996.

WHEREAS the Environmental Quality Commission met on February 23, 1996 and
considered the request, justification and public comment, and deferred a decision until its
next meeting.

WHEREAS the Environmental Quality Commission met on April 12, 1996 and considered
the request, justification and public comment.

THEREFORE the Environmental Quality Commission orders as follows:
1. Acting under OAR 340-41-205(2)(n)(B), the Commission finds:

()] failure to act will result in greater harm to salmonid survival through in-river
migration than would occur by increased spill because estimated mortalities for fish
passing through turbines is between 10 and 15 percent compared to an estimated .
mortality of between 2 to 3 percent mortality for fish passing over spillways.

(i)  the balance of risk of impairment to fish due to elevated dissolved gas levels needs
to be balanced against mortality of turbine passage. It is clear from the netpen
mortalities at Ice Harbor in May and June 1995 that elevated dissolved gas levels
do result in significant mortality. This is well above the range that instream
bioassays indicate that mortalities will occur. Correspondence from Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) and the Tribes in relation to last year’s
petition equated the mortality from turbines with elevated dissolved gas at around
120 percent. This is considered a conservative estimate. Given the conservative
nature of this estimate along with the data yielded by the netpen mortalities at Ice
Harbor, the balance of the risk of impairment at the levels sought in the petition is
tipped in favor of granting the variance;




(i)

(iv)

NMFS has submitted a detailed physical monitoring plan which is the same as last
year. Physical monitoring will occur at 37 sites in the mainstem Columbia, lower
Snake and lower Clearwater Rivers in the forebays and tailraces of all spilling
dams. The physical monitoring plan seeks to overcome the difficulties
encountered last year with equipment faitures and unreliable readings through rapid
equipment repair including the use of properly calibrated backup equipment, and
weekly instrument verification. Hourly data will be posted electronically, as it

was last year. Implementation of the physical monitoring plan will ensure that data
will exist to determine compliance with the standards; -

NMFS has submitted a detailed biological monitoring program which also mirrors
that of last year. Significant differences are the resident invertebrates will not be
monitored in 1996. The incidence of GBD in resident invertebrate populations
was so low in previous years that no benefit is seen from continuing with it. Smolt
monitoring will continue as it did last year with examination of smolts being
undertaken with 10X to 40X dissecting microscopes. Signs of GBD will be
sought on non-paired fins, eyes and lateral lines. The Expert Panel on Gas Bubble
Disease suggests that it is unknown whether or not the proposed biological
monitoring program will provide data to show that migratory and resident
biological communities are being protected. This uncertainty arises from the
untested critical assumptions that underpin the monitoring program.
Notwithstanding this, the Expert Panel proposes that the monitoring program
should be implemented. It is the best available monitoring at this stage, and
provides the best possible information within the constraints noted by the Expert
Panel. The Expert Panel did, however suggest modifications to the monitoring
program that may ameliorate some of these shortcomings. These modifications
should be incorporated into the monitoring program.

The Environmental Quality Commission approves a modification to the Total
Dissolved Gas standard for spill over the Columbia River dams subject to the
following conditions:

)] Approve a revised total dissolved gas standard for the Columbia River for
the period from midnight on April 12, 1996 to midnight on August 31,
1996;

(i)  Approve a total dissolved gas standard for the Columbia River of a daily
(12 highest hours) average of 115 percent as measured at established
monitors at the forebay of the next dam downstream from the spilling dam
during this time;

(iii)  Approve a further modification of the total dissolved gas standard for the
Columbia River to allow for a daily (12 highest hours) average of 120
percent as measured at established tailrace monitors below the spilling
dams during this time;




()

)

(vi)

(vii)

(vii)

(%)

Approve a cap on total dissolved gas 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 this time; and

Require that the Director halt the spill program if either 15 percent of the
fish examined show signs of gas bubble disease 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 gas bubbles, whichever is the less;

Direct the Director to frame questions concerning the benefits of spill and
the accompanying monitoring program for the Northwest Power Planning
Council’s Independent Scientific Advisory Board;

Require NMEFS to provide funding for the Department to hire a fisheries
biologist or fish physiologist to assist in collecting and analyzing data on
total dissolved gas and its effect on beneficial uses;

Require that NMFS incorporate the modifications suggested by the Expert
Panel on Gas Bubble Disease into its biological monitoring program;

Require NMFS to incorporate the following conditions into its program:

1. NMFS must provide written notice to the Department within 24 hours
of any violations of the conditions in the variance. Such notice shall
include actions proposed to reduce TDG levels or the reason(s) for no
action;

2. TDG data and incidence of GBD signs in smolts and adults will be
reported to the Department daily. Hourly TDG levels collected from
the forebays and downstream locations of McNary, John Day, The
Dalles, and Bonneville Dams will be reported to the Department daily.
Incidence of GBD signs in smolts collected from McNary, John Day,
and Bonneville Dams and adults collected at Bonneville and Lower
Granite Dams will be reported the Department daily.  Signs of GBD
in smolts will be measured by using a variable (10X to 40X) dissecting
scope. Unpaired fins, eyes, and lateral line will be examined for the
presence of bubbles. Smolts will be monitored daily. Signs of GBD in
adults will be measured using at least a 2,5X magnification device and
examining fins, eyes, mouth, opercula, and body for bubbles. Adults
will be monitored at Bonneville Dam three times per week and seven
days a week at Lower Granite Dam;

3. The Commission will require that by January 15, 1997 NMEFS provide
a report to the Department with a draft of the report released for peer
and public review no later than December 1, 1996. The report shall
contain:




Dated:

(a)

(®)

©

@

(©

®

(2)

Statistical evaluation of the available PIT-tag data to determine
week-by-week survival changes, Techniques should be used
to detect differences between groups with small sample size or
maximize the sample size to increase statistical reliability. The
association between survival estimates and TDG, temperature,
flow related effects, or other phenomena which could affect
survivorship will be evaluated; '

An empirical estimate of survival associated with spill;

Week-by-week estimates of the quantities of voluntary vs.
involuntary spill. The factors causing the spill scenario shall be
stated i.e. hydraulic capacity, turbine outages, lack of a power
market, etc.; '

Survival estimates of transported vs. untransported fish at
collector projects;

Survival and incidence of GBD data from net pens below
Bonneville Dam. Care must be taken to avoid areas with
excessive flow or elevation fluctuations or to engineer around
such problems. Care must be taken to avoid size and species
differences within net pens to reduce losses from predation;

Incidence of GBD signs in adults and estimates of upstream
spawning delays of returning adult salmonids from increased
spill,

Incidence of GBD signs in resident fish species collected from

below Bonneville Dam. Sampling will occur once each week
April 15 through August 31.

'ON BEHALF OF THE COMMISSION

Director
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
%% 3 REGION 10
PR 1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101
April 11, 1996
REPLY TO

ATTN OF. OWe134

Langdon Marsh, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
811 SW Sixth Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204

Dear Mr. Marsh:

In January of this year, Will Stelle, Regional Director of the National Marine
Fisheries Service, requested a short-term variance to the total dissolved gas (TDQ) standard in
the Columbia River. On February 14, 1996, Region 10 of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) sent a letter to the Oregor Dept of Environmental Quality in support of the
requested variance, stating, "We believe that the relative risks and benefits associated with the
proposed modification have been carefully evaluated and that a spill program, opcrated in
accordance with the request, will benefit salmon recovery effo

My understanding is that the Environmental Quality Commission will again be
considering this variance request at its Aptil 12 1996 meeting. I want to underscore EPA’s
support of this requested variance.

The 110% supexsaturation criterion for TDG was developed to be protective of fish,
However, EPA believes that the relative risks and benefits associated with the proposed
variance will benefit salmon recovery efforts as long as the spill program is operated in
accordance with conditions presented in the request for the variance. The request for a
variance is consistent with the Biological Opinion and the Propoesed Snake River Salmon
Recovery Plan to protect and restore Snake River chinook and sockeye salmon.

EPA -supports the requested TDG variance because we believe the increased flows
associated with the variance will provide additional bencfits to salmon. More specifically, we
believe that increased flows will help address adverse consequences to salmon from elevated
termpperatures in the Columbia River and collection and holding facilities used to transport the
fish past mainstem dams. Elevated temperature, alone, is of equal or greater concern than the
requested elevated TDG levels. Considered together, elevated temperature and elevated TDG
levels are compounding factors that are deleterious to salmonids. EPA believes that the
anticipated spring/summer spills will benefit mlgratmg salmon because the increased flows
will:

. reduce salmon migration time and
. reduce exposure to high temperatures.

Q Ptinted on Recycled Paper
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Our rationale for this position is that slow moving water increases exposure to elevated
temperatures. Barging fish also appears fo increase exposure to elevated temperatures because
collection and holding facilities are in higher temperarure strface waters. Reducmg
exposure to high temperatures is a primary reason EPA supports the rcqucstcd variance,

Essentially all of the Snake/Columbia mainstem river bordering the State of Oregon
has been designated as water-quality limited for tempetature under section 303(d) of the Clean
Water Act. During the summer, most of the mainstem river excceds water quality standards

* for temperature for critical periods comudent with salmon migration. An example of the
consequences of elevated ternperature is the juvenile fish kill that occurred at McNary Dam in
1994, Approximately 90,000 chingok salmon juveniles were kifled while being held for
transport, They were being held in surface waters, the warmest in the water column, and high.
temperature was cited as a major cause of this unfortunate and avoidable fish kill.

Although the waters of the Columbia River and its tributaries cannot be brought into
full compliance with temperature standards within the near-term, this remains a long tenn
goal. EPA looks forward to working with the States and Tribes adjacent to the
Columbia/Snake Rivers and the Federal a.genc1es involved in the operation of the Columbia
River System. Granting of the TDG waiver with its increased flows represents a first and
immediate step for dealing with elevated temperature. EPA has also indicated a willingness
to work with the Oregon in developing implementation procedures for the newly adopted

" temperature standard, We believe that interim measures currently available should be taken to
reduce the exposure of migrating salmon to high temperatures and TDG levels. Salmon
protection and restoration has been identified as a prioﬁty in the EPA/Oregon Performance
Partnership Agreement discussions and TDG is an issue to be worked on cooperatively. EPA
is interested in exploring longer term structural solutions and operational solutions to elevated
TDG levels and elevated temperature levels. Long term solutions will require broadcr
discussions with the States, Tribes and other Federal agencies.

I appreciate your consideration of these comments. If you wish to discuss this further,
please contact me at (206) 553-1234 or contact Christine Kelly of my sraff at (541) 962-7218
or Sally Brough at (206) 553-1295.

Sincerely,

Charles C. Clarke o
Regional Administrator

¢c:  Governor John Kitzhaber
Paula Burgess, Governor’s Office
william W. Stelle, Regional Director, NMFS
Russell Harding, DEQ .



Environmental Quality Commission

UMATILLA ARMY DEPOT CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION

HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT OVERVIEW




. Permit Objectives for the Chemical Agent Stockpile

A. Safely Store, Monitor, and Transpdrt to the Treatment
Facility

B. Safely and Effectively Treat (aka Demilitarize, Incinerate,
Dispose) |

C. Adequately Prepare and Respond to Unforeseen
Releases (e.g., accidents)




Regulatory Authorities for Each Objective
A. Storage Element
1. DEQ Regulates Wastes:
a) M55 Rockets and Leaking Munitions (“Leakers”)

(I) DEQ enforces now with self-implementing
regulations - interim status requirements

2. DEQ Cannot Regulate:

a) Other Munitions (e.g., artillery shells, landmines) until
they enter the treatment complex for disposal

(1) These are regulated by Army procedures with some
CSEPP oversight while in storage




B. Treatment Element
1. EQC and DEQ Regulate by Issuing: |
a) Hazardous Waste [RCRA] Treatment Permit
b) Air Discharge Permit (DEQ issued only)




Prepare and Respond to Unforeseen Releases

1.

DEQ Hazardous Waste Permit Requires Army to have a Contingency
Plan to Deal with Unpermitted Releases (accidents) that Occur During
Operation.

DEQ Spill Authority Would Require Any Release to be Cleaned up by
Army JOAR 340-108](e.g. Storage Releases)

Umatilla Army Depot, Itself, is Responsible for On-Depot Response and
Off-Depot Coordination | |

Chemical Stockpile Emergency Preparedness & Prevention Program is
the “Umbrella” Program for Emergency Response Coordination

a) Address Releases that go Off-Depot

b) CSEPP Implemented by, and Funding Transfers Through:
(1) Federal Emergency Management Assistance (FEMA)
(2) State Emergency Agencies (OEM)

(3) County Emergency Agencies




Storage and Treat Authority | | EQC Worksssion
UMCDF

Army Regulations I DEQ Authority
| and CSEPP Oversjght | :

Other Munitions

| M55 Rockets
§ and Leakers

r - ("w,..;
All Munitions """ Units Permitted
T e » 5 Incinerators

L P + Brine Reduction Area
,,,,, » Tanks

et

{
H
E
!
E
!

1986 Today DEC 31 2004

DEQ




lli. Hazardous Waste Permit Process
A. Incorporate RCRA Technical Standards into Permit

B. EQC Determines Findings Based on Cntena in ORS
466.055, 466.060




IV. Incorporating Technical Standards into RCRA Permit

A. Started with Initial Permit Application from Army in 1986

B. Development of the Permit Includes:

1.
2.

Incorporating RCRA Regulations and Guidance

Incorporating “Lessons Learned” from Johnston Atoll and
Tooele

Insure Consistency with Other Treatment Sites (e.g., Anniston,
Alabama and Tooele, Utah)

Developing the written protocols to satisfy the regulations

Requesting Information from the Army Until Permit writers are
Satisfied They Have a Complete Application (Involved 5 NODs)

C. The Permit Becomes the Operatmg Tool for the Army to
Maintain Compliance




E. The Permit Application Must Describe How the Army
Will Build and Operate the Demil Facility, This Includes:

1.

Munition Transportation From Storage Igloos in On-site
Containers [ONCs] to the Demil Facility

Munition Demilitarization Building Designed to:

a) Dismantle Munitions and Drain Agent by Automatic
Machines [Robotics]

b) Cascade Ambient Air Emissions “Inward” Then
Through Massive Charcoal Beds (Absorbers)

(1) Ambient Air Also Monitored Throughout Facility
which Guards Against Agent Exposure

c¢) Protect Environment and Workers From Blasts or
- Explosions
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.

Resultant Treatment Emission and Wastes Include:

1.
2,
3.

Stack Emissions - Air Emissions
Ashes and Slags |
Brines

a) Treated in Thermal Unit [Brine Reduction Area —
[BRA] to De-water and resulting solids disposed.

Metal Parts (e.g., shell casings) That Are Recyclablé
Spent Carbon




V. RCRA Permit — What Will It Do?

A.

Insure Facility is Built to Approved Plans

1. Permit Section II.A.: Design and Operation of Facility

. Insure Wastes are Managed and Handled in a Safe and

Effective Manner
1. Permit Section IIT: Container Storage
2. Permit Section IV: Tank Systems

3. Permit Section V: 'Miscellaneous Treatment Units

Insure Army Responds to Unpermitted Releases

1. Major Unpermitted Release — Accident

a) Permit Section ILH.: Contingency Plan




D. Insure Scrap Materials and Wastes Are Tested to be
Agent-free Before Leaving Facility

1. Permit Section II.C.: Waste Analysis

E. Insure Trial Burn And Combustion Practices Allow For
Only Safe Emissions As Are Determined By The Risk
Assessment

1. Permit Secﬁon VI: Incinerator Performance Standards
during shake down, trial burn

2. Permit Section VII: Incinerator Performance Standards
during normal operation

F. Insure, upon completion of stockpile destruction, that all
facility equipment is decontaminated and that no |
resultant contamination in the environment exists [i.e.,
closure requirement]

1. Permit Section IL.J: Closure




VI. EQC Criteria
A. Findings Must be Made Before Permit is Issued

B. What Administrative Process Does the Findings
- Use?

1. Public Comment has Been Invited Concurrently with
Public Comment for the Draft Hazardous Waste

Permit
2. DEQ Will Compile an EQC Report
a) EQC Report will Include Public Comment

3. EQC will Decide on Findings. Dependent on
Findings and Response to Comment on the Draft
Permit, EQC will Issue Permit Decision or Postpone
Decision for More Deliberation




C. What Are the Findings? Five Categories Are:

1.

Location
a) Is it Suitable for the Type of Waste?

b) Does it Provide Maximum Protection from
Releases?

¢) Situated Sufficient Distance to Protect Public

Health and Safety, Minimize Transportation, and
Prevent Adverse Affects to Use of Public Lands




. Design
a) Canit Treat the Hazardous Waste?
b) Significantly Add to the Range of Hazardous Waste

c) Significantly Add to the Type of T echnology
Employed




< 3. Best Available Technology
4, Demonstrated Need
5. No Maj or Adverse Effect to
< a) Public Health .and Safety

. b) Environment of Adjacent Lands /

PP
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Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON...

INVITATION TO COMMENT Public Notice Date: April 5, 1996
ON FINDINGS (ORS 466.055 & ORS 466.060)  Comments Due: June 17, 1996
AND RISK ASSESSMENT
WHO IS THE The following facility has applied for a Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment
APPLICANT: Permit that requires the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) to make a
finding on criteria listed in Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 466.055 and 466.060:
United States Army
Umatilla Army Depot Activity
Hermiston, OR 97838
- WHAT IS In accordance with 50 U.S.C. §1521 that mandates the destruction of chemical
PROPOSED: weapons by December 31, 2004, the United States Army proposes to build and

operate an incineration facility to treat the unitary chemical weapons stockpiled at
the Umatilla Army Depot near Hermiston, Oregon. The permit applied foris a
new permit and will be effective for 10 years.

The chemical agents stored in munitions and bulk containers at the Depot include
two types of lethal nerve agents known as “GB” and “VX.” These nerve agents
are highly toxic in both liquid and vapor form. The Depot also stores a blister
agent (commonly known as “HD” or “mustard”) in bulk containers. Blister agents
cause severe damage on exposed skin, eyes, and to the respiratory tract if inhaled.

The proposed facility would use five incinerators of four different types housed in
one facility to destroy or treat the various components of the chemical weapon
stockpile. Two liquid incinerators would be used to destroy the liquid nerve and
blister agents that are drained from munitions and bulk containers. After
munitions and bulk containers are drained, a deactivation furnace would be used to
destroy explosives and propellants, and a metal parts furnace would be used to
thermally treat remaining metal parts. A dunnage incinerator would be used to
treat packing materials and miscellaneous processing waste that potentially has
been in contact with the chemical agents.




DESCRIPTION
OF CRITERIA
FOR EQC
FINDING:

The proposed permitted facility would also include a container storage area and
three tank systems that store liquid agent, spent decontamination liquid, and liquid
brine from the pollution abatement system. Also required for permitting are
treatment units in the Brine Reduction Area that de-water the brine from the
pollution abatement system. The Brine Reduction Area does not treat chemical
agents.

The governing body of the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is the
Environmental Quality Commission (EQC), and it is the Environmental Quality
Commission, rather than the Department of Environmental Quality, that must act
on the permit and must make a set of findings before doing so. The findings are
identified in ORS 466.055 and ORS 466.060 as follows:

466.055 Criteria for new facility.
Before issuing a permit for a new facility designed to dispose of or treat hazardous
waste or PCB, the commission must find, on the basis of information submitted by
the applicant, the department or any other interested party, that the proposed
facility meets the following criteria:

(1) The proposed facility location:

(a) Is suitable for the type and amount of hazardous waste or PCB intended for
treatment or disposal at the facility;

(b) Provides the maximum protection possible to the public health and safety
and environment of Oregon from release of the hazardous waste or PCB stored,
treated or disposed of at the facility; and

(¢ Is situated sufficient distance from urban growth boundaries, as defined in
ORS 197,295, to protect the public health and safety, accessible by transportation
routes that minimize the threat to the public héalth and safety and to the
environment and sufficient distance from parks, wilderness and recreation areas to
prevent adverse impacts on the public use and enjoyment of those areas.

(2) Subject to any applicable standards adopted under ORS 466.035, the design
of the proposed facility:

(a) Allows for treatment or disposal of the range of hazardous waste or PCB as
required by the commission; and

(b) Significantly adds to:

(A) The range of hazardous waste or PCB handled at a treatment or disposal

Jacility currently permitted under ORS 466.005 to 466.385; or

(B) The type of technology employed at a treatment or disposal facility
currently permitted under ORS 466.005 to 466.383.

(3) The proposed facility uses the best available technology for treating or
disposing of hazardous waste or PCB as determined by the department or the
United States Environmental Protection Agency.

(4) The need for the facility is demonstrated by:

(a) Lack of adequate current treatment or disposal capacity in Oregon,
Washington, Idaho and Alaska to handle hazardous waste or PCB generated by
Oregon companies;

(B) A4 finding that operation of the proposed facility would result in a higher
level of protection of the public health and safety or environment; or
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(c) Significantly lower treatment or disposal costs to Oregon companies.

(3) The proposed hazardous waste or PCB treatment or disposal facility has no
major adverse effect on either:

(a} Public health and safety; or

(b) Environment of adjacent lands

ORS 466.060 states:

466.060 Criteria to be met by owner and operator before issuance of
permit.

(1) Before issuing a permit for a facility designed to treat or dispose of hazardous
waste or PCB, the permit applicant must demonstrate, and the commission must
find, that the owner and operator meet the following criteria:

(a) The owner, any parent company of the owner and the operator have
adequate financial an technical capability to properly construct and operate the
Jacility; and

(b) The compliance history of the owner including any parent company of
the owner and the operator in owning and operating other similar facilities, if any,
indicates an ability and willingness to operate the proposed facility in compliance
with the provisions of ORS 466.005 to 466.385 and 466.890 or any condition
imposed on the permittee by the commission.

(2) If requested by the permit applicant, information submitted as
confidential under paragraph (a) of subsection (1) of this section shall be
maintained confidential and exempt from pubic disclosure to the extent provided
by Oregon law.

Persons living in the Mid-Columbia Basin

This source is required, by ORS 466 and Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR)
340-100 through 340-120 to obtain a Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage
Permit.

On behalf of the EQC, DEQ is soliciting and compiling comments from
“interested parties” on the findings the EQC must make under ORS 466.055 and
ORS 466.060. The criteria for the findings are generally broader in scope than the
technical specifications found in the draft hazardous waste permit, which DEQ is
also issuing for public comment. (See Chance to Comment, “Draft Hazardous
Waste Permit”). Both the criteria, and the draft hazardous waste permit, address
the following proposed operations that deal with the storage, treatment, and
destruction of lethal chemical agents:

e Two Liquid Incinerators . Three Tank Systems

e Metal Parts Furnace . Container Storage Area
e Deactivation Furnace o Brine Reduction Area

¢ Dunnage Incinerator
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The Department will provide to the Environmental Quality Commission all
information received during the chance to comment period. The Environmental
Quality Commission (EQC) is DEQ’s policy and rule-making board that must
make the final finding on the criteria. The finding must be made before the EQC
can issue a final permit decision, however, the finding may be made during the
same scheduled session when the EQC could issue the final permit decision.

Except for the specific wording of ORS 466.055 and 466.060, there are no
guidance documents or fact sheets that describe how interested parties should
submit comments on the findings, except to be as specific as possible.

It is recommended that comments submitted be identified as applying to the
criteria in ORS 466.055, ORS 466.060, or to the draft hazardous waste permit.

Note: The findings which the EOC must make are part of the process for issuing
the hazardous waste permit and not part of the process for issuing the Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit (ACDP) which is also out for public comment.
DEQ encourages comments on the draft air permit as well.

Risk Assessment: As part of the permitting process, an assessment of risk
associated with emissions during normal operations of the proposed facility was
conducted by Ecology and Environment on behalf of the Department. It is not an
assessment of the risks of storage or of the impacts of a catastrophic event at the
Depot. A separate risk assessment is being conducted by the Army to cover those
issues.

Although regulations do not require the Department to take public comments on
the risk assessment, comments on the risk assessment which pertain to the findings
the EQC must make, particularly ORS 466.055(5), would be helpful.

Descriptions of the proposed operations can be found within the hazardous waste
and air permit applications, and summarized in the hazardous waste fact sheet, the
air permit evaluation report, and the DEQ Pre-Trial Burn Risk Assessment. These
documents can be found at the following:

DEQ--Hermiston Office DEQ--Bend Office

256 E. Hurlburt, Suite 117 2146 N.E. Fourth Street, Suite 104
Hermiston, OR 97838 Bend, Oregon 97701

(541) 567-8297 (541) 388-6146

Portland State University Library Hermiston Public Library

951 SW Hall, Fifth Floor 235 E. Gladys Avenue

Portland, OR 97204 Hermiston, OR 97838

(503) 725-4617 (541) 567-2882
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The hazardous waste fact sheet, the air permit evaluation report, and the DEQ Pre-
Trial Burn Risk Assessment can also be found at the following locations:

Mid Columbia Library Pendleton Public Library
(Kennewick Branch) ‘ 214 North Main

405 S. Dayton Pendleton, OR. 97801
Kennewick, WA 99336 (541)276-1881

(509) 586-3156
or 1-800-572-6251

Verbal and written comments regarding the criteria can also be submitted during
the public hearings scheduled for the draft hazardous waste and air permits. The
times and locatiogs for these public hearings are:

May 13, 1996 May 29, 1996
5:00-7:00 p.m. (Open House) 5:00-7:00 p.m. (Open House)
7:00-9:00 p.m. (Public Hearing} 7:00-9:00 p.m. (Public Heanng)
Pendleton Convention Center World Trade Center
1601 Westgate 121 SW Salmon Street
Pendleton, OR Building 2 Mezzanine

Portland, OR
May 14, 1996
5:00-7:00 p.m. (Open House) June 10, 1996
7:00-9:00 p.m. (Public Hearing) 5:00-7:00 p.m. (Open House)
Kennewick High School Cafeteria 7:00-9:00 p.m. (Public Hearing)
500 S. Dayton Hermiston Community Center
Kennewick, WA 415 Highway 395 South

Hermiston, OR

Written comments should be presented to the DEQ by 5:00 p.m., June 17, 1996.
The mailing address is Brett McKnight, DEQ — Bend Office, 2146 N.E. Fourth
Street Suite 104, Bend, OR 97701. Copies of the ORS 466,055 and ORS 466.060
may be requested from Debbie Jacky at (541) 388-6146, extension 250,

The Environmental Quality Commission will review comments received on the
findings and on the proposed hazardous waste permit. The hazardous waste permit
will be reviewed with the EQC at their April 12 meeting. The EQC will review
the air quality permit and the risk assessment at their May 16 meeting. Also at the
May 16 meeting, the EQC will also conduct a panel discussion on alternatives to
incineration. Both the April and May discussions are open to the public. The
EQC may direct DEQ to extend the comment period if they require more time to
review the comments received. Final EQC action is scheduled for August 22 or
23, 1996.
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Please notify DEQ about any special physical or language accommodations you
may need as far in advance of the meeting or hearing as possible. To make these
arrangements, contact Sylvia Herrley at 1-800-452-4011 (toll free in Oregon), or at
(503) 229-5317. People with hearing impairments may call DEQ’s TDD number
at (503) 229-6993.

This publication is available in alternate format (e.g. large print, Braille, Spanish)
upon request. Please contact DEQ Public Affairs at (503) 229-5317 to request an
alternate format.



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON...

PROPOSED HAZARDOUS Public Notice Date: April 5, 1996
WASTE PERMIT Comments Due: June 17,1996
WHO IS THE The following facility has applied for a Hazardous Waste Storage and Treatment
APPLICANT: Permit:
United States Army
Umatilla Army Depot Activity
Hermiston, OR 97838
The DEQ has conducted a review of the hazardous waste “Part B” application and is
providing an opportunity for public comment.
WHATIS In accordance with 50 U.S.C. §1521 that mandates the destruction of chemical
PROPOSED: weapons by December 31, 2004, the United States Army proposes to build and

operate an incineration facility to treat the unitary chemical weapons stockpiled at
the Umatilla Army Depot near Hermiston, Oregon. The permit applied for is a new
permit and will be effective for 10 years.

The chemical agents stored in munitions and bulk containers at the Depot include
two types of lethal nerve agents known as “GB” and “VX.” These nerve agents are
highly toxic in both liquid and vapor form. The Depot also stores a blister agent
(commonly known as “mustard” or “HD”) in bulk containers. Blister agents cause
severe damage on exposed skin, eyes, and to the respiratory tract if inhaled.

The proposed facility would use five incinerators of four different types to destroy
or treat the various components of the chemical weapon stockpile. Two liquid
incinerators would be used to destroy the liquid nerve and blister agents that are

- drained from munitions and bulk containers. After munitions and bulk containers

are drained, a deactivation furnace would be used to destroy explosives and
propellants, and a metal parts furnace would be used to thermally treat remaining
metal parts. A dunnage incinerator would be used to treat packing materials and
miscellaneous processing waste that potentially has been in contact with the
chemical agents.
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The permitted proposed facility would also include a container storage area and
three tank systems that store liquid agent, spent decontamination liquid, and liquid
brine from the pollution abatement system. Also required for permitting are
treatment units in the Brine Reduction Area that de-water the brine from the
pollution abatement system. The Brine Reduction Area does not treat chemical

- -agents.

The facility has the following maximum allowable stack emission concentrations
for nerve and blister agent:

Allowable Stack Concentration

Agent milli s/cubic meter
VX ' 0003

GB .0003
Blister (“HD"™) 03

In accordance with Oregon rules, the individual emission points may not emit more
than .015 grains per dry standard cubic foot of particulate matter (PM,,) and four
(4) pounds per hour of hydrogen chloride. :

The draft permit requires that the Permittee conduct several trial burns and
performance test to verify that emission limits from the facility for 20 metals, 49
organic constituents, two acid gases, chlorine, and particulate material meet the
health protective emission rates determined in the Pre-Trial Burn Risk Assessment .
conducted by DEQ.

After the trial burns and performance test, the permit would be modified to place
operational limits (for example, limits on waste feed rates to the incinerators, limits
on O, and CO levels in a stack, ete.) that ensure emissions meet the risk
assessment’s protective emission rates.

The trial burns would also verify that the facility achieved a Destruction Removal
Efficiency (DRE) for nerve and blister agent of 99.9999% in the liquid incinerator,
and 99.99% for the metal parts furnace, deactivation furnace, and the dunnage
incinerator.

Criteria pollutant emissions (Plant Site Emission Limits) for the proposed facility

are listed separately in the Chance to Comment Form for the Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit.

Persons living in the Mid-Columbia Basin

This source is required, by ORS 466 and Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 340-
100 through 340-120 to obtain a Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage Permit.

/
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The permit regulates specified emission levels, design requirements, operational
conditions, and monitoring and reporting requirements at the following hazardous
waste units:

Two Liquid Incinerators

Metal Parts Furnace

Deactivation Furnace

Three Tank Systems

Container Storage Area

Brine Reduction Area

Continuous monitors for agents

Automatic waste Feed cut-offs

Require a Post-Trial Burn Risk Assessment
Only Umatilla Depot waste can be treated
Contingency Plan

Inspection Plan

Waste Analysis Plan

The only operating chemical demilitarization facility is JACADS on the Johnston
Atoll. The facility at Tooele, Utah is scheduled to come on-line in 1996. Asa
prototype facility, JACADS has experienced several incidents where agent has been
released and/or munitions have detonated in the deactivation process. The US
Environmental Protection Agency issued a fine for one of these incidents. No one
was injured in any of the incidents, and the Army was able to improve the JACADS
design and operation subsequent to the incidents. Design changes have been made
in Umatilla as a result of what has been learned at JACADS.

Other permits required by the Department of Environmental Quality for this source
include an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit and a National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System Stormwater Discharge Permit.

Copies of the proposed permit and fact sheet are available at:

DEQ--Hermiston Office
256 E. Hurlburt, Suite 117
Hermiston, OR 97838
(541) 567-8297

DEQ--Bend Office

2146 N.E. Fourth Street, Suite 104
Bend, Oregon 97701

(541) 388-6146

Portland State University Library Hermiston Public Library
951 SW Hall 235 E. Gladys Avenue
Fifth Floor - Hermiston, OR 97838

Portland, OR 97204 (541) 567-2882
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Mid Columbia Library
(Kennewick Branch)
405 S. Dayton
Kennewick, WA 99336
(509) 586-3156

or 1-800-572-6251

Pendleton Public Library
214 North Main
Pendleton, OR. 97801
(541) 276-1881

The Administrative Record, which may include voluminous printed material not
readily duplicable, is available for public inspection, by appointment, at:

DEQ--Bend Office

2146 N.E. Fourth Street, Suite 104

Bend, Oregon 97701
{541) 388-6146

Office hours are 8:00 a.m. to Noon and 1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through
Friday. The building is accessible by wheelchair, Those with special needs should
alert this office when making an appointment. Contact Debbie Jacky at the above

number, extension 250.

A copy of the hazardous waste permit application is available at DEQ’s Hermiston
office at 256 E. Hurlburt (by appointment, please call (541) 567-8297) and at the
Hermiston Public Library, 235 E. Gladys Avenue, Hermiston.

Written comments should be presented to the DEQ by 5:00 p.m., June 17, 1996.
The mailing address is Brett McKnight, DEQ--Eastern Region, 2146 N.E. Fourth
Street, Suite 104, Bend, OR  97701. Copies of the proposed permit may be
requested from Debbie Jacky at (541) 388-2146, extension 250.

DEQ is aware of significant interest in this permit application and has scheduled

four public hearings:

May 13, 1996

5:00-7:00 p.m. (Open House)
7:00-9:00 p.m. (Public Hearing)
Pendleton Convention Center
1601 Westgate

Pendleton, OR

May 14, 1996

5:00-7:00 p.m. (Open House)
7:00-9:00 p.m. (Public Hearing)
Kennewick High School Cafeteria
500 S. Dayton

Kennewick, WA

May 29, 1996

5:00-7:00 p.m. (Open House)
7:00-9:00 p.m. (Public Hearing)
World Trade Center

121 SW Salmon Street
Portland, OR

June 10, 1996

5:00-7:00 p.m. (Open House)
7:00-9:00 p.m. (Public Hearing)
Hermiston Community Center
415 Highway 395 South
Hermiston, OR.
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Please note that all Public Hearings listed will begin with an
information/availability session (“Open House”), followed by two hours of public
testimony (“Public Hearing”). Oral public testimony during the Public Hearing
portion of the meetings in Pendleton, Richland, and Portland will be taken on an
individual (private) basis by a Hearings Officer (using either a transcriber or a tape
recorder to record the testimony). The Public Hearing portion of the meeting in
Hermiston on June 10th will be public testimony in front of the Hearings Officer
and an audience. '

The Department will provide to the Environmental Quality Commission all
information received during the chance to comment period. The Environmental
Quality Commission (EQC) is DEQ’s policy and rule-making board that must make
the final determination for a hazardous waste treatment facility. (More information
about the Environmental Quality Commission is contained in a separate Chance to
Comment Form). Following review by the EQC, the permit may be issued as

* proposed, modified or denied. Notice of the final decision shall be made to the
~ applicant and each person who has submitted written comments or requested notice
~ of the final permit decision. If you want to be notified of the final determination,

write or call DEQ at the Bend address given above..

Please notify DEQ about any special physical or language accommeodations you
may need as far in advance of the meeting or hearing as possible. To make these
arrangements, contact Sylvia Herrley at 1-800-452-4011 (toll free in Oregon), or at
(503) 229-5317. People with hearing impairments may call DEQ’s TDD number at
(503) 229-6993.

This publication is available in alternate format (e.g. large print, Braille, Spanish)

‘upon request. Please contact DEQ Public Affairs at (503) 229-5317 to request an

alternate format,
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FACT SHEET

Draft Hazardous Waste Treatment and Storage Permit

Umatilla Army Depot Activity
Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility
LD. Number: OR6 213 820 917

April 5, 1996

I. INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Army has applied for a hazardous waste treatment and storage permit to
incinerate chemical agent munitions. This incineration treatment of the chemical agents, along
with the various munition components consisting of explosives, propellants, and metal casings, is
sometimes referred to as “demilitarization.” The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) is issuing a draft permit for public comment.

This facility is a new facility. That is, the facility is proposed and has not been built.
Construction cannot begin until a hazardous waste treatment permit is issued by the Oregon

Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) and DEQ.

The purpose of this Fact Sheet is to briefly describe the proposed facility, discuss the
basis of the draft permit conditions, describe the availability for submitting pubic comments, list
the steps in reaching a final permit decision, and describe where to find additional information.

This Fact Sheet has the following Sections:

I Introduction

IL. Description of Activity Subject to
Permit
III.  Type and Quantity of Wastes to be

Stored, Treated, Disposed, and Emitted

from Facility

IV.

V.

VI

Summary of Basis for Draft Permit
Conditions

Description of Procedures for Reaching
a Final Permit Decision

Where to Find Additional Information
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IL DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY SUBJECT TO PERMIT

In accordance with 50 U.S.C. §1521 that mandates the destruction of chemical weapons
by December 31, 2004, the United States Army proposes to build and operate an incineration
facility to treat the unitary chemical weapons stockpiled at the Umatilla Army Depot near
Hermiston, Oregon. The purpose of the demilitarization facility is to treat and dispose of the
chemical munitions stored at the Umatilla Depot. The permit applied for is a new permit and
will be effective for 10 years.

The chemical agents stored in munitions and bulk containers at the Depot include two
types of lethal nerve agents known as “GB” and “VX.” These nerve agents are highly toxic in
both liquid and vapor form. The Depot also stores a blister agent (commonly known as
“mustard” or “HD”) in bulk containers. Blister agents cause severe damage on exposed skin,
eyes, and to the respiratory tract if inhaled.

The proposed facility would use five incinerators of four different types to destroy or treat
the various components of the chemical weapon stockpile. Two liquid incinerators would be
used to destroy the liquid nerve and blister agents that are drained from munitions and bulk
containers. A deactivation furnace would be used to destroy explosives and propellants and a
metal parts furnace would be used to thermally treat remaining metal parts. A dunnage
incinerator would be used to treat packing materials and miscellaneous processing waste that
potentially has been in contact with the chemical agents.

The permitted proposed facility would also include a container storage area and three tank
systems that store liquid agent, spent decontamination liquid, and liquid brine from the pollution
abatement system. Also required for permitting are treatment units in the Brine Reduction Area
that de-water the brine from the pollution abatement system. The Brine Reduction Area does not
treat chemical agents.

IOI.  TYPE AND QUANTITY OF WASTES TO BE STORED, TREATED, DISPOSED,
AND EMITTED FROM FACILITY

On January 22, 1996, the Department of Defense declassified the inventory of unitary
chemical munitions intended for disposal at the Umatilla Army Depot Activity. These munitions
are:

Munition Agent Munition Quantity Agent Tons

Ton Containers HD : 2,635 2,339.52
‘ (Mustard)

155mm Projectiles (M121/A1) GB 47,406 154.07
Artillery Shells
8 in. Projectiles (M426) GB 14,246 103.28
Artillery Shells
115mm Rocket (M55) GB 91,375 488.86

115mm Rocket Warhead (M56) GB 67 36
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Munition Agent Munition Quantity Agent Tons
500 Ib. Bomb (MK-94) GB 27 1.46
750 1b. Bomb (MC-1) GB 2,418 265.98
155mm Projectile (M121/A1) VX 32,313 96.94
Artillery Shells
8 in. Projectiles (M426) VX 3,752 27.2
Artillery Shells
Landmines VX 11,685 61.35
115mm Rocket (M55) VX : 14,513 72.57
115mm Rocket Warhead (M56) VX 6 .03
Spray Tank (TMU-28B) ' VX 156 105.77
Total : 220,599 3,717.38

The only munitions to be treated at the proposed demilitarization facility are those
currently stored at the Umatilla depot. (See draft permit condition IL.B).

Some of the munitions above also contain energetics (explosive and propellants) and all
agents listed above are contained in metal casings or containers.

The energetic wastes are reactive (hazardous waste code D003) and contain such
chemicals as tetryl, TNT, RDX, HMX, nitrocellulose, 2 4-dinitrotoulene, and metals such as lead
and magnesium.

The metal casings, primarily made of steel and aluminum, will have metals such as lead,
cadmium, chrome, barium, nickel, antimony, and barium.

Emissions from the demilitarization facility will be regulated by the hazardous waste
(hw) and air quality permits. (See draft air quality permit). The hazardous waste draft permit
contains a requirement to conduct trial burns to test and validate that emissions from the
demilitarization facility do not exceed emission levels that are protective of human health and the
environment. (See Module VI of the draft hw permit). The emission levels were determined to
be protective by a risk assessment conducted by the DEQ.

One of the most important emission levels is for the chemical agents. Continuous
emission monitors for agent are required to be installed at the stacks which can potentially emit
agent. The draft hw permit requires that no emission shall be more than the allowable stack
concentration as set by the U.S. Surgeon General. The stack concentrations are:

Agent GB VX HD (Mustard)
Maximum Allowable '
Stack Concentration 0003 .0003 .03

{milligrams per cubic meter)

The emission levels evaluated in the risk assessment include chemical constituents
expected to be, constituents that can be, and even constituents not expected to be, emitted from
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the demilitarization facility. Such a broad evaluation of different pollutants allows for the risk
assessment to be conservative and set protective limits. A list of the emission rates for the four
types of incinerators are listed in the following table.

Allowable Emission Rates
Emission Rates (g/sec) by Incinerator
Constituent CAS No. LIC bFS MPF DUN
AGENTS
(B 107-44-8 |As measured at the common stack, the 1.35E-07
combined LIC, DFS, and MPF emission
rate must not exceed 4.29E-086.
VX 50782-69-9 [As measured at the common stack, the 1.35E-07
combined LIC, DFS, and MPF emission
rate must not exceed 4.29E-06.
HD (Mustard) '505-60-2 |As measured at the common stack, the 1.35E-05
' combined LIC, DFS, and MPF emission
rate must not exceed 4,29E-04.
ORGANICS
ITEQ 2,3,7,8-PCDF's 1.95E-09 6.69E-10 9.08E-10 | 3.54E-10
[Dioxin & Furan congeners) . '
Total Polychlorinated Biphenyls 1336-36-3 6.25E-07 1.36E-07
[PCB cong]
1,1,2,2-Tetrachioroethane 79-34-5 6.39E-06 7.33E-07 6.98E-07 1.67E-06
1,1-Dichloroethane 75-34-3 3.42E-06 7.33E-07 8.47E-07 | 4.81E-07
2,4,6-Trinitrotoluene 118-96-7 2.55E-06 5.95E-07
2, 4-Dinitrotoluene 121-14-2 2.55E-06 5.95E-07
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 606-20-2 2.55E-08 5.95E-07
2-Hexanone 591-78-6 1,72E-05 7.33E-07 £6.98E-07 5,95E-06
Acetone - 67-84-1 3.31E-01 7.18E-02 8.34E-05 | 5.75E-02
Benzene 71-43-2 5.77E-04 1.11E-04 3.15E-04 7.61E-05
{Benzoic Acid 65-85-0 1.08E-03 3.80E-04 5.91E-04 1.97E-04
{Benzyl Alcohol 100-51-6 112E-02 | 2.06E-03 5.94E-03 | 9.88E-04
[Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate 117-81-7 2.59E-03 9.93E-05 1.18E-03 1.49E-04
Bromodichloromethane 3.42E-06 3.31E-06 6.98E-07 2.35E-06
Bromofarm 75-22-2 3.18E-05 6.44E-05 422E-05 | 2.75E-05
Carbon disuliide 6.50E-05 7.33E-07 4.09E-05 1.61E-05
Carbon Tetrachloride 56-23-5 2.20E-04 7.33E-07 1.28E-05 | 6.95E-05
Chlorobenzene 106-90-7 1.67E-05 2.35E-06 1.71E-06 3.12E-06
Chioroform 67-66-3 1.39E-04 8.38E-05 5.88E-06 | 6.36E-05
Chloromethane 74-87-3 4.99E-03 7.33E-07 2.86E-05 B.97E-04
lm-Cresol 108-39-4 1,27E-03 1.02E-05 6.23E-05 | 8.14E-05
lo-Cresol 95-48-7 1.17E-03 1.21E-04 1.94E-03 | 1.99E-04
p-Cresol 106-44-5 3.94E-04 1.02E-04 6.67E-05 | 9.30E-05
Jh)i(n)octyl phthlate 117-84-0 1.23E-04 1.02E-05 6.67E-05 | 4.43E-05
iDi-n-butyl Phthalate 84-74-2 6.24E-05 1.10E-05 6.67E-05 | 8.85E-06
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Allowable Emission Rates
Emission Rates (g/sec) by Incinerator
Constituent CAS No. LIC DFS MPF DUN
Dibromochloromethane 124-48-1 3.42E-06 4.89E-06 6.98E-07 | 1.66E-06
(cis)1,3-Dichloropropense 542-75-6 1.62E-03 7.33E-07 6.98E-07 | 6.86E-04
(trans)1,3-Dichloropropene 542-75-6 3.42E-06 | .7.33E-07 6.98E-07 | 7.14E-07
Diethy! Phthalate 84-66-2 2 49E-04 9.93E-08 6.67E-05 4 64E-05
Dimethy| Phthalate 131-11-3 1.77E-03 4.23E-04 1.35E-03 | 1.85E-04
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 9.92E-06 2.25E-05 1.64E-06 | 6.18E-06
HMX 2691-41-0 2.55E-06 5.95E-07
[Methy! chloroform 71-55-6 1.66E-04 | . 1.22E-04 1.65E-06 | 2.84E-05
JMethyl ethyl ketone 78-93-3 1.18E-03 7.33E-04 1.58E-04 | 2.37E-04
Methyl isobutyl ketone 2.21E-05 7.33E-07 6.98E-07 | 7.87E-06
[Methylene chloride 75-09-2 3.76E-02 1.20E-02 1.38E-04 | 9.40E-03
Naphthalene 81-20-3 6.24E-05 1.30E-05 6.67E-05 | 4.86E-06
Nitroglycerine 55-63-0 5.28E-04 1.31E-04
Propylene dichloride 78-87-5 1.88E-03 7.33E-07 6.98E-07 | 7.86E-04
RDX 121-82-4 2.55E-06 | 5.95E-07
Styrene 100-42-5 5.64E-04 1.11E-04 5.24E-05 | 3.86E-04
Tetrachloroethylene 127-18-4 1.156-05 | 7.33E-07 6.98E-07 | 1.93E-06
Toluene 106-88-3 2.11E-02 6.17E-03 4.15E-05 | 4.84E-03
[Vinyl acetate 108-05-4 4 88E-06 7.33E-07 6.98E-07 1.11E-06
Vinyl chloride 75-01-4 2.95E-05 1.62E-06 5.65E-05 | 1.59E-05
Total xylene 1330-20-7 4.49E-05 | 1.58E-05 6.98E-07 | 6.04E-06
METALS
Antimony 7440-36-0 1.29E-04 4.19E-05 1.19E-04 | 2.57E-05
Arsenic 7440-38-2 2.20E-04 4.18E-05 8.51E-05 | 3.57E-05
Barium 7440-39-3 1.77E-04 8.42E-05 2.35E-04 | 8.36E-05
Beryliium 7440-41-7 5.82E-05 6.21E-06 2.38E-05 | 8.45E-06
{Boron 7440-42-8 | 6.34E-03 | 1.77E-03 2.20E-03 | 8.50E-04
iCadmium 7440-43-9 5.82E-05 1.87E-05 5.73E-056 | 1.57E-05
Chromium 7440-47-3 5.82E-05 4.04E-05 6.99E-05 | 2.33E-05
Cobalt 7440-48-4 7.28E-05 1.68E-05 5.94E-05 | 1.28E-05
Copper 7440-50-8 7.28E-05 5.39E-05 5.94E-05 { 1.40E-05
Lead 7439-2-1 3.03E-04 4.42E-04 1.45E-04 | 8.88E-05
Manganese 7439-96-5 9.45E-03 4.19E-03 1.56E-03 | 1.15E-03
Mercury 7440-97-6 6.19E-05 5.24E-06 428E-05 | 1.62E-05
Nickel 7440-02-0 3.81E-04 3.05E-05 1.38E-04 | 5.64E-05
Phosphorous 7440-14-0 4.10E-03 9.35E-04 1.16E-03 | 5.50E-04
Selenium 7782-49-2 8.85E-05 4.19E-05 7.23E-05 | 1.71E-05
Silver 7440-22-4 1.29E-04 1.68E-05 1.19E-04 | 2.57E-05
Tin 7440-31-5 4 57E-04 1.65E-04 1.19E-04 | 5.79E-05
Thallium 7440-28-0 5.82E-04 8.42E-06 1.19E-05 | 8.45E-05
Vanadium 7440-62-2 8.85E-05 4.19E-05 2.38E-05 | 1.72E-05
Zinc 7440-66-6 1.90E-03 8.42E-04 2.09E-04 | 3.70E-04
ACID GASSES
Hydrogen Chloride 3.81E-02 1.16E-03 8.16E-03 | 5.04E-01
Hydrogen Fluoride 1.05E-01 1.66E-02 1.93E-02 | 1.49E-02
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Allowable Emission Rates

Emission Rates (g/sec) by Incinerator
Constituent CAS No. LIC DFS MPF DUN
OTHER CONSTITUENTS '
Chlorine ' 4.57E-02 2.22E-02 2.57E-02 | 5.49E-03
Particulates 1.08E-H 1.81E-02 5.04E-02 | 5.51E-02

During the testing periods called shakedown, trial burn, and post-trial burn, the
demilitarization facility must meet the above limits to be protective. The trial burns will test for
these constituents and then use the more site specific trial burn results to use in a future risk
assessment evaluation. The results of the future risk assessment evaluation (Post-Trial Burn Risk
Assessment) may alter the above emission rates.

Emissions from the Brine Reduction Area and the from the Heating, Ventilation, and Air
Conditioning stack have also been evaluated and included in the draft permit. (See Module V
and permit condition I1.0, respectively).

IV. SUMMARY OF BASIS FOR DRAFT PERMIT CONDITIONS
IV.A. State Jurisdiction and Federal Relationship Regarding the Hazardous Waste Permit

The Environmental Protection Agency Region 10 (EPA) granted final authorization to the
State of Oregon to implement a hazardous waste program pursuant to the federal Resource,
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regulations at Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations
Part 271. (40 CFR Part 271). This final authorization was granted on November 28, 1995 (Vol.
60 Federal Register 58520).

This means that a hazardous waste permit issued by the Environmental Quality
Commission and the Department of Environmental Quality [DEQ] is solely implemented and
primarily enforced by the DEQ. Without the final hazardous waste program authorization to
DEQ, many of the permit conditions would have been joint authority with EPA, and EPA would
have been a co-signer. '

As EPA does have responsibility and authority to oversee the authorized State program,
EPA may comment on the draft permit and enforce conditions in the permit in accordance with
procedures found at 40 CFR Part 271. ‘

IV.B. Description of Different Type of Permit Conditions

There are three general types of permit conditions. First, some permit conditions may be
simple reiterations of specific state regulations. Such “boilerplate” language is commonly used
in Module I (Standard Conditions) of the draft hazardous waste permit.
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The second type of permit condition is a reference to a specific attachment to the permit
or specific portion of the hazardous waste Part B application. The attachments and Part B
application have been provided in response to the state requirements for necessary information
that indicates compliance with the regulations. The attachments and Part B application have
been closely reviewed by the Department to ensure that they are administratively complete and
technically adequate. The review process began in October 1986 with the first Part B submittal
and since that time there has been five notice of deficiencies (NODs) issued by the Department
with five response to NODs from the Army to update the Part B application. The Department
has determined that the information is complete such that draft permit conditions can be written.

The third type of permit condition is that with the broad authority of 40 CFR
§270.32(b)(2), adopted as Oregon rule at OAR 340-100-002, the Department can require any
permit condition which it determines is necessary to protect human health and the environment.
This is typically known as the “omnibus provision.”

IV.C. Discussion of Draft Hazardous Waste Permit Conditions

Below are discussions of the draft permit conditions. Each Module of the draft hw permit
is discussed. There is a “General Condition” discussion that describes the activity regulated by
the Module. “General Conditions” will usually be permit conditions taken from the 40 CFR or
OAR 340 regulations either verbatim, or with specific language that directs the Permittee what to
do to be in compliance with the regulation.

Following the “General Condition™ section will be a “Specific Condition” discussion that
will list some specific permit conditions and the justification for their need to be in the permit.
Many times, their inclusion is based on the Department’s view that the condition is needed for
protection of human health and the environment under the omnibus authority.

Module I » Standard Permit Conditions

General Conditions

- Module I is standard conditions found in most, if not all, hazardous waste permits in the
country. These are permit conditions required for all hazardous waste permits in accordance with
40 CFR Part 270, as adopted as Oregon rule. Some of these general permit conditions serve as
the legal framework for how the permit is implemented, and some serve as general conditions,
such as requiring the Permittee to operate the facility in a sound manner and to provide
mitigation measures in events of unplanned releases to the environment. Other conditions
establish the Department’s right to inspect the facility and operations.

Specific Conditigns

Permit Condition: L.G.

Issue: Permit Expiration
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Discussion: Along with limiting the permit to the standard ten years (although it is expected that
incineration of the stockpile will be less than ten years), the Department is including a limitation
of 36,000 total operational hours and 6,000 operational hours per year. This condition comes
from the Part B application submitted by the Army. Making it into a permit condition makes it
clear that it is a imposed limitation of operating time.

Permit Condition: LN.v.
Issue: Require the Army to provide a remote computer monitoring station.

Discussion: The Department is requiring the Army to provide a remote computer monitoring
station to more effectively momnitor and inspect operations at the Umatilla Chemical
Demilitarization facility (UMCDF). The computer monitoring station will monitor temperature
and waste feed rates to the various incinerators.

Permit Condition: LR.

Issue: Requirement to submit third-party certification that facility was built in accordance with
the approved permit and application, along with the authority for the Department to inspect the
facility to ensure compliance with the permit.

Discussion: This is an important permit condition to note because it provides documentation to
be placed in the administrative record that the facility was built in compliance with the permit.
Further, the condition allows the Department to inspect the facility for itself for compliance.
Both the third party and Department review is necessary before the facility can begin storage and
treatment activities. ~

Module II * General Facility Conditions Permit Conditions

General Conditions

“General facility conditions” apply to all hazardous waste management facilities,
although the specific terms of the permit conditions will vary from one facility to another. These
conditions should be designed to satisfy the general 40 CFR Part 264 regulations (as adopted as
Oregon rule). Some general facility regulations require specific permit conditions for the
Permittee to follow to be in compliance. Many of the permit conditions refer to either
attachments or to the hazardous waste Part B application which has been reviewed by the
Department. The general facility permit conditions address the following items:

¢ Design and operation of the facility e Preparedness and prevention conditions
e Required notices e Contingency plan
o General waste analysis o Manifest system

o Security » Recordkeeping and reporting
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¢ Inspection requirements e Closure requirements
s Requirements for ignitable, reactive, or ¢ Personnel training
incompatible wastes

Specific Conditions
Permit Condition: I1.B.

Issue: Prohibition to accept off-site waste and prohibition to send material off-site with
detectable quantities of chemical agent.

‘Discussion: The Department conducted a risk assessment based on the quantities of chemical

~agent stored at the Umatilla Depot. The draft hazardous waste permit is issued based on the
information that the amount stored at the Depot, when incinerated in accordance with the plans in
the Part B application, create emissions protective of human health and the environment.
Incinerating other wastes would invalidate the results of risk assessment. Therefore, the
Department to insure that one of the most important assumptions of the risk assessment is kept
valid, namely the amount of hazardous waste to be treated, is placing a permit condition that no
hazardous waste generated off-site can be accepted.

The Department also wishes to insure that no chemical agent leaves the UMCDF facility. Even
though neither the hazardous waste Part B application or anything stated by the Army indicates
there is an intention to ship Depot material contaminated with chemical agent off-site, the
Department views it as prudent that a permit condition spe01fy this in order that Oregon’s
environment is not at risk.

Permit Condition: II.C.4. and IL.C.5.
Issue: Requirement to submit further waste analysis reports.

Discussion: The Department has reviewed the waste analysis plans submitted by the Army and
has concluded that there is an adequate amount of information in order to issue a draft permit for
public comment. However, the Department is cognizant of two efforts to further refine
properties of thermally treated metal parts at the Army’s chemical testing facility in Utah, and to
further characterize, among other things, liquid agent that is fed into the liquid incinerators
(namely, identify the nature of impurities in GB). The further waste characterization is being
developed between the Army and the State of Utah. The Department believes it is prudent to add
permit conditions requiring submitting results of these Army efforts and specify that Department
approval is required as to ensure that the UMCDF operations can adequately treat the waste.

Permit Condition: IL.H.4.

Issue: Need for Department approval to determine that elements of the contingency plan are in-
place before normal operations can begin.

T
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Discussion: The importance of having the permit’s contingency plan before normal operations is
obvious because such operations require preventative and responsive measures. This importance
is manifested by knowing that Congress created the Chemical Stockpile Emergency
Preparedness and Prevention program (CSEPP). For this very important part of the permit,
namely the contingency plan and the facility’s readiness to implement it, and as it relates to
CSEPP activities, the Department views it as necessary and prudent to review compliance with
the contingency plan before normal operations (see Module VII of the draft hazardous waste
permit) are begun. In the event there is non-compliance with readiness to implement the
contingency plan, the Department would not only have the authority to issue a notice of non-
compliance, but have the authority to withhold operation until compliance is determined. Before
the Department would issue its approval, it is contemplated that the Department would consult
with federal, state, local, and Army officials to determine if the off-site nature of the contingency
plan provides adequate protection. The need to address off-site contingency , mainly because the
lethality of chemical agent makes it prudent to incorporate it into the permit using the omnibus
authority. On-site provisions of the contingency plan must be in-place at all times.

Permit Condition: ILH.5.

Issue: Requirement to submit a workplan implementing a monitoring program at the perimeter
and to account for unplanned fugitive emissions of chemical agent.

Discussion: The Department has gone on record in the notice of deficiency process that an
outside-the-UMCDF monitoring program that could detect unplanned fugitive chemical agent
emissions needed to be implemented. The Army is currently developing this program, but its
specifics could not be submitted before the planned issuance of the draft permit. Therefore, the
Department is allowing for this program to be a compliance item.

In discussions with the Army, it was determined that the Army’s goal was to set up a perimeter
monitoring program to have a historical record of whether agent was released off-depot. The
Department believes that a monitoring program should also account for fugitive emissions before
any potential plume would reach the perimeter. This would allow for a more timely response.
The permit condition as drafted directs the Permittee to develop such a monitoring program.

Permit Condition: IL.M.

Issue: Liability coverage required pursuant to ORS 466.105(5)

Discussion: This permit condition is added in the event that another Permittee is added to the
permit. In the eventuality that a Permittee is not covered under federal exemptions, then the
statute requires proper liability be approved by the Department.
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Permit Condition: ILN.
Issue: Requirement for a Post-Trial Burn Risk Assessment

Discussion: In order to decide if the proposed operation at the UMCDF would be protective of
human health and the environment, the Department conducted a risk assessment in order to
proceed with issuing a draft permit for public comment. The results of the risk assessment,
called a Pre-Trial Burn Risk Assessment (PreRA) indicate that operations as proposed are
protective of human health and the environment.

The Department believes that to validate the findings of the PreRA, there is a need for a Post-
Trial Burn Risk Assessment (PostRA). The PostRA would take the previous years
meteorological data (garmered from the on-site meteorological station) and use site-specific trial
burn data to more accurately assess the risk (the PreRAused screening-type conservative
emission estimates). The results from the trial burns, as used in the PostRA, will aid the
Department in modifying the permit to insure emission limits are protective of human health and
the environment.

Permit Condition: I1.O.

Issue: Management of Carbon Filters at The Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning
(HVAC) Unit

Discussion: In discussions with the Army, the Department is aware of the Army’s position that
the management of the carbon filters, as stated in the draft permit conditions, may be too
onerous. These conditions were intentionally inseited into the draft permit not because they
provide the optimum management of the carbon filters, but because they serve as protective
conditions until the time the administrative record has enough information to show that other
management methods are protective.

The Department is aware of the carbon filter issues being discussed at other chemical stockpile
sites, especially at the State of Utah. Upon resolution of those issues at Utah, and with the
appropriate Department review and approval, it is fully expected and encouraged that the Army
submit these specific details as a permit modification. Until such time, the carben filter
management as specified in the draft permit conditions stand as placeholders, and allow for
protective measures to allow that a draft permit be issued for public comment. Inclusion of these
permit conditions are base on the authority of 40 CFR 270.32(b)(2), as adopted as Oregon rule at
OAR 340-100-002. -
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Module III « Container Storage

General Conditions

Module II1 lists the conditions the Permittee must abide by for management of containers
in the Container Handling Building (CHB, or “Chub”). The permit standards for containers are
found in 40 CFR 264 Subpart I, as adopted by Oregon rule at OAR 340-100-002,

The UMCDF site shall be permitted for one container storage area, divided into two parts
designated as the East and West Storage Areas which are part of the Container Handling
Building. The CHB shall be limited to the storage of munitions and various munition
components containing chemical agents, explosives, propellants, and bulk containers containing
chemical agents. :

Mumitions will be stored in large stainless steel on-site transport containers (ONCs)
which are resistant to leaks due to fires, drops, and collisions. The permitted container storage
area has conveyor tracks that route the ONCs to the Munitions Demilitarization Building (MDB)
for demilitarization processing. Secondary containment for the permitted area of the CHB is
provided by the CHB sump and trenches and by the bermed portion of the CHB floor.

Specific Conditions

None of significance.

Module V « Tank Systems

General Conditions

The permit conditions in Module IV are based on the permit standards of 40 CFR 264
Subpart J, as adopted by OAR 340-100-002.

This Module describes the Tank Systems at the Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal
Facility. There are three permitted tank systems at the UMCDF site. These three tank systems
include: the Agent Collection Tank System, Spent Decontamination Holding Tank System and
the Brine Surge Tank System. A tank system generally consists of holding tanks and/or surge
tanks, containment sumps or trenches, pumps, associated piping and any ancillary equipment.
Tanks are required to have secondary containment. -

Specific Conditions

None of significance.
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Module V » Miscellaneous Treatment Units

Module V is for the Brine Reduction Area (BRA) which under Oregon hazardous waste
regulations would fit the definition of miscellaneous treatment unit (also known as a subpart X
unit). The permit standards are found at 40 CFR 246 Subpart X, as adopted by Oregon rule at
OAR 340-100-002.

The standards in 40 CFR Subpart X appear different than regulations for other types of
hazardous waste units, such as tanks or incinerators. Subpart X regulations require that the
Department choose among the regulations for other types of units, and if applicable, incorporate
those regulations into permit conditions. The BRA units resemble both tanks and a boiler and

industrial furnace. The BRA unit will not be treating chemical agent.

The BRA units include six misceHaneous treatment units. These six treatment
units are: three evaporator packages (each evaporator package consists of one flash evaporator
and one heat exchanger and three drum dryers). The Brine Reduction Area miscellaneous
treatment units listed above have two major treatment objectives: (1) reducing the brines and
wastewaters from the pollution abatement system by removing the water by at least 80% by
weight and (2) assuring that the brine salt residues have no free liquids.

The Department conducted a risk assessment where emissions from the BRA unit were
evaluated. Like the incinerator units, the BRA unit shall undergo a “trial burn” but is referred to

instead as a performance test (see draft permit condition V.A.4). The results of the performance
test will be included in the Post-Trial Burn Risk Assessment (see permit condition ILN.)

Specific Conditions

None of significance.

Module VI * Incineration for the Shakedown, Trial Bum, and Post-Trial Burn Periods

General Conditiong

Module VI lists the draft permit conditions that the Permittee must follow during the
shakedown, trial burn, and post-trial burn periods. These are the periods of time after
construction of the facility but before full-scale processing (called normal operations, see Module
VII). These periods allow for the proper testing and verification that the incineration units, as
constructed and installed to permit conditions, can safely operate and meet emission limits
protective of human health and the environment.

The shakedown period consists of where the incinerators are brought to the level of
normal operating conditions in preparatlon for the trial burn.
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The trial burn period is that time during which burns are conducted so that performance
can be tested over a range of conditions for each incinerator.

The post-trial burn period is the time from when the data collected during the trial burn is
evaluated, approved, and the permit modified. During this time, the facility may operate under
conditions specified by the permit. Upon approval of the trial burn data and the permit is
modified, the facility then moves from the post-trial burn period into normal operations period
and complies with the modified permit conditions.

Specific Permit Conditions to Note

Permit Condition: VIL.A.IL.
Tssue: Construction and installation of the five incinerators.

Discussion: The permit conditions that fall under VI.A.1. are those that require the Permittee to
construct, install, and maintain the incinerators according the design plans found in the Part B
application.

Permit Condition: VI.A.3.
Issue: The requirement to add a monitoring system for total organic carbon (TOC).

Discussion: The Department notes that the regulations only spell out the need to monitor at the
stack and analyze for carbon monoxide (CO) and typically oxygen (O,) and hydrogen chloride
(HCI), as.well as measuring organic compounds used to determine the destruction and removal
efficiency (DRE) of the incinerator. However, to better assess the emissions from the
incinerators, the Department is using its omnibus authority to require TOC testing.

The Department conducted a risk assessment in accordance with EPA guidance (Exposure
Assessment Guidance for RCRA Hazardous Waste Combustion Facilities, EPA-530/R-94/021,
April 1994) to determine protective emission rates. The EPA guidance specifies that to account
for unidentified compounds, which are products of incomplete combustion (PICs), it is
appropriate to measure TOC and upward adjust the known mass.

Because the draft permit requires that a Post-Trial Burn Risk Assessment, the Department
concludes that it is necessary to account for PICs, and to do so will require the measurement of
TOC. Without evaluating PIC formation and emission could underestimate the potential for
harmful emissions.

Permit Condition: VLA.5.vii and VILA.5.iii.

Issue: The requirement to stop waste feed if any emission limit for any organic, metal, acid gas,
chlorine, or particulate is exceeded.
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Discussion: The Department conducted a risk assessment and determined protective emission
rates. The main purpose of the risk assessment is to determine, if at specified emission limits,
the normal incineration operation is protective of human health and the environment; and if
found protective, the Department can proceed with draft permit issuance.

Another purpose that the risk assessment serves is to limit the operations at the demilitarization
facility at the specified emission limits. However, because several constituents were evaluated as
being emitted at the same time and therefore being totaled together for the risk, the Department
considered the possibility that an exceedance of one constituent, along with a corresponding
lower emission rate from another constituent, would still achieve an acceptable risk.

The Department concludes that it is appropriate to have the Permittee notify the Department of
any exceedance of a constituent’s emission limit from any incinerator. Upon such notification,
the Department shall review the information submitted and if an unacceptable risk is posed, the
Department has the authority to have the Permittee stop waste feed operations until corrective
action is implemented and at that time the Department would, in writing, allow operations to
resume.

If emission rates or waste feed rates must be changed in the permit, it is expected that a permit
modification would be needed.

Permit Condition: VL.B.2., VI.C.2., VI.D.2,, and VI.E.2.

Issue: Limiting waste feed rates during the post-trial burn period to the incinerators, which is
after trial burns but before final modification of permit conditions to reflect results of the trial
burn report from the Department.

Discussion: 40 CFR 270.62(c) provides for permit conditions including, but not limited to
allowable feed rates to allow operations after trial burns but before final modification of permit
conditions to reflect results of the trial burn report from the Department. The Department
chooses to allow lower than maximum feedrates based on the amount of information that has
been submitted, reviewed, and approved by the Department. (See the above permit conditions
for specific feedrates).

Rates of 50%, 75%, and 100% will be approved by the Department based on review of
preliminary trial burn data that must indicate compliance with the regulatory performance
standards and that emission levels meet acceptable risk levels as were previously determined in
the risk assessment conducted by the Department. -

Permit Condition: VI.C.3.iv.

Issue: The requirement to notify the Department and develop an analysis and procedure if a
munition must be processed through the metal parts furnace with more than 5% heel (that is,
more than 5% by volume of the casing residual chemical agent).
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Discussion: Metal material going through the metal parts furnace will be processed within the
parameters of the trial burn, usually with less than 5% of residual heel. However, the
administrative record indicates some instances of gelled agent not allowing for proper draining
and leaving more than a 5%.heel. '

Meétal material contaminated with chemical agent must be processed within the parameters of the
trial burn (mumition drained to no more than 5% residual heel). This is important because the
metal material processed intended for scrap recycling. To insure that potentially contaminated

- recyclable metal shall be thoroughly treated, the Department crafted draft permit conditions to
require notification and analysis and procedures to show that any metal material will meet a ‘53X’
agent-free criteria to allow recycling.

Permit Condition: VI.D.3.v. and vi; VILD.3.iii and VILD.4.iv.

Issue: Specific condition regarding the need to spray the rocket shear blade with liquid for
cooling and spark prevention.

Discussion: These conditions are an example of what is referred to as “lessons learned.”
“Lessons learned” simply means that if an incident, or a better procedure occurs at another
facility, such improvements will be implemented at the other demilitarization sites.

At Johnston Atoll, an M55 rocket exploded and jammed feed gates to the DFS have occurred.
The U.S. Army designed the corrective action which now requires the rocket shear blade to be
sprayed, and different lock out procedures for the gates are in place. For such specific “lessons
learned” that are important, the Department will incorporate these, and others in the future, into
the permit.

Permit Condition: VI.F.5.

Issue: Requirement to submit and engineering design to install a “staggered” agent detection
monitoring system at the common stack to allow for more frequent sampling.

Discussion: The Department notes that the continuous emission monitors at the stack for
chemical agent has a turnaround testing rate of five (5) to ten (10) minutes, depending on the
agent. A staggered system of monitors would allow one monitor to collect a sample while the
other monitor would be reporting the previous test. This would allow for two tests per 5 to 10
minutes interval resulting in samples being reported every 22 to 5 minutes.

In case of an agent release, this extra up front reporting would allow for a quicker response for
waste feed cut-offs and for the emergency personnel which would help mitigate the potential
damage from a chemical release.
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Module VII « Incineration - Normal Operation

Genera] Conditions

Module VII are permit conditions for the incinerator during the period after the trial burn
results have been reviewed, approved, and implemented by a permit modification. The permit
conditions, as expected, appear similar to Module VI, with the exception that many numbers
have asterisks (*). These asterisks are meant to show that these a numbers that could change
based on results of the trial burn and Post-Trial Burn Risk Assessment.

Specific Conditions

_ See Module VI above. Some permit conditions between the two modules are similar and
discussed above.

Module VIII « Corrective Action for Solid Waste Management Units

General Comments

All hazardous waste permits must include corrective action requirements that direct the
Permittee to remediate all hazardous waste releases from past practices. In the case of the
Umatilla Army Depot Activity, all such releases are being addressed under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA, or otherwise known as
Superfund).

When remediation actions are address under CERCLA, the statute states that no other
states permits are required, but that their cleanup standards are incorporated. The Department
has a very active participation in the Depot remediation to ensure that appropriate Oregon
standards are implemented. The CERCLA cleanup agreement in incorporated into the hazardous
waste permit by reference. This would mean that non-compliance with the CERCLA cleanup
would also be non-compliance with the permit.

‘What this Module does require is that any future discovery of a past practice unit that
may release hazardous waste or hazardous constituents, not already contemplated by the Umatilla
Records of Decision, would be remediated by the Permittee under the authority of the permit.

\'2 DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURES FOR REACHING A FINAL PERMIT DECISION

The provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes 466, Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR)
Chapter 340 and 40 CFR Part 124 (as adopted by OAR 340-100-002) describe how the
hazardous waste permit is administratively processed. The DEQ has determined that sufficient
information has been provided by the U.S. Army that a draft permit can be issued for public
comment. The following steps are required to complete the permit process:
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The DEQ has prepared a Draft Permit for public comment. The comment period will last for
73-days from April 5 to June 17, 1996. The comment period may be extended by the
Environmental Quality Commission or the DEQ. For locations of where to find more
information, see Section VI of this Fact Sheet.

During the 73 day comment period, anyone may submit written comments to the DEQ at the
addresses listed in Section VI. Any person wishing to comment at a Public Hearing will have
an opportunity to do so. Notification has been sent, via direct mail, to the addressees on the
DEQ maintained Umatilla mailing list as specified at 40 CFR 124.10(c), as adopted by OAR
340-100-002. In addition, a Public Notice of the opportunity to comment on the Draft Permit
and announcing the Public Hearing will appear in three regional newspapers on April 5,

1996. Public service announcements will be read on the air from radio stations in the
Hermiston, Pendleton, Tri-Cities, and Portland areas.

The Public may comment also on findings which must be made by the Environmental
Quality Commiission before the permit is issued, as specified in Oregon Revised Statute
466.055 and 466.060. These findings address siting considerations, need for treatment,
protection of public health and safety, and best available technology for treating or disposing
of hazardous waste :

Public Hearings are scheduled for the following date, time, and locations listed below. The
Public Hearings, which allow for testimony to be placed in the Administrative Record and to
address the ORS 466.055 and ORS 466.060 criteria, will have Open Houses beforehand to
allow for an informal question and answers period:

May 13, 1996 May 29, 1996
5:00-7.00 p.m, (Open House) 5:00-7:00 p.m. (Open House)
7:00-9:00 p.m. (Public Hearing) 7:00-5:00 p.m. (Public Hearing)

Pendleton Convention Center World Trade Center
1601 Westgate 121 SW Salmon Street
Pendleton, OR Portland, OR
May 14, 1996 June 10, 1996
5:00-7:00 p.m. (Open House) 5:00-7:00 p.m. (Open House)
7:00-9:00 p.m. (Public Hearing) * 7:00-9:00 p.m. (Public Hearing)
Kennewick High School Cafeteria Hermiston Community Center
500 S. Dayton 415 Highway 395 South
Kennewick, WA Hermiston, OR

Written comments must be presented to the DEQ by 5:00 p.m., June 17, 1996. The mailing
address is Brett McKnight, DEQ Eastern Region, 2146 N.E. Fourth Street, Suite 104, Bend,
OR 97701. ‘

All written comments received by the DEQ during the comment period and during the Public
Hearings regarding the draft hazardous waste permit will be responded to in writing and will
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be considered prior to the final decision regarding permit issuance. Comments addressing the
ORS 466.055 and 466.060 will be compiled and brought before the EQC.

o If comments received by the DEQ result in significantly different permit conditions, another
draft permit will be issued for at least an additional 45 day comment period.

o The EQC will review data and the comments pertaining to ORS 466.055 and 466.060. The
EQC shall then schedule an agenda item for an announced EQC meetmg that will make
findings according to ORS 466.055 and 466.060.

e If the EQC makes affirmative findings that the proposed facility meets the ORS 466.055 and

- 466.060 criteria, then the Commission, in consideration of any comments raised during the
public comment period and the Public Hearings, will issue a final permit decision. The
effective date of the permit decision will be directed by the EQC.

» Procedures to appeal the final permit decision will be directed by the Commission upon final
issuance of the permit decision.

VI.  WHERE TO FIND ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

The complete Administrative Record, consisting of the Permit Application, Draft Permit,
Fact Sheet, and all documents relating to the Draft Permit may be reviewed at the DEQ Eastern
Region Bend Office located at 2146 N.E. Fourth Street, Suite 104, Bend, Oregon 97701, (541)
388-6146. Office hours are 8:00 a.m. to Noon and 1:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through
Friday. The building is accessible by wheelchair. Those with special needs should alert this
office when making an appointment. Contact Debbie Jacky at the above number, extension 250.

A copy of the Permit Application, Draft Permit, Fact Sheet, and Pre-Trial Burn Risk
Assessment (a supporting document) can be found at the following locations:

DEQ Hermiston Office : Hermiston Public Library
256 E. Hurlburt, Suite 117 235 E. Gladys Avenue
Hermiston, OR 97838 Hermiston, Oregon 97838
(541) 567-8297 (541) 567-2882

Portland State University Library DEQ Bend Office

951 SW Hall 2146 NE 4th Street

Fifth Floor Bend, OR 97701

Portland, OR 97204 (541) 388-6146 ext 250

(541) 567-2882
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A copy of the Draft Permit, Fact Sheet, and Pre-Trial Burn Risk Assessment (a
supporting document) can be found at the following locations:

Mid Columbia Library Pendleton Public Library
(Kennewick Branch) 214 North Main

405 8. Dayton Pendleton, OR 97801
Kennewick, WA 99336 (541)276-1881

(509) 586-3156
~ or 1-800-572-6251

Questions regarding the draft hazardous waste permit may be directed to either Sue
Oliver in the DEQ Hermiston office or Fredrick Moore in the DEQ Bend office.

Sue Oliver Fredrick Moore
DEQ Hermisten Office DEQ Bend Office
256 E. Hurlburt, Suite 117 2146 NE 4th Street
Hermiston, OR. 97838 Bend, OR 97701

(541) 567-8297 _ (541) 388-6146 ext. 242



PERMIT

for the
Storage and Treatment of Hazardous Waste

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality
2146 N.E. 4th St., Suite 104
Bend, Oregon 97701

NS

Telephone: (541) 388-6146

Issued in accordance with the applicable provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter
466 and the regulations promulgated thereunder in Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340
Divisions 100 through 120,

ISSUED TO:
PERMITTEE:
Umatilla Army Depot Activity
Hermiston, OR 9783B8-9544
Telephone: (541) 564-5200

This permit is effective as of

(40 CFR §270.43), or

ISSUED BY:

ENVIRONMENTAL QU DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

[ ] : Langdon Marsh
Chairman Director

Date Date

Stephanie Hallock
Eastern Region Administrator

Date

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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I DUCT

Permittee: Umatilla Army Depot Activity

Environmental Protection Agency Identification Number: OR6 213 320 917

Pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 466 and the hazardous waste regulations
promulgated thereunder by the Oregon Envirconmental Quality Commission in Chapter 340 of
the Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR), this permit is issued to Umatilla Army Depot
Activity (Permittee), to operate a hazardous waste treatment and storage facility
located in Umatilla Ccunty in Hermigton, Oregon, off Interstate Hwy-84 at exit 177 at

latitude 45° 50’ 307 and longitude 11%° 26' 00",

The Permittee must comply with all terms and conditions set fé T in this permit and in
' zéggicable state

the Public Utility

Attachments 1 through 4. The Permittee must comply with:

regulations, including OAR 340 Divisions 100-120,

Commissioner, the Workers’' Compensation Departmen taterHealth Diision, and other

state agencies having jurisdiction over the, facilit

permit. In such cases, the Pérm
referenced documents, : i ot physically contained in this permit.

such referenced documents at the facility.

contained in the permit. The Permittee shall comply with the procedures and
specifications of those referenced documents to the extent necessary to remain in

compliance with the conditions of this permit.
The Permittee’s failure in the application or during the permit issuance process to

disclose fully all relevant facts, or the Permittee’s misrepresentation of any relevant

facts at any time, shall be grounds for the termination or modification of this permit

All federal Title 40 CFR citatlons are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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and/oxr initiation of an enforcement action, including criminal proceedings. The
Permittee must inform the Regional Administrator of any deviation from permit
conditions or changes in the information on which the application is based which would
affect the Permittee’s ability to comply, or actual compliance, with the applicable
regulations or permit conditions or which alters any condition of this permit in any

way.

The Department shall enforce all conditions of this permit. Any challenge to any
permit condition, shall be appealed as directed by the Environmental Quality

Commission.

This permit may later, after the effective date of this permit, be modified to

incorporate permit conditions which are based on federal regulat

%gns promulgated under
ficluded in the state'’'s

the Hazardous and Solid Waste Act (HSWA), but has not vet b
a1

authorized hazardous waste program. Such a modificatig 11 ict be a joint decision

with the US Environmental Protection Agency (US E

The US EPA shall maintain an oversight role

the EPA’'s judgment,

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Qregon Rule as adopted by ORR 340-100-002




ACAM
AQC
ASC
ASME
AWFCO
BRA
CAMDS
chcC
CEM
CHB
csDhp
DAAMS
DFS
DRE
DUN
-FFA
GFE
HEPA
HHS
HSWA
HWMU
JACADS
LIC

MPF
ONC
OAR
ORS
PAS
PIC
POHC
QAPP
QA/QC

RCRA
REA
RHA
SDS
SOP
SWMU
TC
TCLP
TMA
TSD
TWA
UMCDF
UMDA

DRAFT e Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
I.D. No.: ORé 213 820 917
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LIST OF ACRONYMS

Automatic Continuous Air Monitoring System

Arsa of Concern

Allowable Stack Concentration

American Society of Mechanical Engineers

Automatic Waste Feed Cutoff

Brine Reduction Area

Chemical ARgent/Munition Disposal System{located in Utah)
Center for Diseage Contrel

Continuous Emigsions Monitor

Container Handling Building

Chemical Stockpile Disposal Program

Depot Area Air Monitoring System

Deactivation Furnace System

Destruction and Removal Efficiency

Dunnage Incinerator

Federal Facilities Agreement
Government Furnished Equipment
High Bfficiency Particulate Ai
Health and Human Services
Hazardeus and Seolid Was;é‘

Assessment

2 gource Conservation and Recovery Act
ﬁ%RA Facility Assessment

Residue Handling Area

Spent Decontamination Solution

Standard Operating Procedure

Solid Waste Management Unit

Toxicity Characteristic

Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
Toxi¢ Management Area

Treatment, Storage, Disposal

Time Weighted Average

Umatilla Chemical Demilitarization Facility
Umatilla Depot Activty

P

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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TTA

The following documents are modified excerpts from the Permittee’s RCRA Part B
permit application. The listed documents are hereby incorporated, and made part
of this permit. The Department has modified specific language in the
Attachments. These incorporated Attachments are enforceable conditions of this
permit, as modified by the specific permit conditions. Specific permit
conditiong (Module I. through VIII), supersede the language of Attachment if the

permit condition and attachment language and found the be in conflict.

Attachment 1 Part A Application
Attachment 2 Waste Analysis Plan
o,
5
Attachment 3 Inspection Schedule
Attachment 4 Contingency Procedures for Muni

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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MODULE I - STANDARD PERMIT CONDITIONS

I.A.

.2

EFFECT QFF PERMIT

The Permittee is allowed to store and treat hazardous waste in
accordance with the permit conditions and in accordance with 40 CFR
§262. The Permittee is allowed to store hazardous waste in containers,
treat and store hazardous waste in tanks, treat hazardous waste in
miscellaneous treatment units, and treat hazardous waste by incineraticn
at the Umatilla Chemical Disposal Facility {UMCDF). The Permittee is

allowed to accumulate hazardous waste onsite for less than 30 days

becone effectivé: sgtatute, or future regulatory changes to include

those requirementé“promulgated under 40 CFR §268 restricting the
placement of hazardous wastes in or on the land. Issuance of this
permit does not convey property rights of any sorf ner any exclusive
privilege; nor does it authorize any injury to persons or property, any
invasion of other private rights, or any infringement of State or local

law or regulations.

All fadqral Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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I.B. DEFINITIONS

All Definitions contained in 40 CFR Parts 124, 260-264, 270, and OAR 340-
100-010 are hereby incorporated by reference into this permit, except that
any of the definitions used above shall supersede any definition of the
same term gilven in the regulations. Where terms are not defined in the
regulations or in the permit, the meaning associated with such terms shall
be the standard dictionary definition or their generally accepted

scientific or industrial meaning.
For purposes of this permit, the following definitions shall apply:

*Active. life” ) This term shall mean the time perigdﬁbetween receipt

e

aste management

E the hazardous
\\Agenc-yn

“Agent free” term:ghall mean the condition of a material

Pein 'énalyzed for all chemical agents,

“liquids. All solid material must meet the “5X” and

“3X* criteria, as appropriate.

“Area of concern” (A0C}) This term shall mean any area having a probable
release of a hazardous waste or hazardous constituent
which is not from a solid waste management unit and

is determined by the Department to pose a current or

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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potential threat to human health or the environment.
Such areas of concern may regquire investigations and
remedial action as regquired under Section 3005 (c) {3)
of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act in

order to ensure adequate protection of human health

and environment.

“application” This term shall mean the hazardous waste Part B
permit application dates February 1995 and updated

with change pages on March 21, 1996.

“Contamination” This term shall mean the presence of any hazardous

constituent in a concentration which. exceeds the

naturally occurring concentrati that constituent

in the immediate vicinity of. the fagility.

" Corrective action”

id Waste management unit at

dless of the time at which waste

“Chemical agent” 's term shall include the nerve agents VX or

" @GB(Sarin)} and the blister agent (HD).

“Chemical Stockpile This term shall mean the program created by the
Disposal Program (CSDPE}” Department of Defense to comply with the Treaty
requiring the United States to dispose of all of

their stockpile of unitary chemical weapons.

A1l federal Title 40 CFR citatlons are Oregon Rule aa adopted by OAR 340-100-002




“Daily”

“Department”

“Director”

"Extent of Contamination”

“Facility”

“Government furnished

equipment (GFE}”

“Hazardous Waste”

DRAFT o Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
I.D. No.: OR6E 213 820 917

MODULE E
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This term shall mean every calendar day except non-
watse treatment weekends and holidays that do not

exceed three (3) consecutive days.

This term shall mean the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality, (with the address ag specified

on page one cf this permit).

This term shall mean the Director of the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) or a

designated representative.

This term shall mean the horizontalsfand vertical area
e e

indicative of the regi

as determined bV

app teﬁéndestyandfimprovements) under the control of

or opefétor geeking a permit under Subtitle

ramder the control of the owner or operator seeking a
=

A

" permit under Subtitle C of RCRA.
This term shall refer to Hazardous Waste Management
Unit (HWMU) equipment that will be delivered to the

site as a pre-fabricated assembly.

This texm shall mean substances that meet the

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule aa adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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definition of hazardous waste found in ORS

466.005(7), 40 CFR Part 261, OAR 340.101.

“Hazardous constituent” This term shall mean those substances listed in OAR
340-101 and 40 CFR Part 261 Appendix VIII and
including hazardous constituents released from solid
waste, hazardous waste, and hazardous waste

constituents that are reaction by-products.

“Hourly Rolling Average"” This term shall mean the arithmetic mean of the 60

most recent cne-minute readings recoxded.

“Inspector” This term shall mean the designatediirepresentative of
)

the “Manager” delegated routi T1ity oversight.

“Interim Measures”

“Land Disposal”

Qes, but is not limited te, placement in a

11l, surface impoundment, waste pile, injection

C ,
underground mine or cave, or concrete vault or bunker

intended for disposal purposes.

“Landf£ill” This term shall mean any disposal facility or part of
a facility where hazardous waste is placed in or on
the land and which is not a pile, a land treatment

facility, a surface impoundment, an underground

Al}l federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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injection well, a salt dome formation, a salt bed

formation, an underground mine, or a cave.

“Manager” This term shall mean the manager ©f the DEQ hazardous
waste program.
“Normal operating period” Thig term shall mean the period following successful

“Operating day”

“Operating record”

completion of all chemical agent trial burns and the
site-specific risk assessment based on the trial burn
data and will continue until the site treats the last

shipment of waste prior to beginning closure

operations.

ritten format, or a combination

i

ind printing a hard copy.

“Permit” #% term shall mean the joint permit issued by the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, pursuant
to ORS 340 Divigions 105 and 106.

“"Regional Administrator In cases where the Permittee is required to comply

or Director”

with a specific provision of 40 CFR Part 264, it
shall be interpreted to mean the Regicnal

Administrator of the Oregon Department of

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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Environmental Quality, Eastern Region.

[See OAR 340-100(10) (v)1]

“Release"” This term shall mean any spilling, leaking, pouring,
emitting, emptying, discharging, injecting, escaping,
leaching, pumping, or disposing into the envircnment

of any chemical agent or hazardous waste or hazardous

constituent.
“Remote computer This term shall mean all necessary equipment,
monitoring station” including terminal and all telecommunications

hardware and software necessary to provide a computer

- ) monitoring station within the Depa ment for

“Site”

atment, storage or

“Solid waste” shall mean any garbage, refuse, sludge from

discarded materials, including solid, liquid,
'semisolid, or contained gaseous materials resulting
from industrial, commercial, wmining, and agriculture
operations, and from community activities, but does
not include golid or dissolved material in domestic
sewage, or sclid or dissolved materials in irrigation
return flows or industrial discharges which are point

gources subject to permits under Section 402 of the

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 240-100-002




DRAFT e Umatilla Chemical Agent Digposal Facility
I.D. No.: OR6 213 820 917

MODULE I

Page 15 of 251 Pages

Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended (86
Stat. 880) or source, special, nuclear, or by-product
material as defined by the Atomic Energy Act of 1354,

as amended (68 Stat. 3923).

“Solid Waste Management This term shall mean any unit which has been used for

Unit” (SWMU) the treatment, storage, or disposal of sclid waste at
any time, irrespective of whether the unit is or ever
was intended for the management of solid waste
management units. SWMUs include areas that have been
contaminated by routine and systematic releases of
hazardous waste or hazardous constituents, excluding

one-time accidental spills that aregimmediately

remediated and cannot be linked olid waste

management activities (e.ggs rodué%%or process

spills).
“Spent decontamination - This term sha¥l. mean cdaugtic or bleach soluticns
solution (SDS}" that have been" hnedzﬁalize, or potentially

Y

7 chemicdllagent.,

*Standard Operating

Procedure (SOPR)”

“Tank system” This term shall mean that it includes the tank(s) and
all primary and secondary sumps, pumps, valves, and

associated piping and any other appurtenances,
“Unit” This term shall include but is not limited teo, any

landfill, surface impoundment, waste pile, land

treatment unit, incinerator, injection well, tank,

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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container storage area, septic tank, drain field,
wastewater treatment unit, elementary neutralization
unit, transfer station, miscellaneous treatment unit,

or recycling unit.

“Weight of Batch This term shall mean initial weight of brine in surge
Procegsed” tank, weight of tank/heel sludge left in brine surge
tank.

All federal Title 40 CFR citatlions are Oregon Rule as adopted by QAR 340-100-002
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I.C. PERMIT ACTIONS

This permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated for cause as
specified in 40 CFR §§270.41, 270.42, 270.43, and OAR 340 Divisions 105 and 106.
The filing of a request for a permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or
termination or the notification of planned changes or anticipated noncompliance
on the part of the Permittee does not stay the applicability or enforceability of
any permit condition except as provided in 40 CFR §§270.41, 270.42, 270.43, and

OAR Divisions 105 and 106.

I.D. SEVERABIT.ITY

The provisions of this permit are severable and if any provisigrnvwof this permit,

noncompliance authorized by an emergency permit constitutes a violation of the

applicable provision of Oregon state law and/or RCRA, as amended by HSWA, and is
grounds for enforcement action, permit termination, modification or revocation

and reissuance of the permit or denial of a permit renewal application.

I.F. DUTY TO REAPPLY

All federal Title 40 CFR citatlons are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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If the Permittee wishes to continue an activity regulated by this permit after
the expiration date of this permit, the Permittee must apply for and obtain a new
permit, in accordance with 40 CFR §270.30(b). The Permittee shall submit such
permit application at least 180 days prior to the expiration date of this permit,

in accordance with 40 CFR §270.10¢(h).
I1.G. EMIT EXPTI TOMN

This permit and all conditions therein shall be effective for ten years from the

effective date of this permit.

Total operating time for the UMCDF site shall ke no more than 36000 hours, with

no more than 6000 operational hours for each incinerator in anyfeonsecutive

twelve month period.
I.H. NT ATI EXPIRING PERMIT
Thig permit and all conditijons herein shali

date of a new permit, if the Permittee has?

application (under 40 CFR §270 S

Owners or coperators of hazardous waste management units must have all necessary

permits during the active life (including the closure period) of the unit, and
for any period necessary to comply with the corrective action requirements (HSWA
section) of this permit. The corrective action obligations required by this
permit will continue regardless of whether the facility continues to operate or
ceases operation and closes. The facility is obligated to complete facility-wide

corrective action regardless of the operaticonal status of the facility.

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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I.J. NEED 7O HALT QR REDUCE ACTIVITY NOT A DEFENSE

It shall not be a defense for the 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 permit conditions. (40 CFR §270.30(c})

I.X. DUTY TO MITIGATE

In the event of noncompliance with the permit, the Permittee shall take all
reasonable steps to minimize releases to the environment resulting from the
noncompliance, and shall carry out such measures as are reascnable, to prevent

significant adverse imﬁacts on human health or the environment

§270.30(d})

I.L. R TI TEIN.

conditions. Proper operatio
adequate funding, adequ
laboratory and proceg

procedures (QAPP) to

&
tion of back-up or auxiliary equipment or

ZxH
g

This provision require g
essary to achieve compliance with the permit

similar systems only whe:

conditions. (40 CFR §270.30(e))

I.M. DUTY TO PROVIDE INFORMATION
The Permittee shall furnish to the Department, within a reasonable time, any

relevant information which the Department may request to determine whether cause

exists for modifving, revoking and reissuing, or terminating this permit, or to

All federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002
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determine compliance with this permit. The Permittee shall also furnish to the

Department upon request, copies of records required to be kept by this permit.

(40 CFR §270.30¢{h))

T.N. PECTION E Y

Upon presentation of credentials and other documents as may be required by law,

the Permittee shall allow the employees of the Department or their authorized

representative to (40 CFR §270.30(1)):

ii.

iii.

Enter at reasonable times the Permittee's premises where the regulated
facility or activity is located or conducted; or where records must be

kept under the permit conditions;

Have access to and copy, at reasonable ti hat must be

kept under the permit conditions;

(including

pequipment

law, any subst 5' parameters at any location.

The Permittee shall provide all the necessary equipment to the
Department for the installation and maintenance of a compatible remote
computer moniteoring station, including terminal and all
telecommunications hardware and software necessary to provide the
Department unrestricted twenty-four (24) hour access to key UMCDF aite

operating data and emigsions monitoring data.
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I.0. MONITORING AND RECORDS

I.0.1. Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of monitoring shall be
representative of the monitored activity. The methods used to obtain
representative samples of the wastes to be analyzed must be the
appropriate method from Appendix I of 40 CFR Part 261 or the methods ag
specified in the Waste Analysis Plan included as Attachment 2 of this
permit. Laboratory methods must be those specified in Test Methods for

' ' : i (SW-g46, latest

editicn), Methods for Chewical Apalysis of Water and Wastes(EPA-600/4-
79-020), or the methods as specified in the attached Waste Analysis Plan

included as Attachment 2 of this permit. (40 CFR §2704$®éj))

211 methods used to obtain wastes to be

analyzed shall be reviewed in accordance

with 40 CFR §270.42 unless

1.0.2. The Permittee shall retain

information, including all i

sample, measurement, report or

ility, all monitoring records from all surface

water sampling, f%ﬂ@ling, goil sampling, sediment sampling,
groundwater moniégrkng wells, and associated groundwater surface
elevations until three (3} years past the end of corrective action
instituted tc address releases of hazardous waste or hazardous waste
constituents from any solid waste management unit. These periods may be
extended by the request of the Department at any time and are

automatically extended during the course of any unresolved enforcement

action regarding this facility. (40 CFR §264.74(b) and 270.30(3) (2))
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Records of monitoring information shall include {40 CFR §270.30({(3) (3})):
The date, exact place, and time of sampling or measurement;

The individual {s} who performed the sampling or measurements;

The date(s) analyses were performed;

The individual (s} who performed the analyses;

The analytical techniques or methods used; and

The results of such analyses.

demonstrating £

%p propsed method(s) is equal or superior to the

approved analyticél method(s)in terms of sensitivity, accuracy, and

precision (i.e., reprcducibility); and

The manager notifies the Permittee in writing, that the substitution of
the analytical method(s) is approved. Such approveal shal not require a

permit modification.
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I.P. REPORTING PLANNED CHANGES

As soon as possible, prior to any planned physical alteration or addition, the
Permittee shall give notice to the Department of such planned physical

alterations or additions to the areas on the UMDA Facility. (40 CFR 270.30(1) (1))
I.Q. REPORTIN TICIPATED N IANCE

The Permittee shall give advance notice to the Department of any planned changes
in the permitted UMDA Facility or activity which may result in noncompliance with
permit requirements. Advanced notice shall not constitute a defense for any

noncompliance. (40 CFR §270.30{1) (2))

I.R. CERTIFICATION QF CONSTRUCTION OR MODIFICATIQN

I.R.1, The Permittee may not commence storage or t of héﬁuxdous waste

in any new unit including Governmer) : Equipment (GFE) at the

cion of construction signed

registered professional engineer

i. .
facility and fini
permit; or
ii. The Department has either waived the insgpection or has not within 15

days notified the Permittee of its intent to inapect. (40 CFR
§270.30(1}) (2)}
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The above mentioned certification of construction must include at a

minimum:

As built drawings;

Descriptiong and delineation of any changes to proposed drawings;
All required professional certifications;

All gquality assurance/quality control documentation (QA/QC); and

All required physical testing results.

ﬁ%ilowing UMCDF

i

Construction certification shall be provided for

Agent Collection Tank System

Liquid Incinerators and Polil

Container Handling Building
Demilitarization Machines by Systems
HVAC System (including carbon filter systemsg)

Pollution Abatement System Carbon Filters

1.8, TRANSFER OF PERMIT
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This permit shall be transferred to a new owner or operator only if it is
modified or revcked and reissued pursuant to OAR 340-105-040. Prior to
transferring ownership or operation of the permitted UMDA Facility during its
operating life, the Permittee shall notify the new owner or operator, in writing,
of the requirements of 40 CFR Parts 264 and 270, OAR Chapter 340, and this

permit. (40 CFR 270.30(1) (3}, 264.12(c})

I.T. COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES

Reports of compliance or noncompliance with, or any progress reports on, interim
and final requirements contained in any compliance schedule of this permit shall
be gubmitted no later than fourteen (14) days following each schedule date., (40

CFR §270.33 )

I.U. IW Y-F Hi P

it.a.1.

I.U.1.ii. Potential endanégrment to human health or the environment shall
include, but not be limited to, any release to the environment of any
chemical agent
(i.e., GB, VX, and HD) or any chemical agent residue which results in

the following:
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a. Any release to the atmosphere from the stack for the Dunnage
Incinerator, the combined stack for the Liquid Incinerators, the
Deactivation Furnace, and the Metal Parts Furnace, the stack for
the Brine Reduction Area, or from any stack for the air filtration
system if the confirmed stack emission levels exceed the maximum
allowable stack concentrations identified for any individual

chemical agent in Table 1-1 of this permit.

b. Chemical agent concentrations, at the Facility boundary or at any
of the Facility monitoring perimeter stations, exceeding the
General Population Limits specified in Table 1-1 of this permit

for each chemical agent.

¢. Any unprotected workers exposed to chemical concentrations,

al agent monitor.

I.U.1.1iii. Potential “Auman health or the environment shall

i %angerm
i,

include any*™ 1 - COTY

rmed indication that a release to the atmosphere

W

under permit comne ons I.U.l1.ii.a, I.U.1.ii.b, and I.U.1.ii.d has
occurred. The Permittee shall verbally report to the Department
within four hours of when a chemical agent monitor detects a non-
confirmed stack emission level that indicates a release to the
atmosphere, if the stack emission levels have not been verified as a
chemical agent meonitor anomaly {(i.e., false positive) within that same

four hours.
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I.U.2. In accordance with 40 CFR §270.30(1) (6) (i) {(A) (B), the immediate and
twenty-four (24) hour verbal report required in permit condition I.U.1.

shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

i. Information concerning the release of any hazardous waste which may

endanger public drinking water supplies;

ii. Any information of a release or discharge of hazardous waste, or of a
fire or explosion at the UMDA Facility, which could threaten the

environment or human health; and

iii, A description of the release or discharge and its cause including at a

minimum:

a. Name,
b. ©Name,
c. Name,

UMDA Facility;

g. The extent of injuries, if any;

h. 2An asgessment of actual or potential hazard to the environment and

human health, where this is applicable;

i. Description of any emergency action taken to minimize threat to

human health and the environment;
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j. Estimated quantity and disposition of recovered material that

resulted from the incident; and

k. BAny other information necessary to fully evaluate the situation

and to develop an appropriate course of action.
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1.U.3. Within five (5) calendar days of the time the Permittee is required to
provide verbal notificaticn, as specified in permit conditions I.U.1.
through T.U.2., the Permittee shall provide to the Department a written

submission in accordance with 40 CFR §270.30(1) (&) .

1.U.3.i. The written submission shall include, but not be limited to the

following:

a. MName, address, and telephone number of the individual reporting;

b. 2 description {(include cause, location, extent gfsinjuries, if

ard to the

any, and an assessment of actual or potentiw'
environment and human
health outside the UMDA Facility, icable) of the

incident (noncompliance and/or rele:

. '\-; *
steps taken br planned tc reduce, eliminate, and prevent

recurrence of the noncompliance, and/or the steps taken or planned

to adequately clean up the releasze,
I.U.3.1ii. The Permittee need not comply with the five (5} calendar day written

notice requirement if the Department waives the reguirement and the

Permittee submits a written report within fifteen (15) calendar davys
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from the time the Permittee is required to provide verbal

notification, as specified in permit conditions I.U.1l. through I.7.2.

I.V. QTHER NONCOMPLIANCE

The Permittee shall report to the Manager and the Administrator all other
instances of noncompliances not reported under Permit Conditions I.Q., I.R.,
I.S., I.T., and I.U. at the time monitoring reports are submitted. The reports

shall contain the information required by 40 CFR §270.30(1) {10).

I.W., QTHER JNFORMATION

If the Permittee becomes aware that relevant facts were no mitted or were

by the Permittee (40 CFR § 270.30

%1tat§;5£ion Facility. For purposes of this

r written.

All applications, reports information required by this permit, or otherwise

submitted to the Department, shall be signed and certified by the Umatilla Army
Depot Commander, or by a duly authorized representative of that person in

accordance with 40 CFR §270.11.

I.Y. COUFIDENTIAL INFORMATION
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Any information submitted by the Permittee to the Administrator or to the
Director, Manager, or Inspector may be claimed as confidential by the Permittee

in accordance with the applicable provisions of OAR 340-100-003.

I.2. REPORTS, NOTIFICATIONS, AND SUBMISSIONS
I.Z2.1. All reports, notifications, or other submissions which are required by

this permit to be sent or given to the Department should ke sent by

certified mail, express mail, or hand delivered to:

Regional Administrator

Oregon Department of Environment Quality
2146 N.E. 4th S8St., Suite 104

Bend, Oregon 97701

Phone: (541) 388-6146

FAX: (541) 388-8283

The Permittee shall completed and
the following

documents and amendment ﬁare ns and modifications to these documents:

ik
i. Waste Analysis Plan (Attachment 2 of this permit), as required by 40 CFR
§264.13 and this permit.

ii. Inspection schedules and logs (Attachment 3 of this permit), as required

by 40 CFR §264.15(b) (2} and this permit.
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iidi. Personnel training documents and records, as required by 40 CFR

§264.16 (d)and this permit.

iv. Contingency Plan {(Volume X, Section G of the Application), as required

by 40 CFR §264.53(a) and this permit.

v, Operating record, as required by 40 CFR §264.73 and this permit.

vi. Closure Plan, as required by 40 CFR §264.112(a) and this permit.

vii. Copy of this permit, permit attachments, current permit application and

the current permit application attachments.

ix.

I.BB.

permit conditions inHMe igh. VIII of this permit, the conditions will

take precedence.

If any section of the application is found to be in conflict with any condition

in this permit, the condition will take precedence,

If any section of the application is found to be in conflict with any Attachment

te this permit, the attachment to this permit will take precedence.
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TABLE 1.1 CHEMICAT, AGENT EXPQSURE LIMITS AND CHEMICAI, AGENT STACK LIMITS

CHEMICAL AGENT

CONCENTRATIONS
(mg/M’)
Location VX GB HD
Maximum Allowable 0.0003 0.0003 0.03

Instantanecus Stack Concentration'?

General Population Limit'"’ 0.000003 0.000003 0.0001

(Averaging Time: 72 hours)

Work-place Time Weighted Average '’ 0.00001 0.003

{Averaging Time 8 Hours)

T Public Law 91-121/441 (USC 1512) mandates that the United State

(HHS) veview the plans for transporting and/or disposing of letH
recommendations for protecting human health and safety. HHS -

to the Centers for Disease Control (CDC).

ations indicated in Table 1-1. HHS
ederal Register (53 FR 8504) [corrected

etEHHS”b'iggfi; and appear to be more restrictive

ade no recommendation changes.

SRR

than limits set on a health base alog;

e
* The March 15, 1988 Federal Register s (corregted in 52 FR 11002, April 4, 1388], announced

that CDC concluded that th .,,4».5@:,%.%

protection of the general publigii® dependent upon meeting the work-place limits within the facility.
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MODULE II - GENERAL FACILITY CONDITIONS

II.A. IGN PH N 1L

ITI.A.1. The Permittee shall design, construct, maintain, and operate the permitted
sites at the UMDA Facility to minimize the possibility of a fire, explosiomn,
or any unplanned sudden or nonsudden release of hazardous waste or hazardous
waste constituentg to air, soil, groundwater, or surface water which could

threaten human health or the environment.

II.A.2. - The Permittee Ehall construct all hazardous waste'management units in
accordance with the approved designs and specifications that are included in
the Application, except for minor changes deemed necessary by the Permittee to
facilitate proper construction of the hazardous waste management units., Minor
deviations from the approved designs or specifications necessary to
accommodate proper construction shall be noted on the as-built drawings and
the rationale for thosgse deviations shall be provided in written narrative form
to the Department. After completion of construction of each hazardous waste
management unit, the Permittee shall submit final as-built drawings and the
narrative report to the Department as part of the construction certification

documentation specified im Condition I.R. of this permit.

IT.B. RECEIPT OF OFFSTITE WASTE AND SHIPMENT OF ONSITE WASTE -

1. The Permittee is not authorized to accept; and therefore, shall not

recelve hazardous waste generated cutside the UMCDF site.
2. The Permittee shall not send any material or waste off-site that has

detectable amounts of GB, VX, and HD. Only material or wastes meeting the

agent-free 3X or 5X criteria may be sent off-site.

II.C. GENERAL WASTE ANALYSIS




IT1.C.1.

IT.C.2.

II.C.3.

II.C.4.

IT1.C.5.
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The Permittee shall comply with all requirements in accordance with 40 CFR
§264.,13 and shall follow the procedures described in the Waste Analysis Plan,

included as Attachment 2 of this permit.

The Permittee may not accept an unidentified waste for storage or treatment

until it has keen completely characterized and this permit has been modified.

The Permittee shall utilize the methods of the Waste Analysis Plan, in
Attachment 2 of this permit, for the analysis of any of the wasteg listed in

the Part A Application, in Attachment 1 of this permit.

The Permittee shall verify that the metal scrap generated from the operation
of the DFS, DUN, and MPF (subjected to 1000°F for at least 15 minutes) is
agent free, either through testing at the Chemical Agent/Munition Disposal
System (CAMDS), the Department of Army's Johnson Atoll Chemical Agent Disposal
System (JACADS)}, or at the UMCDF site. Until verification results are
accepted as valid by the Department the metal scrap shall be managed as
hazardous waste. The Department shall notify the Permittee in writing that

the verification results have been accepted as valid.

The Permittee shall submit an updated Waste Analysis Plan as a permit
modification in accordance with 40 CFR §270.42 upon receipt of the agent
purity/waste characterization database and Tocele Chemical Demilitarization
Facility (TOCDF) waste analysis issues being resolved or within sixty (60)

days of the effective date of this permit condition.

IT.D. SECURITY PROCEDURES

II.D.1.

The Permittee shall comply with the Security Procedures set forth under 40 CFR
§264.14(b)and (¢} and as described in Volume IX, Section F-1 of the
Application. The map of the UMCDF site depicting the location of fencing and
gates for the UMCDF site and the entire UMDA Facility is located in Volume I,

Section B Figures B-2-2 and B-4-1 of the Application.
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The Permittee shall comply with all requirements under 40 CFR §264.15
(a)and{b) {1})and follow the Inspection Procedures and Schedules included as

Attachment 3 of this permit.

The Permittee shall remedy any deterioration or malfunction {(of equipment or

structures) discovered during an inspection as required by 40 CFR §264.15(c).

The Permittee shall record all inspection reports in the operating record for
each permitted hazardous waste management site as required by 40 CFR

§264.15{d) .

The permittee may make only the following changes to the inspection plan

without first obtalining a permit modification:

Upon certification of closure of an individual waste management unit, any
portion of the Inspection Plan specific to the operation of that unit may be

deleted from the Inspection Plan, Attachment 3 of this permit,

The Permittee may add inspection parameters to an existing inspection form,
table, or figure in cases where such additional parameters will result in a

more comprehensive or detailed Inspection Plan.

The Permittee may create additional inspection forms, tables, or figures to
address ingpection parameters for equivalent or superior replacement equipment

which must be routinely inspected.

ITI.F. TRAINING PLAN

IT.F.1.

The Permittee shall ensure that all personnel who handle hazardous waste are
trained in hazardous waste management, safety procedures and emergency

procedures, as applicable to their job description in accordance with 40 CFR
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§264.16 and by following the outlines and procedures in Volume XII, Section H

of the Application.

II.G. EPREPAREDNESS AND PREVENTION

I1.G.1. The Permittee shall follow the preparedness and prevention procedures in
Volume IX, Section F and Volume II, Sections D-1a, D-1f, D-1g, D-1j, and D-2
of the Application and Table D-1-13 located in Volume II, Section D-1 of the

Application.

IT.G.2. The Permittee shall operate and perform preventative maintenance, inspections
and repair of the equipment listed in Table 2-1, at a minimum, in accordance
with manufacturer's specificatioﬁs. The Permittee shall maintain records of
inspections, preventative maintenance and repair activities on this egquipment
with schedules, (reflecting minimum and planned frequency for the performance
of these preventative maintenance activities) in the operating record of each
permitted hazardous waste management unit in accordance with Condition I.0. of

this permit.

IT.H. CONTINGENCY PLAN

IT.H.1. The Permittee shall follow the procedures and schedules outlined in the

Contingency Plan, in Volume X, Section G of the Application.

II.4.2. If chemical agent is detected by the UMCDF site perimeter monitors above the
General Population Limits in Table 1-1 of this permit, the Permittee shall, in
addition to implementing the Contingency Plan , in Volume X, Section G of the
Application, perform a staged shutdown of all incineration operations at the
UMCDF site including waste feed cut offs, in accordance with the procedures

specified in Volume II, Section D-5 through D-9 of the Application.

II.H.3. The Permittee shall not reinstate process operations after shutdown under

either Condition II.H.Z. of this permit or shutdown as a result of a major
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explosion, as designated in Volumes X through XI, Section G of the

Application, unless the following has occurred:

ITI.H.3.4. The Permittee has submitted a request to resume operations to the

Department accompanied by the following information:
a. Detailed description of the accident/incident;

bh. The cause of the accident as determined by the results of

investigation of the accident;
c. The corrective action(s) taken;

d. A copy of the notification received by the Permittee from the Program
Manager for Chemical Demilitarization that operations are authorized

Lo resume.

II.H.3.ii. The Department has provided the Permittee a written approval to resume

operaticns.

IT.H.4. The Permittee shall not commence normal coperations of the UMCDF site pursuant
to this permit until the Department determines the required elements of the
Contingency Plan in Volume X and XI, Section G of the Application are in
place. The Departmenf determinaticn shall be written and placed in the
Administrative Record and will be addressed to the DPermittee.[40 CFR

270.32 (b) (2)1

II. H.5. The Permittee shall submit a permit modification request to propose a
monitoring detection program within 260 days of the effective date of this
permit condition. The goal of the monitoring program is to serve as a
historiecal record of potential release from the UMCDF, provide detection
monitoring and perimeter monitoring of releases from the UMCDF, and provide
aid in assessing and potential plume migration. Such a monitoring detection

program may, and should, include the potential release from stacks and areas
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ocutside the MDB (e.g., HVAC), and storage of munitions, as might be required

in the future by a storage permit issued by the Department.
II.IL. EEP EPQRTI

I1.1.1. In addition to the recordkeeping and reporting requirements specified

elsewhere in thig permit, the Permittee ghall comply with the following:

i. The Permittee shall maintain a written or electronic operating record at the
UMDA Faclility, in accordance with 40 CFR §264.73{a} for all records identified

in 40 CFR §264.73(b) (1) through (b) (12).

ii. _The Permittee shall, by March 31 of each year, submit to the Department a
certification pursuant to 40 CFR §264.73(a), signed in accordance with 40 CFR
§264.,73 (b) {9), that the Permittee has a program in place to reduce the wvolume
and toxicity of hazardous waste generated to the degree determined by the
Permittee to be economically practicable; and the proposed method of
treatment, storage, or disposal is the most practicable method currently
available to the Permittee which minimizes the present and future threat to

human health and the envirconment.

iii. The Permittee shall submit a biennial report covering the activities of each
permitted hazardous waste management unit to the Department in accordance with

40 CFR §8262.41, 264.75, and 40 CFR §270.30(1) (9).

iv. The Permittee shall submit to the Department any additional reports specified

in accordance with 40 CFR §264.77.

V. All reports, notifications, applications, or other materials required to he
submitted to the Department shall be submitted at the address shown in

Condition 1.Z.1. of this permit.

vi. All reports, notifications, applications, or other materials required to be

submitted to the Regional Administrator shall be submitted to the Hazardous
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Waste Management Division Director at the EPA Regional address shown in

Condition I.%Z.2. of this permit.

II.J. CLOSURE

I1.J.1.

IT.J.2.

iI.J.3.

I1.J.4.

II.J.5.

The Permittee shall amend the Closure Plan, included in Volume XII, Section I
of the Application, in accordance with 40 CFR §264.112(c¢) and submit it to the
Department for review and approval at least 180 calendar days prior to the
date scheduled for commencing closure and whenever the Permittee finds it
necessary to revise the Closure Plan. The amended Closure Plan must address,
but not be limited to, sampling and closure procedures of surrounding soils
that air dispersion modeling indicates potential deposition resulting in

levels of hazardous constituents above background.

The Permittee shall not commence closure of any hazardous waste management
unit without first receiving approval of the Closure Plan for that unit from

the Department.

Within ninety (90} calendar days of the Permittee's receipt of the written
approval from the Department for any hazardous waste management unit’s
Closure Plan, in accordance with 40 CFR §270.41 of the modified closure plan,
the Permittee shall close the hazardous waste management unit in accordance

with the approved plans.

The Permittee shall decontaminate or dispose of all UMCDF site equipment as
specified in the Closure Plan included in Volume XII, Section I of the

Application.

The Permittee shall meet the general closure performance standard as specified
in 40 CFR §264.111 during closure of all hazardous waste management units at
the UMDA Facility. Compliance with 40 CFR 8§264.111 shall require closure of
each hazardous waste management unit in accordance with Condition II.J. and

the Closure Plan, included in Volume XII, Section I of the Application.
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II.J.6. The Permittee shall provide certificaticn statements upon completion of
¢losure for each hazardous waste management unit when that hazardous waste
management unit at the UMDA Facility has been closed in accordance with
the applicable specifications in the Closure Plan, as required by 40 CFR
§264.115.

II.J.7. PFor all hazardcus waste management units, minor deviations from the permitted
closure procedures necessary to accommodate proper closure shall be described
in a narrative form with the closure certification statements. The Permittee
shall describe the rationale for implementing minor changes as part of this
narrative report. Within sixty (60) calendar days after completion of c¢losure
of each hazardous waste management unit the Permittee shall submit the

certification statements and narrative report to the Department.

II.J.8. 1In the event that any hazardous waste management unit cannot be clean closed
by removing hazardous waste, hazardous waste constituents, contaminated
subsoil, and any contaminated groundwater as specified in the Closure Plan,
the Permittee shall submit the modified closure and post-closure plan for that
hazardous waste management unit to the Department, as a permit modification
regquest, in accordance with 40 CFR §270.41. Within thirty (30) calendar days
of the date that the Department notifies the Permittee in writing that the
unit shall be closed as a landfill, in accordance with 40 CFR §264.118(a).

IT.K. EINANCIAL ASSURANCE FOR FACILITY CLOSURE

The Permittee is exempt from the closure financial assurance reguirements, as

specified in 40 CFR §264.143.
II.L. COST ESTIMATE FOR FACTLITY CLOSURE

The Permittee is exempt from the cost estimate requirements in accordance with

40 CFR § 264,140(c).

IT.M. LIARILITY REOQUIREMENTS

All Federal Title 40 CFR citations are Oregon Rule as adopted by OAR 340-100-002




1I.N.

II.N.1.

ii.

iii.

iwv.

II.N.2.

DRAFT e Umatilla Chemical Agent Disposal Facility
I.D. No.: OR6 213 820 917

MODULE II

Page 42 of 251 Pages

The Permittee ig exempt from the liability coverage for sudden and accidental
occurrence reguirements, as specified in 40 CFR § 264.140(c}. If any
Permittee is not a federal or state agency, the Permittee must provide
liability insurance in accordance with ORS 466.105(5). The liability

insurance will be reviewed and approved by the Department.

POST-TRIAL BURN RISK ASSESSMENT REQUIREMENTS

The Permittee shall submit for Department approval within 360 days after the
effective date of this permit condition a Post-Trial Burn Risk Assessment
Workplan that must, at a minimum, but not be limited to, address the following

items:

Who will perform the Post-Trial Burn Risk Assessment (PostRA).

What resources will be dedicated to perform the PostRA

Describe the schedule to perform the RA

Describe the status of submitting the PostRA protocol, as required by permit

condition II.N.2., and in accordance with 40 CFR §270.33 (a) (2}.

Provide an operational history and data evaluation of the on-site

metecrological station

The Permittee shall submit for Department approval, a PostRA protocol within
540 days within the effective date of this permit condition. The PostRA will
address, at a minimum, but not be limited to, the following essential

elements:

a. A protocol to address at a minimum, but not be limited to, the
chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) that were determined to

contribute at least 10% of the cancer and non-cancer risk as
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determined in the Pre-Trial Burn Risk Assessment for the four human

health scenarios and for the ecological assessment.

. A protocol that assegses the potential incremental risk after each

trial burn

c. A list of COPCs with updated toxicity and chemical values, to include
those COPCs originally evaluated in the Pretrial Burn Risk Assessment,

newly identified compounds, and mass of unidentified emissions.

d. A determination of the air dispersion model(s) to be used and the

algorithms (equations, for example) to assess receptor exposure.

e. Trial burn/performance test stack and exit gas parameter

II.N.3. The Permittee cannot begin trial burn operations (except permit conditions
VI.A.l through VI.A.5) without receiving Department approvals in accordance

with permit conditions II.N.1 and II.N.2.

II.N.4. The Permittee shall operate an on-site metecrological station to collect
sufficient data in order to perform the Post-Trial Burn Risk Assessment until

closure of the UMCDF.

IT.O. CARBON FILTER QPERATION

I7.0.1. The Munition Demilitarization Building {MDB) and Laboratory filter systems

shall be monitored as follows:

i. Continuous chemical agent monitoring and data recording utilizing the ACAMS
and the DAAMs will be performed between carbon banks 1 and 2, 2 and 3, 3 and
4, 4 and 5, 5 and 6, and in the filter stack. The ACAMS monitoring between
carbon banks 1 and 2, 2 and 3, 3 and 4, and 4 and 5 will be conducted by a

single ACAMS connected to a manifold that samples each location between carbon
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banks sequentially. The ACAMS monitoring between carbon banks 5 and 6 and the
filter stack will include a dual dedicated ACAMS which will alternate sampling

and the analytical cycle times.

ii. Continuous pressure drop monitoring and data recording will be performed

across each prefilter and high efficiency particulate air filter element.

IT.0.2. The MDB and Laboratory filter systems shall be maintained according to Table

2-2 of this permit.

II.0.3. All carbon banks shall be changed out prior to commencing a new chemical agent

campaign.

I1.0.4., Prefiiters and high efficiency particulate air filters shall be changed when

the pressure drop across the filter element exceeds 1¢-inch water column.

IX.0.5. The MDB and Laboratory filter systems shall be leak checked in accordance with

Army SOPsg at the following minimum frequencies:

i. Initial set-up of filter unit leak check;
a. Carbon trays shall be leak checked prior to installatiom.
b. Carbon banks shall be leak checked once carbon trays are in place in
the unit.
ii. Leak check frequency after initial set-up of filter unit;
a. Carbon banks and filter elements shall be leak checked whenever an

element of the bank is installed, modified or replaced.

b. Carbon banks and filter elements shall be leaked checked at least

semi-annually.
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¢. Carbon banks and filter elements shall be leak checked following

painting or fire in ventilation area.

IT.0.6. The heating, ventilation, and air conditioning stack that services the carbon
filter operation must have an ACAMS monitor. The emigsions from the carbon

filter operation shall not exceed the following concentrations:

Chemical Agent - Conceptration (mg/m’)

¥X —GB Hp
Maximum Hourly Rolling
Average Stack Bmisgion: 0.00006 0.00006 0.006
Maximum Inggaﬁ;ggggus
Stack Emission 0.0003 0.0003 0.03

II.P. AIR EMISSTON STANDARDS

IT.P.1. GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Phage I Organic Alr Emission Standards consist of 40 CFR Part 264, for hazardous waste
treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) facilities. Part 264.1032 and Part 265.1032
contain emissicn standards for process vents associated with distillation,
fractionation, thin-film evaporation, solvent extraction, and air or steam stripping
operations that procegss hazardous waste with an annual average total organic
concentration of at least ten (10} parts per million (ppm) by weight. Part 264.1058
contain emission standards that address leaks from specific equipment {(i.e., pumps,
valveg, compressors, eteg.) that contains or contacts hazardous waste that has a total

organic concentration of at least ten percent by weight.:

Iz.P.2. STANDARDS

i. Prior to constructing any equipment with process vents subject to the

requirements of Part 264.1032 the Permittee shall supply the specific Part B
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information regquired pursuant to 40 CFR §270.24, and shall obtain a permit
modification in accordance with the provisions of 40 CFR §270.421.[40 CFR
Subpart AA]

it. Prior to constructing any additional equipment subject to the requirements of
Part 264, the Permittee shall supply the specific Part B information required
pursuant to Part 270.25, and shall obtain a pexmit modification in accordance

with the provisions of 40 CFR §270.42.[40 CFR Subpart BB]

iii. The Permittee shall comply with the organic air emission standards for
equipment leaks in Part 264.1050 as applicable and as specifically set forth

in Attachment 3 of this permit. [40 CFR Subpart BB]

iw, The permittee shall comply with the organic air emission standards for tanks
and containers as set forth in 40 CFR Subpart C€C. The Permittee shall obtain
a permit modification to incorporate 40 CFR Subpart CC standards into the Part
B application and the permit within 230 days after the effective date of this

permit condition., [40 CFR §270.32(b) (2)]

TABLE 2-1 UMCDF SITE PROCESS AREAS AND EQUIPMENT

UNPACK AREA

Conveyor Systems
Airlock

ROCKET PROCESS SYSTEM

Computerized Process Control System Interlocks
Monorail With Lifting Device System

Indexing Drum

Rotary Metering Input Assembly

Blast Gate Vvalves

Blast Gates/Doors

Airhole puncher

Drain puncher
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Rocket Shear Machine/Burster Size Reduction Machine

Conveyor System

MINE PROCESS SYSTEM

Computerized Process Control System Interlocks
Monorail with Lifting Device System

Conveyor Systems

Glove Box

Blast Gates/Doors

Blast Gate Valves

Mine Machine

Drain Station

Pushout Station

ROJECT BSOS TN YST
Computerized Process Control System Interlocks
Monorail with Lifting Device System
Conveyor Systems
Blast Gates/Doors
Blast Gate Valves
Projectile/Mortar Disassembly Machines
Multiposition Loader
Lift Station

Pick & Place Device

TAINER PROCE YSTEM
Computerized Process Control System Interlocks
Monorail with Lifting Device System
Conveyor Systems
Bulk Drain Station

Lift Station X
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I.D. No.:

TABLE 2-2 CARBON CHANGEOUT SCHEDULE
CHEMICAL | DETECTION MONITOR LOCATION BANKS TO BE REPLACED TIME FRAME FOR
AGENT LEVEL BANKS REPLACEMENT
VX, GB ABOVE TWA BETWEEN BANKS 1 AND 2 (REPLACE BANKS 1 AND 2 |WITHIN 3 MONTHS
OF THE AFFECTED OF DETECTION
Mustard |Above TWA CARBON FILTER UNIT
VX, GB ABOVE TWA BETWEEN BANKS 2 AND 3 |REPLACE BANKS 1, 2,3 WITHIN 3 MONTHS
AND 6 OF THE AFFECTED |OF DETECTION
Mustard |Above TWA CARBON FILTER UNIT
VX, GB ABOVE TWA BETWEEN BANKS 3 AND 4 |REPLACE BANKS 1,2,3,4, |SUSPENSION OF
AND 6§ OF THE AFFECTED |CHEMICAL AGENT
Mustard |Above TWA CARBCN FILTER UNIT PROCESSING BEING
ADDRESSED BY TEE
FILTER UNIT AND
IMMEDIATE
REPLACEMENT
VX, GB ABOVE TWA BETWEEN BANKS 4 AND REPLACE ALL BANKS OF SUSPENSION OF
5, 5 AND ¢ THE AFFECTED CARBON CHEMICAL AGENT
Mustard |Above TWA FILTER UNIT PROCESSING BEING
ADDRESSED BY THE
FILTER UNIT AND
IMMEDIATE
REPLACEMENT
VX, GB .2 ASC FILTER STACK REPLACE ALL BANKS OF SUSPENSICN OF
THE AFFECTED CARBON CHEMICAL AGENT
Mustard .2 TWA FILTER UNIT PROCESSING BEING
ADDRESSED BY THE
FILTER UNIT AND
IMMEDIATE
REFPLACEMENT
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MODULE III - CONTAINER STORAGE

The UMCDF site shall be permitted for one container storage area, divided
into two parts designated as the East and West Storage Areas which are part
of the Container Handling Building (Figure 3-1 of the permit). The
Container Handling Building (CHB) shall be limited to the storage of
munitions and various munition components containing chemical agents,
explosives, propellants, and bulk containers containing chemical agents
(hazardous waste numbers D001, D002, D003, D004, DQ0O5, D006, D007, D008,
D009, D010, D011, D022, D028, D030, D043).

The UMCDF site shall have two 90 day storage areas: the Residue Handling
Area (RHA} within the Process and Utility Building and the Toxic
Maintenance Area (TMA)} in the Munitions Demilitarization Building. Aall
containers in the RHA and TMA shall be managed in accordance with the

generator requirements of Part 262.34 as less than 90 day storage areas.

Munitions will be stored in large on-site transport containers {ONCs) which
are resistant to leaks due to fires, drops, and collisions. The permitted
container storage area has conveyor tracks that route the ONCs to the
Munitions Demilitarization Building (MDB) for demilitarization processing.
Secondary containment for the permitted area of the CHB is provided by the

CHB sump and trenches and by the bermed portion of the CHB floor.

ITTI.A. CONTAINER HANDLING BUTIDING DESTGN, CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION

ITT.A.1. The Permittee shall design and construct the CHB as specified in:

i.

All applicable drawings in Volume V, Attachment D-3 of the Application




ii.

ITI.Aa.2.

ii.

iii.

ITT.A.3.

IIT.B.

III.B.L.

ITT.B.2.
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The applicable specifications found in Volume VI, Attachment D-3 of the

Application.

The Permittee shall design and construct the secondary containment sump

systems identified in Table 3-2 of the permit as specified in:
All applicable drawings in Volume V, Attachment D-3 of the Application;

The applicabkle specifications found in Volume VI, Attachment D-3 of the

Application; and,
Table 4-4 of this permit.

The Permittee shall operate the CHB as specified in Volume II, Sections

D-3{a}) (2}, (3), (4) and {5) of the Application.
TED AND PROEIBITED WASTE I HE STORAGE

The Permittee shall only store the munitions containing the hazardous
wastes listed in Table 3-1 of this permit in the permitted storage area
of the CHB in accordance with the terms of this permit. Chemical
munitions will be stored in the permitted storage area only when
contained within an ONC with an exception to spray tanks which have

their own shipping/overpack containers.

The permitted container storage area shall consist of the East and West
Storage Areas within the CHB as designated in Figure 3-1 of this permit.
The Permittee shall not store ONCs within the unloading areas, the
conveyor corridor, or the 1lift areas of the CHB as designated in Figures

3-1 of this permit.
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IIT.B.3. The Permittee shall not store more than 24 ONCs in the East or West

Storage Areas or more than a total of 48 ONCs in the permitted storage

area of the CHB at any one time.

III.B.4. The Permittee shall not exceed the maximum allowable number of munitions

per individual ONC as specified below and shall not exceed the maximum

alleowable number of munitions in the permitted storage area of the CHB

as specified below:

Munition Maximum Maximum
Allowable Allowable
Munitions/ONC Munitions/CHB
155 mm Projectile 72 3456
8" Projectile 36 1728
MC-1 Bomb ({750 1b.) 4 192
M55 Raocket 30 1440
Mine (w/activators 36 1728
and fusges)
Ton Container 2 26
Spray Tank NA 16
MK-94 Bomb (500 1lb,) 5 240

TII.C. CONDITION QF ONCS

III.C.1. If an ONC holding hazardous waste is not in good

severe rusting, apparent structural defects)

condition (e.g.,

or if the ONC begins teo

leak, the Permittee shall transfer the ONC to the Toxic Mailntenance Area

{(TMA} for immediate unloading of it’s contents and complete

decontamination prior to removal of the ONC from the TMA.

III.C.2. If an ONC has been found to be not in good condition as specified in

permit condition III.C.1,

the ONC shall not be used to transport
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chemical agent containing munitions or ton containers until the
defective ONC has been decontaminated, repaired and re-certified

according to the manufacturer’s specifications.

IIT.D. COMPATIBILITY QOF WASTE WITH QNCS

The Permittee shall assure that the ability of the ONCs to contain the
hazardous waste, munitions and ton containers is not impaired, in

accordance with 40 CFR §264.172.

IIT.E. MANAGEMENT OF ONCS

IIT.E.1. The permittee shall deliver ONCs to the CHB only during daylight hours.
ONCs containing leaking munitions will be processed before all other
ONCs. The Permittee shall keep all CNCs closed during storage and
transport. The Permittee shall not handle or store ONCs in a manner

which may rupture the ONC or cause it to leak.

III.E.2. ONCs containing leaking munitions shall not be returned to K-Block for

storage or accumulation without Department approval.

III.E.3. The Permittee shall nct place any munition in an ONC that previously
held chemical munitions in which a leak was detected unless the ONC has

been completely decontaminated.

IITI.E.4. Any ONC that remains in the CHB longer than seven (7) days ghall be
tested for leaking munitions/ton containers, at least once every seven
days from the date the ONC entered the permitted storage area of the CHB
according to Attachment 3 of this permit and Volume III, Attachment D-2

of the Application.
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ITI.E.5. The Permittee shall ensure that each ONC is clearly marked to identify
its content and the date each period of accumulation began as specified

in 40 CFR §268.50(a) (2} {i).

IIL.F. NDARY NTAL EM

III.F.1. The secondary containment system in the Container Handling Building
shall consist of the bermed floocr area, all sumps listed in Table 3-2 of

this permit and any associated trenches.

III.F.2. The Permittee shall operate the secondary containment system in

accordance with Volume IX, Section F of the Application.

III.F.3. Sealants and coatings for the secondary containment system will be
chemical resistant epoxy as specified in volume VI, Attachment D-3,
Secticn D-4B-18 of the Application. The floor, sump and trenches
located in the CHB will be inspected weekly according to permit

condition III.G.

III.F.4. The Permittee shall consider any materials or liguids detected in the
secondary sumps to be a hazardous waste until the Permittee has sampled
and analyzed the materials or liguids for chemical agent, TCLP metals,
TCLP organics and any other suspected hazardous waste or hazardous waste
constituents, in accordance with the methods in the Waste Analysis Plan

in Attachment 2 of this permit.

III.F.5. The Permittee shall send those ligquids that are determined to be
hazardous waste to a Spent Decontamination Holding Tank. Materials or
liguids that are sampled and analyzed and found not to be hazardou