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Moss samples = 346 in 2013                Air quality monitor

Source: USFS 



Monitoring Included:

● 12 different sampling locations
● 10 metals  
● 3 meteorological stations



-Existing regulations reduce toxics for many facilities

- But they have gaps 
• Based on federal regulations that aren’t Oregon-specific
• Don’t cover all industry types and toxics
• Don’t account for how toxics affect the health of people
  living near facilities

-New opportunity for regulations that address health
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- Using input from technical workgroup, regional forums and agency 

analysis, the rules advisory committee is discussing and considering:
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conservative 
and easy to 

calculate

detailed and 
site-specific

Minimal 
risk. No 
permit 

required
Level 1: simple screening for facilities with minimal risk

Level 2: simple screening for facilities above minimal risk

Level 3: simple modeling for next level of facilities 

Level 4: refined modeling

Analysis 5: health risk 
assessment

Below 
allowable 

risk. 
Permit 

required 

Above allowable risk.
Permit, risk reduction plan and additional community engagement required 



First, a facility would need to calculate their emission rates.



•
•

•



•
–
–
–

•

•





Sum of 
Ratios



 1: 
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If all three were below 0.5, 
the facility would screen 

out as de minimis. 

For de minimis facilities, no 
permit or annual reporting 

required.
Facility data would be kept in 
a database and available for 

records requests.
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But, they’re not, so this 
facility has to proceed to 

analysis #2.



If all three of these were 
below allowable risk, the 

facility would comply with 
allowable risk levels at the 

analysis 2 level. 

Permit and annual reporting 
would be required.

Opportunity for public 
comment as part of 
permitting process.

 

But, they’re not, so this 
facility has to proceed to 

analysis #3.
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emissions rate
(pounds/year)

air concentrations
(µg/m3) 

at range of 
distances from 

facility

air dispersion model
(AERSCREEN)
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Risk estimate calculation using AERSCREEN model results and RBCs

Sum of 
Ratios
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    0.64

               
                     
                 

   0.71

Sum of 
Ratios



All three are under the 
facility allowable risk, so 

facility complies with 
allowable risk levels at the 

analysis 3 level.

Permit and annual reporting 
required. Opportunity for 

public comment as part of 
permitting process.

If they hadn’t been below, 
they could proceed to 

more detailed modeling.
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Risk Reduction Plan
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Community Engagement 



If a facility: 
• Has TBACT (or equivalent) installed on all non-exempt 
emissions units; and 
• Cannot comply with the Facility Allowable Risk Level, then 
facility: 
• Can apply for a Conditional Risk Level
➢  Must review TBACT every 5 years
➢  Must review new technologies annually for emissions 

units where feasible TBACT controls do not exist
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isk - defining areas 







Supplemental Assessment  
7/1/2017 – 6/30/2018

SB 5701 $2.5M General Funds 3/2/2016 – 6/30/2019

Ongoing Fee Structure
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