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(16) Complex nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. Table 12 shows this
category based on category 15 above but with substantive review increased from 41 business days to 125 business
days. This represents approximately 6 months for the substantive review time-frame.

(17) Nonlandfill solid waste voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) approval. This
license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-152(B) and governed by A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is not sub-
ject to sanctions because the Department does not collect fees from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not
required. Application components are identified at R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated application form.
Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 15 above, Table 12 shows 15 business days
for administrative completeness review and 47 business days for substantive review.

(18) Nonlandfill solid waste voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) cancellation
approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-152(C) and governed by R18-7-207. This license is
not subject to sanctions because the Department does not collect fees from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model
E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not
required. Application components are identified at R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated application form.
Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 16 above, Table 12 shows 15 business days
for administrative completeness review and 27 business days for substantive review.

b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-frame requirements for
the reasons given below. 

(1) Solid waste definition exemption. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-701.01. This license
accrues by notifying the Director of some proposed activity. In other words, it is a notice (Model B) license that does
not require the Department to issue the license. Therefore, this license is not subject to Article 7.1 requirements.

(2) Septage hauler license. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S § 49-104(B)(14) and governed by
A.A.C. R18-8-613. This is a Model D license because substantive review of uniform application components is
required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-8-614. Several
counties act as the Department's agent in accepting applications for this license and perform a certain amount of
administrative review. Some counties charge a fee; some do not. When submitted by counties, review time begins
only upon submission. The Department has determined that this license is not subject to Article 7.1 requirements
because it is issued within 7 days after receipt of the initial application in accordance with A.R.S. § 41-1073(D).

13) Table 13: Special Waste Licenses

a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

The Department issues the following licenses as part of the state's special waste management program in accordance
with A.R.S. §§ 49-701 through 49-881 and 49-851 through 49-868 and administered by the Department's Solid Waste
Section of the Waste Programs Division. The following numbered license categories appear on Table 13 with the
same corresponding numbers in parentheses. The arrangement of licenses categories on Table 13 is as follows.

Group I: Special waste licenses.
Waste from shredding motor vehicles alternative sampling plan approval (1).
Special waste temporary treatment facility approval (2).

Group III: Special waste facility plan licenses.
Existing special waste facility plan approval (3).
New special waste facility plan approval without/with a public hearing (4-5).
New special waste facility operation temporary authorization (6).

Group III: Special waste facility amendment licenses.
Special waste facility plan type III substantial change (7).
Special waste facility plan type IV substantial change without/with a public hearing (8-9).

Group IV: Special waste facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses.
Standard special waste discharging facility AP new permit without/with a public hearing (10-11).
Complex special waste discharging facility AP new permit without/with a public hearing (12-13)
Standard special waste discharging facility AP major modification permit without/with a public hearing (14-15).
Complex special waste discharging facility AP major modification permit without/with a public hearing (16-17)
Standard/complex special waste discharging facility AP other modification permit (18-19)
Special waste discharging facility AP permit transfer approval (20).
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Special waste discharging facility AP closure plan approval (21)
Standard/complex special waste discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval (22-23).
Special waste discharging facility AP voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) approval (24).
Special waste discharging facility AP VEMUR cancellation approval (25).

Group I: Special waste licenses.

(1) Waste from shredding motor vehicles alternative sampling plan approval.   This license is authorized and
identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-762 and 49-857 and is governed by A.A.C. R18-8-307(A). This license is not subject to
sanctions because the Department does not collect fees from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license
because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a pubic hearing is not required.
Application components are identified in rule at R18-8-307(A). Table 13 shows 5 business days (approximately 7 cal-
endar days) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 5 business days for the substantive review
time-frame.

(2) Special waste temporary treatment facility approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-
762 and 49-857 and is governed by A.A.C. R18-8-1610. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Depart-
ment does not collect fees from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of
non-uniform application components is required and a pubic hearing is not required. Application components are
identified in rule at R18-8-1607 and R18-13-403. Table 13 shows 32 business days (approximately 45 calendar days)
for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 62 business days (approximately 90 calendar days) for the
substantive review time-frame.

Group II: Special waste facility plan licenses. The Department’s solid waste section administers this group of
licenses governing special waste facilities that handle auto shredder fluff or petroleum contaminated soil. The appli-
cation components for the auto shredder fluff licenses are identified at R18-8-307. The application components for
the petroleum contaminated soil licenses are identified at R18-8-1601 through R18-8-1614.

(3) Existing special waste facility plan approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-
762.03(A)(2). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issu-
ance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model
E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a pubic hearing is not
required. Application components are identified at R18-8-307 and R18-8-1601 through R18-8-1614 and include a
Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-13-701 through
R18-13-703. A.R.S. § 49-762.04 identifies certain application review times: 30 calendar days for administrative com-
pleteness review plus another 15 calendar days if the Department issues a notice of administrative deficiencies and a
licensing decision within 180 calendar days after administrative completeness. Table 13 shows 32 business days
(approximately 45 calendar days) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 124 business days
(approximately 180 calendar days) for the substantive review time-frame.

(4) New special waste facility plan approval with no public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-762.03(A)(1). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants
for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This
is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a pubic hear-
ing is not required. Application components are identified at R18-8-307 and R18-8-1601 through R18-8-1614 and
include a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-13-
701 through R18-13-703. A.R.S. § 49-762.04 identifies certain application review times: 30 calendar days for admin-
istrative completeness review plus another 15 calendar days if the Department issues a notice of administrative defi-
ciencies and a licensing decision within 90 calendar days after administrative completeness. Table 13 shows 32
business days (approximately 45 calendar days) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 62 busi-
ness days (approximately 90 calendar days) for the substantive review time-frame.

(5) New special waste facility plan approval with a public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-762.03(A)(1). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants
for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This
is a Model F license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a pubic hearing is
required. Application components are identified at R18-8-307 and R18-8-1601 through R18-8-1614 and include a
Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-13-701 through
R18-13-703. A.R.S. § 49-762.04 identifies certain application review times: 30 calendar days for administrative com-
pleteness review plus another 15 calendar days if the Department issues a notice of administrative deficiencies, a pro-
posed licensing decision within 90 calendar days after administrative completeness, the holding of a public hearing
within 45 calendar days after the proposed decision, issuance of a notice of technical deficiencies, if issued, within 30
calendar days after the hearing, and issuance of the final decision within 15 calendar days after receipt of applicant's
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response to the deficiency notice. Table 13 shows 32 business days (approximately 45 calendar days) for the adminis-
trative completeness review time-frame and 124 business days (approximately 180 calendar days) for the substantive
review time-frame. This represents the calendar times in statute assuming 1 day for the public hearing and 1 day for
the applicant to respond to the deficiency notice.

(6) New special waste facility operation temporary authorization. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-762.03. This license is not subject to sanctions because no application review fees are required. This is a
Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a pubic hearing is not
required. Application components are identified in statute at A.R.S. § 49-762.03(C) and require site inspection. Table
13 shows 21 business days (approximately 30 calendar days) for the administrative completeness review time-frame
and 41 business days (approximately 60 calendar days) for the substantive review time-frame.

Group III: Special waste facility amendment licenses. The Department’s solid waste section administers this group
of licenses governing special waste facilities that handle auto shredder fluff or petroleum contaminated soil. The
application components for the auto shredder fluff licenses are identified at R18-8-307. The application components
for the petroleum contaminated soil licenses are identified at R18-8-1601 through R18-8-1614

(7) Special waste facility plan type III substantial change. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-
762.06(B). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance,
those fees are deposited into a Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and no pubic hearing is required. Appli-
cation components are identified at R18-8-307 and R18-8-1601 through R18-8-1614 and include a Department-gen-
erated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-13-701 through R18-13-703.
Table 13 shows 21 business days (approximately 30 calendar days) for the administrative completeness review time-
frame and 41 business days (approximately 60 calendar days) for the substantive review time-frame.

(8) Special waste facility plan type IV substantial change with no public hearing. This license is authorized and
identified at A.R.S. § 49-762.06(B). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from
applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive
review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and
a pubic hearing is not required. Application components are identified at R18-8-307 and R18-8-1601 through R18-8-
1614 and include a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at
R18-13-701 through R18-13-703. Table 13 shows 21 business days (approximately 30 calendar days) for the admin-
istrative completeness review time-frame and 41 business days (approximately 60 calendar days) for the substantive
review time-frame.

(9) Special waste facility plan type IV substantial change with a public hearing. This license is authorized and
identified at A.R.S. § 49-762.06(B). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from
applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive
review. This is a Model F license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public
hearing are required. Application components are identified at R18-8-307 and R18-8-1601 through R18-8-1614 and
include a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-13-
701 through R18-13-703. Table 13 shows 21 business days (approximately 30 calendar days) for the administrative
completeness review time-frame and 62 business days (approximately 90 calendar days) for the substantive review
time-frame.

Group IV: Special waste facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses. These AP licenses are
described here as a separate group from those in Tables 10 and 12 above because they are administered by the special
waste program. Discussion of the AP licenses listed under Group I (wastewater facilities) in Table 10 above, how-
ever, applies here as well.

(10) Standard special waste discharging facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is autho-
rized and required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This
license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are
deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because
substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Applica-
tion components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-generated applica-
tion form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the
analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 1 above, Table 13 shows 35 business days for administrative
completeness review and 186 business days for substantive review.

(11) Standard special waste discharging facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized
and required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This
license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are
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deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model F license because
substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing after issuance of a proposed permit is
required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-
generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-
108. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 2 above, Table 13 shows 35 business
days for administrative completeness review and 232 business days for substantive review.

(12) Complex special waste discharging facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is autho-
rized and required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This
license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are
deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because
substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Applica-
tion components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-generated applica-
tion form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the
analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 3 above, Table 13 shows 35 business days for administrative
completeness review and 249 business days for substantive review.

(13) Complex special waste discharging facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized
and required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This
license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are
deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model F license because
substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing after issuance of a proposed permit is
required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-
generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-
108. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 4 above, Table 13 shows 35 business
days for administrative completeness review and 295 business days for substantive review.

(14) Standard special waste discharging facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. This
license is authorized and required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through
R18-9-130. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance,
those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not
required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-
generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-
108. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 5 above, Table 13 shows 35 business
days for administrative completeness review and 186 business days for substantive review.

(15) Standard special waste discharging facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. This
license is authorized and required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through
R18-9-130. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance,
those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model F
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing after issuance of a
proposed permit is required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and
require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-
101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 6 above, Table 13
shows 35 business days for administrative completeness review and 232 business days for substantive review.

(16) Complex special waste discharging facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. This
license is authorized and required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through
R18-9-130. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance,
those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not
required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-
generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-
108. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 7 above, Table 13 shows 35 business
days for administrative completeness review and 249 business days for substantive review.

(17) Complex special waste discharging facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. This
license is authorized and required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through
R18-9-130. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance,
those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model F
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing after issuance of a
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proposed permit is required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and
require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-
101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 8 above, Table 13
shows 35 business days for administrative completeness review and 295 business days for substantive review.

(18) Standard special waste discharging facility AP other modification permit. This license is authorized and
required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is
subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited
into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive
review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application compo-
nents are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-generated application form,
site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis and
discussion under Table 10, license category 9 above, Table 13 shows 35 business days for administrative complete-
ness review and 186 business days for substantive review.

(19) Complex special waste discharging facility AP other modification permit. This license is authorized and
required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is
subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited
into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive
review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application compo-
nents are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and R18-9-120 through R18-9-121 and require a Depart-
ment-generated application form and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 10 above, Table 13 shows 35 business days
for administrative completeness review and 249 business days for substantive review.

(20) Special waste discharging facility AP permit transfer approval. This license is authorized and required by
A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130.   This license is subject to
sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a
Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive
review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application compo-
nents are identified in rule at R18-9-121(E) and require a Department-generated application form and an initial fee.
The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10,
license category 11 above, Table 13 shows 21 business days for administrative completeness review and 32 business
days for substantive review.

(21) Special waste discharging facility AP closure plan approval. This license is authorized and required by
A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is subject to
sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a
Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive
review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application compo-
nents are identified in rule at R18-9-116 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an
initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis and discussion under
Table 10, license category 12 above, Table 13 shows 21 business days for administrative completeness review and 41
business days for substantive review.

(22) Standard special waste discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. This license is authorized and
required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is
subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited
into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive
review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application compo-
nents are identified in rule at R18-9-116 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an
initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis and discussion under
Table 10, license category 13 above, Table 13 shows 21 business days for administrative completeness review and 41
business days for substantive review.

(23) Complex special waste discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. Table 13 shows this category
based on category 28 above with substantive review increased from 41 business days to 125 business days. This rep-
resents approximately 6 months for the substantive review time-frame.

(24) Special waste discharging facility AP voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR)
approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-152(B) and governed by A.A.C. R18-7-207. This
license is not subject to sanctions because the Department does not collect fees from applicants for its issuance. This
is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public
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hearing is not required. Application components are identified at R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated
application form. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 5, license category 15 above, Table 13 shows 15
business days for administrative completeness review and 47 business days for substantive review.

(25) Special waste discharging facility AP VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and required
by A.R.S. § 49-152(C) and governed by R18-7-207. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department
does not collect fees from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-
uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identi-
fied at R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated application form. Following the analysis and discussion under
Table 10, license category 16 above, Table 13 shows 15 business days for administrative completeness review and 27
business days for substantive review.

b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

The Department has determined that the following license is not subject to Article 7.1 time-frame requirements for
the reasons given below.

(1) Special waste generator identification number. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-762
and 49-857 and is governed by A.A.C. R18-8-302(A). This is a Model D license because substantive review of uni-
form application components is required and a pubic hearing is not required. Application components are identified
in rule at R18-8-302(A) and require a Department-generated application form. This license is not subject to licensing
time-frames because the Department issues them within 7 calender days in accordance with A.R.S. § 41-1073(D).

(2) Special waste shipper identification number. The reason for the exclusion of this category from this rule are the
same as for Category 1 above. Application components are identified at R18-8-303(A).

(3) Special waste receiving facility identification number. The reason for the exclusion of this category from this
rule are the same as for Category 1 above. Application components are identified at R18-8-304(A).

(4) Special waste facility plan type II change. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-762.06(C).
This license is a Model B license because notice is required from the applicant but the Department does not actually
issue the license which means the license is not subject to time-frame requirements.

14) Table 14: Landfill Licenses

a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

The Department issues the following licenses as part of the state's landfill management program in accordance with
A.R.S. §§ 49-701 through 49-881 and administered by the Department's Solid Waste Section of the Waste Programs
Division. The following numbered license categories appear on Table 14 with the same corresponding numbers in
parentheses. The arrangement of licenses categories on Table 14 is as follows.

Group I: Solid waste landfill facility plan licenses.
Existing landfill facility plan approval (1).
New landfill facility plan approval without/with a public hearing (2-3).
New landfill operation temporary authorization (4).

Group II: Solid waste landfill facility amendment licenses.
Solid waste facility plan type III substantial change (landfill) (5).
Solid waste facility plan type IV substantial change (landfill) without/with a public hearing (6-7).

Group III: Solid waste landfill facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses.
Standard landfill discharging facility AP new permit without/with a public hearing (8-9).
Complex landfill discharging facility AP new permit without/with a public hearing (10-11).
Standard landfill discharging facility AP major modification permit without/with a public hearing (12-13).
Complex landfill discharging facility AP major modification permit without/with a public hearing (14-15).
Standard/complex discharging facility AP other modification permit (16-17).
Landfill discharging facility AP permit transfer approval (18).
Landfill discharging facility AP permit closure plan approval (19).
Standard/complex discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval (20-21).

Group I: Solid waste landfill facility plan licenses. Currently, the Department’s solid waste section administers this
group of licenses governing municipal and non-municipal solid waste landfill facilities. The application components
for the municipal solid waste landfill licenses are identified at A.R.S. § 49-761(B) which incorporates by reference 40
CFR Part 258. The application components for the non-municipal solid waste landfill licenses are identified at A.R.S.
§ 49-762.07(E) which incorporates by reference 40 CFR Part 257.
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(1) Existing landfill facility plan approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-761(B). This
license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are
deposited into a Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because
substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a pubic hearing is not required. Applica-
tion components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-761(B) and 49-762.07(E) and require a Department-generated appli-
cation form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-13-701 through R18-13-703. A.R.S. § 49-
762.04 identifies certain application review times: 30 calendar days for administrative completeness review plus
another 15 calendar days if the Department issues a notice of administrative deficiencies and a licensing decision
within 180 calendar days after administrative completeness.   Table 14 shows 32 business days (approximately 45
calendar days) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 124 business days (approximately 180 cal-
endar days) for the substantive review time-frame.

(2) New landfill facility plan approval with no public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §
49-761(B). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance,
those fees are deposited into a Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a pubic hearing is not
required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-761(B) and 49-762.07(E) and require a Department-
generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-13-701 through R18-13-
703. A.R.S. § 49-762.04 identifies certain application review times: 30 calendar days for administrative completeness
review plus another 15 calendar days if the Department issues a notice of administrative deficiencies and a licensing
decision within 90 calendar days after administrative completeness. Table 14 shows 32 business days (approximately
45 calendar days) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 62 business days (approximately 90
calendar days) for the substantive review time-frame.

(3) New landfill facility plan approval with a public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §
49-761(B). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance,
those fees are deposited into a Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model F
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a pubic hearing is required. Applica-
tion components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-761(B) and 49-762.07(E) and require a Department-generated appli-
cation form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-13-701 through R18-13-703. A.R.S. § 49-
762.04 identifies certain application review times: 30 calendar days for administrative completeness review plus
another 15 calendar days if the Department issues a notice of administrative deficiencies, a proposed licensing deci-
sion within 90 calendar days after administrative completeness, the holding of a public hearing within 45 calendar
days after the proposed decision, issuance of a notice of technical deficiencies, if issued, within 30 calendar days after
the hearing, and issuance of the final decision within 15 calendar days after receipt of applicant's response to the defi-
ciency notice. Table 14 shows 32 business days (approximately 45 calendar days) for the administrative completeness
review time-frame and 124 business days (approximately 180 calendar days) for the substantive review time-frame.
This represents the calendar times in statute assuming 1 day for the public hearing and 1 day for the applicant to
respond to the deficiency notice.

(4) New landfill operation temporary authorization. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-
762.03(C). This license is not subject to sanctions because no application review fees are required. This is a Model E
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a pubic hearing is required. Applica-
tion components are identified in statute at A.R.S. § 49-762.03(C) and require site inspection. Table 14 shows 21
business days (approximately 30 calendar days) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 41 busi-
ness days (approximately 60 calendar days) for the substantive review time-frame.

Group II: Solid waste landfill facility amendment licenses. Currently, the Department’s solid waste section admin-
isters this group of licenses governing municipal and non-municipal solid waste landfill facilities. The application
components for the municipal solid waste landfill amendment licenses are identified at A.R.S. § 49-761(B) which
incorporates by reference 40 CFR Part 258. The application components for the non-municipal solid waste landfill
amendment licenses are identified at A.R.S. § 49-762.07(E) which incorporates by reference 40 CFR Part 257.

(5) Solid waste facility plan type III substantial change (landfill). This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-762.06(B). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for
its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is
a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and no pubic hearing is
required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-761(B) and 49-762.07(E) and require a Department-
generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-13-701 through R18-13-
703. Table 14 shows 21 business days (approximately 30 calendar days) for the administrative completeness review
time-frame and 41 business days (approximately 60 calendar days) for the substantive review time-frame.
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(6) Solid waste facility plan type IV substantial change (landfill) with no public hearing. This license is autho-
rized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-762.06(B). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects
fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund, and the application requires
substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and
no pubic hearing is required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-761(B) and 49-762.07(E) and
require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-13-
701 through R18-13-703. Table 14 shows 21 business days (approximately 30 calendar days) for the administrative
completeness review time-frame and 41 business days (approximately 60 calendar days) for the substantive review
time-frame.

(7) Solid waste facility plan type IV substantial change (landfill) with a public hearing. This license is authorized
and identified at A.R.S. § 49-762.06(B). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees
from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund, and the application requires substan-
tive review. This is a Model F license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a pubic
hearing is required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-761(B) and 49-762.07(E) and require a
Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-13-701 through
R18-13-703. Table 14 shows 21 business days (approximately 30 calendar days) for the administrative completeness
review time-frame and 62 business days (approximately 90 calendar days) for the substantive review time-frame.

Group III: Solid waste landfill facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses. These AP
licenses are described here as a separate group from those in Table 10 above because they are administered by the
solid waste landfill program. Discussion of the AP licenses listed under Group I (wastewater facilities) in Table 10
above, however, applies here as well.

(8) Standard landfill discharging facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and
required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is
subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited
into an Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substan-
tive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application com-
ponents are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-generated application form,
site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis and
discussion under Table 10, license category 1 above, Table 14 shows 35 business days for administrative complete-
ness review and 186 business days for substantive review.

(9) Standard landfill discharging facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and
required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is
subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited
into an Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model F license because substan-
tive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing after issuance of a proposed permit is
required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-
generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-
108. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 2 above, Table 14 shows 35 business
days for administrative completeness review and 232 business days for substantive review.

(10) Complex landfill discharging facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and
required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is
subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited
into an Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substan-
tive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application com-
ponents are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-generated application form,
site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis and
discussion under Table 10, license category 3 above, Table 14 shows 35 business days for administrative complete-
ness review and 249 business days for substantive review.

(11) Complex landfill discharging facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and
required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is
subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited
into an Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model F license because substan-
tive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing after issuance of a proposed permit is
required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-
generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-
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108. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 4 above, Table 14 shows 35 business
days for administrative completeness review and 295 business days for substantive review.

(12) Standard landfill discharging facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. This license is
authorized and required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-
130. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those
fees are deposited into an Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license
because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required.
Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-generated
application form and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis
and discussion under Table 10, license category 5 above, Table 14 shows 35 business days for administrative com-
pleteness review and 186 business days for substantive review.

(13) Standard landfill discharging facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. This license is
authorized and required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-
130. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those
fees are deposited into an Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model F license
because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing after issuance of a proposed
permit is required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a
Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through
R18-14-108. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 6 above, Table 14 shows 35
business days for administrative completeness review and 232 business days for substantive review.

(14) Complex landfill discharging facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. This license is
authorized and required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-
130. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those
fees are deposited into an Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license
because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required.
Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-generated
application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Follow-
ing the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 7 above, Table 14 shows 35 business days for admin-
istrative completeness review and 249 business days for substantive review.

(15) Complex landfill discharging facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. This license is
authorized and required by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-
130. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those
fees are deposited into an Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model F license
because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing after issuance of a proposed
permit is required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a
Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through
R18-14-108. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 8 above, Table 14 shows 35
business days for administrative completeness review and 295 business days for substantive review.

(16) Standard landfill discharging facility AP other modification permit. This license is authorized and required
by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is subject
to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into an
Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive
review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application compo-
nents are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-generated application form,
site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis and
discussion under Table 10, license category 9 above, Table 14 shows 35 business days for administrative complete-
ness review and 186 business days for substantive review.

(17) Complex landfill discharging facility AP other modification permit. This license is authorized and required
by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is subject
to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into an
Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive
review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application compo-
nents are identified in rule at R18-9-107 through R18-9-109 and require a Department-generated application form,
site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis and
discussion under Table 10, license category 10 above, Table 14 shows 35 business days for administrative complete-
ness review and 249 business days for substantive review.
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(18) Landfill discharging facility AP permit transfer approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S.
§§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is not subject to
sanctions because the Department does not collect fees from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license
because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required.
Application components are identified in rule at R18-9-121(E) and require a Department-generated application form
and an initial fee. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 11 above, Table 14 shows
21 business days for administrative completeness review and 32 business days for substantive review.

(19) Landfill discharging facility AP closure plan approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. §§
49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is subject to sanctions
because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into an Department
fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-
uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identi-
fied in rule at R18-9-116 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The
fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license
category 12 above, Table 14 shows 21 business days for administrative completeness review and 41 business days for
substantive review.

(20) Standard landfill discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. This license is authorized and required
by A.R.S. §§ 49-241 through 49-251 and governed by A.A.C. R18-9-101 through R18-9-130. This license is subject
to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into an
Department fund, and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive
review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application compo-
nents are identified in rule at R18-9-116 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an
initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-14-101 through R18-14-108. Following the analysis and discussion under
Table 10, license category 13 above, Table 14 shows 21 business days for administrative completeness review and 41
business days for substantive review.

(21) Complex landfill discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. Table 14 shows this category based on
Category 23 above with substantive review increased from 41 business days to 125 business days. This represents
approximately 6 months for the substantive review time-frame.

b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-frame requirements for
the reasons given below.

(1) Landfill registration. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-747(A). This license is a Model B
license because notice is required from the applicant but the Department does not actually issue the license which
means the license is not subject to time-frame requirements.

(2) Solid waste landfill facility plan type II change (MSWLF) determination. This license is authorized and iden-
tified at A.R.S. § 49-762.06(C). This license is a Model B license because notice is required from the applicant but
the Department does not actually issue the license which means the license is not subject to time-frame requirements.

(3) Solid waste landfill facility plan type II change (non-MSWLF) determination. This license is authorized and
identified at A.R.S. § 49-762.06(C). This license is a Model B license because notice is required from the applicant
but the Department does not actually issue the license which means the license is not subject to time-frame require-
ments.

15) Table 15: Medical Waste Licenses.

This table is reserved.

16) Table 16: Waste Tire, Lead Acid Battery and Used Oil Licenses

a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

The Department issues the following licenses as part of the Department's implementation of the state's recycling pro-
gram. The following numbered license categories appear on Table 16 with the same corresponding numbers shown in
parentheses. The arrangement of licenses categories on this Table is as follows.

Group I: Waste tire licenses.
Waste tire collection site registration (1).
Mining off-road waste tire collection facility license (2).
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Group II: Lead acid battery licenses.
Lead battery collection or recycling facility authorization (3).

Group III: Used oil licenses.
Used oil collection center registration number (4).

Group I: Waste tire licenses.

(1) Waste tire collection site registration. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 44-1303. This license
is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees for the review of applications. This license is a
Model D license because substantive review of uniform application components is required and a public hearing is
not required. Application components are identified at R18-8-302(A) and required a Department-generated applica-
tion form. Table 16 shows this category with 11 business days (approximately 15 calendar days) for the administra-
tive completeness review time-frame and 21 business days (approximately 30 calendar days) for the substantive
review time-frame.

(2) Mining off-road waste tire collection facility license. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 44-
1304 and governed by A.A.C. R18-8-511 and R18-8-706. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Depart-
ment collects no fees for the review of applications. This license is a Model E license because substantive review of
non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are
identified A.R.S. § 44-1304. Table 16 shows this category with 32 business days (approximately 45 calendar days)
for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 62 business days (approximately 90 calendar days) for the
substantive review time-frame.

Group II: Lead acid battery licenses.

(3) Lead battery collection or recycling facility authorization. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §
44-1322(C). This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees for the review of applica-
tions. This license is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is
required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in statute at A.R.S. § 49-
857.01(A) and require a Department-generated application form. Table 16 shows this category with 32 business days
(approximately 45 calendar days) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 62 business days
(approximately 90 calendar days) for the substantive review time-frame.

Group III: Used oil licenses.

(4) Used oil collection center registration number. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-
802(C)(1). This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees for the review of applica-
tions. This license is a Model D license because substantive review of uniform application components is required
and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. § 49-802(C)(1). Table 16 shows
this category with 11 business days (approximately 15 calendar days) for the administrative completeness review
time-frame and 21 business days (approximately 30 calendar days) for the substantive review time-frame.

b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-frame requirements
because they are issued within 7 days after receipt of the initial application in accordance with A.R.S. § 41-1073(D).

(1) Mining off-road waste tire burial notice. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 44-1304 and gov-
erned by A.A.C. R18-8-702(B).

(2) Used oil processor and re-refiner identification number. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §
49-802(A).

(3) Used oil burner identification number. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-802(A).

(4) Used oil marketer identification number. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-802(A). 

(5) Used oil transporter identification number. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-802(A).

17) Table 17: Hazardous Waste Licenses.

a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

The Department issues the following licenses as part of the department's implementation of the state's hazardous
waste disposal and management programs in accordance with A.R.S. §§ 49-901 through 49-932 and administered by
the Department's Hazardous Waste Section of the Waste Programs Division. The following numbered license catego-
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ries appear on Table 17 with the same corresponding numbers shown in parentheses. The arrangement of licenses cat-
egories on this Table is as follows.

Group I: RCRA new and renewal licenses.
Hazardous waste container or tank permit without/with a public hearing (1-2).
Hazardous waste surface impoundment permit without/with a public hearing (3-4).
Hazardous waste pile permit without/with a public hearing (5-6).
Hazardous waste incinerator or burning boiler and industrial furnace permit without/with a public hearing (7-8).
Hazardous waste land treatment permit without/with a public hearing (9-10).
Hazardous waste landfill facility permit without/with a public hearing (11-12).
Hazardous waste miscellaneous unit permit without/with a public hearing (13-14).
Hazardous waste drip pad permit without/with a public hearing (15-16).
Hazardous waste emergency permit (17).
Hazardous waste land treatment demonstration using field test or laboratory analysis permit (18).
Hazardous waste research, development, and demonstration permit (19).
Hazardous waste temporary authorization request approval (20).

Group II: RCRA modification licenses.
Hazardous waste permit transfer approval (21).
Hazardous waste Class I permit modification (22).
Hazardous waste Class 2 permit modification (23).
Hazardous waste Class 3 incinerator, burning boiler and industrial furnace, or landfill permit modification (24).
Hazardous waste Class 3 other permit modification (25).
Hazardous waste permit modification classification request (26).

Group III: Hazardous waste closure plan licenses.
Hazardous waste interim status facility partial closure plan approval (27).
Hazardous waste interim status facility final closure plan approval (28).
Hazardous waste post-closure permit without/with a public hearing (29-30).

Group IV: Hazardous waste voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) licenses.
Hazardous waste facility VEMUR approval (31).
Hazardous waste facility VEMUR cancellation approval (32).

The following list compares the substantive review time-frames (SRTF) in this draft rule for the main hazardous
waste license categories. These times are for applications not requiring a public hearing. Add 2 months for a public
hearing to these categories for those that must hold a public hearing if 1 is requested. Administrative completeness
review is 4 months for all permits except as noted otherwise.

SRTF = 4 months.
Emergency permit (2 weeks for administrative completeness).
Temporary authorization.

SRTF = 4½ months.
Partial closure plan approval.
Final closure plan approval.

SRTF = 6 months.
Permit transfer.
Class 1 modification.
Modification classification.

SRTF = 12 months (1 year).
Container only permit.
Tank only permit.

SRTF = 18 months.
Surface impoundment permit.
Pile permit.
Land treatment permit.
Miscellaneous unit permit.
Drip pad permit.
Land treatment demonstration using field test or laboratory analysis.
Research, development, and demonstration permit.
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Class 2 modification.
Class 3 other modification.
Post-closure plan approval.

SRTF = 24 months (2 years).
Incinerator permit.
Burning boiler and industrial furnace (BIF) permit.
Landfill facility.
Class 3 incinerator, BIF, or landfill modification.

Group I: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) new and renewal licenses. The following 20
RCRA-related state hazardous waste management license categories reflect those identified in 40 C.F.R. Subparts B
(§§ 270.10 through 270.29) and F (§§ 270.62 through 270.67).

(1) Hazardous waste container or tank permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-922 and A.A.C. R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees
from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substan-
tive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required
and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through
270.16 and 270.27 as incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspec-
tion and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). This category includes facilities characterized as con-
ducting storage operations. Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative
completeness review time-frame and 251 business days (approximately 1 year) for the substantive review time-
frame.

(2) Hazardous waste container or tank only permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and identi-
fied at A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from
applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive
review. This is a Model F license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public
hearing is required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.16 and 270.27
as incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee.
The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). This category includes facilities characterized as conducting storage opera-
tions. Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-
frame and 293 business days (approximately 14 months) for the substantive review time-frame. This is an increase of
approximately 2 months over the companion category 1 above not requiring a public hearing. This category is avail-
able for applications for containers or tanks only. Applications for a container or tank that also contain other hazard-
ous waste permitable items described in other categories below must be processed in those other categories.

(3) Hazardous waste surface impoundment permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and identi-
fied at A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from
applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive
review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and
a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14,
270.17 and 270.27 as incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspec-
tion and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4
months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 376 business days (approximately 18 months) for
the substantive review time-frame.

(4) Hazardous waste surface impoundment permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and identi-
fied at A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from
applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive
review. This is a Model F license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public
hearing is required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14, 270.17 and
270.27 as incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an
initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the
administrative completeness review time-frame and 418 business days (approximately 20 months) for the substantive
review time-frame. This is an increase of approximately 2 months over the companion category 3 above not requiring
a public hearing.

(5) Hazardous waste pile permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-
922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its
issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a
Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing



Arizona Administrative Register
Notices of Final Rulemaking

October 1, 1999 Page 3455 Volume 5, Issue #40

is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14 and 270.18 as
incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee.
The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administra-
tive completeness review time-frame and 376 business days (approximately 18 months) for the substantive review
time-frame.

(6) Hazardous waste pile permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-922
and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issu-
ance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model
F license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing is required. Appli-
cation components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14 and 270.18 as incorporated by R18-8-
270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at
R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness
review time-frame and 418 business days (approximately 20 months) for the substantive review time-frame. This is
an increase of approximately 2 months over the companion category 5 above not requiring a public hearing.

(7) Hazardous waste incinerator or burning boiler and industrial furnace (BIF) permit with no public hearing.
This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions
because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund
and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform
application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule
at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14, 270.19, 270.22, 262.62 and 270.66 as incorporated by R18-8-270 and require
a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G).
Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame
and 502 business days (approximately 2 years) for the substantive review time-frame.

(8) Hazardous waste incinerator or burning boiler and industrial furnace (BIF) permit with a public hearing.
This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions
because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund
and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model F license because substantive review of non-uniform
application components and a public hearing is required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R.
§§ 270.10 through 270.14, 270.19, 270.22, 262.62, and 270.66 as incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Depart-
ment-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17
shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 544
business days (approximately 26 months) for the substantive review time-frame. This is an increase of approximately
2 months over the companion category 7 above not requiring a public hearing.

(9) Hazardous waste land treatment permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from appli-
cants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review.
This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public
hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14 and
270.20 as incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an
initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the
administrative completeness review time-frame and 376 business days (approximately 18 months) for the substantive
review time-frame.

(10) Hazardous waste land treatment permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from appli-
cants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review.
This is a Model F license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing is
required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14 and 270.20 as incorpo-
rated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is
identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative com-
pleteness review time-frame and 418 business days (approximately 20 months) for the substantive review time-
frame. This is an increase of approximately 2 months over the companion category 9 above not requiring a public
hearing.

(11) Hazardous waste landfill facility permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from appli-
cants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review.
This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public
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hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14 and
270.21 as incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an
initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the
administrative completeness review time-frame and 502 business days (approximately 2 years) for the substantive
review time-frame.

(12) Hazardous waste landfill facility permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from appli-
cants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review.
This is a Model F license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing is
required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14 and 270.21 as incorpo-
rated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is
identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative com-
pleteness review time-frame and 544 business days (approximately 26 months) for the substantive review time-
frame. This is an increase of approximately 2 months over the companion category 11 above not requiring a public
hearing.

(13) Hazardous waste miscellaneous unit permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and identified
at A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from
applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive
review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and
a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14
and 270.23 as incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and
an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). This category includes facilities characterized as conducting
recycling operations. Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness
review time-frame and 376 business days (approximately 18 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(14) Hazardous waste miscellaneous unit permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and identified
at A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from
applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive
review. This is a Model F license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public
hearing is required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14 and 270.23
as incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee.
The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). This category includes facilities characterized as conducting recycling opera-
tions. Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-
frame and 418 business days (approximately 20 months) for the substantive review time-frame. This is an increase of
approximately 2 months over the companion category 13 above not requiring a public hearing.

(15) Hazardous waste drip pad permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S.
§ 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for
its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a
Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing
is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14 and 270.26 as
incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee.
The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administra-
tive completeness review time-frame and 376 business days (approximately 18 months) for the substantive review
time-frame.

(16) Hazardous waste drip pad permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §
49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for
its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a
Model F license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing is required.
Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §§ 270.10 through 270.14 and 270.26 as incorporated by
R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identi-
fied at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative complete-
ness review time-frame and 418 business days (approximately 20 months) for the substantive review time-frame.
This is an increase of approximately 2 months over the companion category 15 above not requiring a public hearing.

(17) Hazardous waste emergency permit. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-
270. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from applicants for its issuance.
This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public
hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. § 270.61 as incorporated by R18-8-
270 and require a Department-generated application form and site inspection. Table 17 shows 10 business days
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(approximately 2 weeks) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 84 business days (approximately
4 months) for the substantive review time-frame. Department experience is limited for this category in that only 2
applications have been received. The federal rules provide the ability for applicants to make oral requests and receive
oral authorizations. The oral license grant is then followed up with a written after-the-fact “application” by the appli-
cant. The Department has determined that oral grants made in the absence of a written application results in a license
not subject to Article 7.1 time-frame requirements. This is because Article 7.1 requires that a time-frame does not
start until a written application has been received. Here, the written application is not received until after the license
has been granted. For this reason, the Department believes that the Article cannot apply to such licensing activities.
The category described here, therefore, would apply only to licensing activity when a written application is received
by the Department prior to making a licensing decision.

(18) Hazardous waste land treatment demonstration using field test or laboratory analysis permit. This license
is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the
Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the
application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform appli-
cation components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at
40 C.F.R. § 270.63 as incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspec-
tion and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4
months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 376 business days (approximately 18 months) for
the substantive review time-frame.

(19) Hazardous waste research, development, and demonstration permit. This license is authorized and identi-
fied at A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270(Q). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees
from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substan-
tive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required
and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. § 270.65 as incorpo-
rated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is
identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative com-
pleteness review time-frame and 376 business days (approximately 18 months) for the substantive review time-
frame.

(20) Hazardous waste temporary authorization request approval. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from
applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application compo-
nents is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. §
270.42(e) as incorporated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated form and site inspection. Table 17
shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 84
business days (approximately 4 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

Group II: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) modification licenses. The following 6 RCRA per-
mits reflect those identified in 40 C.F.R. Subpart D (§§ 270.40 through 270.43).

(21) Hazardous waste permit transfer approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-922 and
R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance,
those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not
required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. § 270.40 as incorporated by R18-8-270 and
require a Department-generated application form and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17
shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 125
business days (approximately 6 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(22) Hazardous waste Class 1 permit modification. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-922 and
R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance,
those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not
required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. § 270.42(a) as incorporated by R18-8-270 and
require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-
270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-
frame and 125 business days (approximately 6 months) for the substantive review time-frame. Under RCRA, appli-
cants for a Class 1 permit modification can request the Department to process the application as if it were a Class 2
permit modification. In regards to licensing time-frame requirements, the Department expects to handle such requests
by processing them within the appropriate Class 2 category below.
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(23) Hazardous waste Class 2 permit modification. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-922 and
R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance,
those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not
required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. § 270.42(b) as incorporated by R18-8-270 and
require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-
270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-
frame and 376 business days (approximately 18 months) for the substantive review time-frame. Under RCRA, appli-
cants for a Class 2 permit modification can request the Department to process the application as if it were a Class 3
permit modification. In regards to licensing time-frame requirements, the Department expects to handle such requests
by processing them within the appropriate Class 3 category below.

(24) Hazardous waste Class 3 incinerator, BIF, or landfill permit modification. This license is authorized and
identified at A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees
from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substan-
tive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required
and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. § 270.42(c) as incor-
porated by R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee
is identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative com-
pleteness review time-frame and 502 business days (approximately 2 years) for the substantive review time-frame.

(25) Hazardous waste Class 3 other permit modification. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-
922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its
issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a
Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing
is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. § 270.42(c) as incorporated by R18-8-270
and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-
270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-
frame and 376 business days (approximately 18 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(26) Hazardous waste permit modification classification request. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-922 and R18-8-270. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from appli-
cants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review.
This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public
hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at 40 C.F.R. § 270.42(d) as incorporated by
R18-8-270 and require a Department-generated application form and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-
270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-
frame and 125 business days (approximately 6 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

Group III: Hazardous waste closure plan licenses.

(27) Hazardous waste interim status facility partial closure plan approval. This license is authorized and identi-
fied at A.R.S. § 49-922. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for
its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a
Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing
is not required. Application components are identified at 40 C.F.R. §§ 264 Subpart G and 265 Subpart G and require
a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G).
Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame
and 95 business days (approximately 4½ months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(28) Hazardous waste interim status facility final closure plan approval. This license is authorized and identified
at A.R.S. § 49-922. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its
issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a
Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing
is not required. Application components are identified at 40 C.F.R. §§ 264 Subpart G and 265 Subpart G and require
a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G).
Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame
and 95 business days (approximately 4½ months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(29) Hazardous waste post-closure permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-922. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issu-
ance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model
E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not
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required. Application components are identified at 40 C.F.R. § 270.1(c) and require a Department-generated applica-
tion form, site inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G). Table 17 shows 84 business days
(approximately 4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 376 business days (approxi-
mately 18 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(30) Hazardous waste post-closure permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-922. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issu-
ance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model
F license because substantive review of non-uniform application components and a public hearing is required. Appli-
cation components are identified at 40 C.F.R. § 270.1(c) and require a Department-generated application form, site
inspection and an initial fee. The fee is identified at R18-8-270(G).   Table 17 shows 84 business days (approximately
4 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 418 business days (approximately 20 months)
for the substantive review time-frame. This is an increase of approximately 2 months over the companion category
not requiring a public hearing.

Group IV: Hazardous waste voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) licenses.

(31) Hazardous waste facility VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-152(B)
and governed by A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department does not collect
fees from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application
components is required and no public hearing is required. Application components are identified at R18-7-207 and
require a Department-generated application form. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license cate-
gory 15 above, Table 17 shows 15 business days for administrative completeness review and 47 business days for
substantive review.

(32) Hazardous waste facility VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. §
49-152(C) and governed by A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department does
not collect fees from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform
application components is required and no public hearing is required. Application components are identified in stat-
ute at R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated application form. Following the analysis and discussion under
Table 10, license category 16 above, Table 17 shows 15 business days for administrative completeness review and 27
business days for substantive review.

b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-frame requirements for
the reasons given below.

(1) EPA identification number assignment. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-922. Applica-
tion components are identified in rule at A.A.C. R18-8-262(D), R18-8-263(B), R18-8-264(C), R18-8-265(C), and
R18-8-273. These rules, in turn, reference 40 C.F.R. §§ 260.10, 262.12, 263.11, 264.11, 265.11, 273.32, 279.42,
279.51, 279.62, and 279.73 and EPA 8700-12. This license is a Model B license because notice is required from the
applicant but the Department does not actually issue the license which means the license is not subject to time-frame
requirements.

18) Table 18:   Underground Storage Tank Licenses.

a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

The Department issues the following licenses as part of the state's underground storage tank (UST) regulation and
leaking UST (LUST) state assurance fund (SAF) programs in accordance with A.R.S. §§ 49-1001 through 49-1082
and administered by the Department's UST Section of the Waste Programs Division (for UST and LUST) and Office
of Fiscal Services of the Deputy Director's Office (for SAF). The following numbered license categories appear on
Table 18 with the same corresponding numbers shown in parentheses. The arrangement of licenses categories on this
Table is as follows.

Group I: Underground storage tank (UST) technical requirement licenses.
UST temporary closure extension request approval (1).

Group II: UST service provider licenses.
UST installation and retrofit service provider certification (2).
UST tightness testing service provider certification (3).
UST cathodic protection testing service provider certification (4).
UST decommissioning service provider certification (5).
UST interior lining service provider certification (6).
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Group III: Leaking UST (LUST) licenses.
LUST voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) approval (7).
LUST VEMUR cancellation approval (8).

Group IV: State assurance fund (SAF) licenses.
SAF firm pre-qualification approval (9).

Group I:   Underground storage tank (UST) technical requirement licenses.

(1) UST temporary closure extension request approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-
1008 and governed by R18-12-270. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees
from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application
components is required and a public hearing is not required. (See discussion of license processing models at §
I(C)(3)(a) above.) Application components are identified in rule at R18-12-270(F)-(G) and require a Department-
generated application form. No application review times are specified in statute or rule. By rule, if an application is
received no later than 30 days prior to the expiration of the 12-month temporary closure period, the applicant auto-
matically receives an extension until the Department makes its decision to grant or deny the license. If denied, the
extension continues for 180 days after receipt. This means that if denial is to occur, it is in the applicant's interest that
the denial occur as late as possible. Department experience is that well prepared applications usually result in early
decisions to grant and that poorly prepared applications usually require extensive interaction with the applicant in an
effort to achieve an approvable application. This suggests that short review deadlines will work to the detriment of
applicants especially as no refunds are possible in this license category. Applicants eager to receive this license can
encourage early approval by submitting complete applications in the 1st instance and as early as possible in advance
of the application deadline. Table 18 shows 42 business days for the administrative completeness review time-frame
(approximately 2 months) and 84 business days for the substantive review time-frame (approximately 4 months).
This is reasonable because the volume of requests for this license should remain low despite the December 22, 1998
deadline for upgrading UST systems. This is because the cost of the site assessment which must accompany the
request for extension of temporary closure represents the majority of the cost of permanent closure or change-in-ser-
vice. For this reason, the financial advantage of extending temporary closure is probably minimal in most cases.
Department experience is that the time to review and reach a licensing decision on an application for extension of
temporary closure is approximately the same as to review and reach a licensing decision on a closure report for com-
pliance. With the anticipated work load in late 1998 and early 1999, the above periods for administrative and substan-
tive review of extension requests should allow for processing of both the permanent closure reports and this license,
assuming Department resources for the review remain unchanged.

Group II:   UST service provider licenses. Each of these licenses is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-1082
and governed by R18-12-801 through R18-12-809. These licenses are not subject to sanctions because the Depart-
ment collects no fees from applicants for their issuance. These are Model D licenses because substantive review of
uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identi-
fied in rule at R18-12-806 and require a Department-generated application form. Certain application review times are
specified in rule at R18-12-806(C): a licensing decision shall be made within 30 calendar days of receipt and a notice
of administrative deficiencies, if made, shall be issued within 15 calendar days of receipt. These 2 calendar periods of
15 days each identified at R18-12-806(C) convert to business days as 11 days for the administrative completeness
review time-frame and 11 days for the substantive review time-frame. These together total 22 business days or 1 day
longer than the standard conversion of 30 calendar days to 21 business days. This is reasonably equivalent because
the 22 business days include the day of receipt whereas the 30 calendar days do not. These are the times shown on
Table 18 for all license categories in this group. Department experience is that all licensing decisions are made not
later than the 30-day rule limit. Applicants who fail to respond adequately to a notice of administrative deficiencies
before the 30-day rule limit are subject to routine denial of their applications.

(2) UST installation and retrofit service provider certification. This license is identified specifically at R18-12-
803(1). The requirements, circumstances, and time-frame assignments of this licence are as described above for all
licenses under this group.

(3) UST tightness testing service provider certification. This license is identified specifically at R18-12-803(2).
The requirements, circumstances, and time-frame assignments of this licence are as described above for all licenses
under this group.

(4) UST cathodic protection testing service provider certification. This license is identified specifically at R18-
12-803(3). The requirements, circumstances, and time-frame assignments of this licence are as described above for
all licenses under this group.
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(5) UST decommissioning service provider certification. This license is identified specifically at R18-12-803(4).
The requirements, circumstances, and time-frame assignments of this licence are as described above for all licenses
under this group.

(6) UST interior lining service provider certification. This license is identified specifically at R18-12-803(5). The
requirements, circumstances, and time-frame assignments of this licence are as described above for all licenses under
this group.

Group III:   Leaking underground storage tank (LUST) licenses.

Categories 6(a) through 6(d) are not included in today’s rule pending further discussion with stakeholders who raised
objections to the inclusion of these categories. The following explanations are those that would have appeared had
these categories been included in today’s rule. The Department expects to include these categories in its next annual
amendatory rulemaking for this Article when further consultation with the public concerning these categories has
been completed.

(6)(a) Standard LUST corrective action plan (CAP) approval with no public hearing. This license is authorized
and governed by A.R.S. § 49-1005. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees
from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application
components is required and a public meeting is not required. Application components are identified at 40 C.F.R. §§
280.66 and 280.67 and a Department-generated application form is required. No review times are identified in statute
or rule. This category is not included in today’s rule: The times for administrative and substantive review shown on
Table 18 are based on anticipated work-load and staffing. The availability of resources for CAP review is signifi-
cantly reduced (from the approximate 20% of UST/LUST Section Remedial Actions Unit staff time previously devoted
to these applications) to something in the area of 1% to 3% of available Unit staff time. The reduction of available
resources is due to the Remedial Actions Unit assuming full responsibility for technical review of SAF claims for both
pre-approval and reimbursement from the SAF contractor. While there is a potential for additional Department staff-
ing to handle the increased SAF work-load, the timing between the additional work and staffing will not be coinci-
dent. Table 18 shows 42 business days for the administrative completeness review time-frame (approximately 2
months) and 146 business days for the substantive review time-frame (approximately 7 months).

(6)(b) Standard LUST corrective action plan approval with a public hearing. This license is authorized and gov-
erned by A.R.S. § 49-1005. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from
applicants for its issuance. This is a Model F license because a public meeting is required in addition to substantive
review of non-uniform application components. Application components are identified at 40 C.F.R. §§ 280.66 and
280.67 and a Department-generated application form is required. No review times are identified in statute or rule.
This category is not included in today’s rule:   Table 18 shows 42 business days for the administrative complete-
ness review time-frame (approximately 2 months) and 209 business days for the substantive review time-frame
(approximately 10 months).

(6)(c) Complex LUST corrective action plan approval with no public hearing. This license is authorized and gov-
erned by A.R.S. § 49-1005. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from
applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application compo-
nents is required and a public meeting is not required. Application components are identified at 40 C.F.R. §§ 280.66
and 280.67 and a Department-generated application form is required. No review times are identified in statute or rule.
This category is not included in today’s rule:   Table 18 shows 42 business days for the administrative complete-
ness review time-frame (approximately 2 months) and 209 business days for the substantive review time-frame
(approximately 10 months).

(6)(d) Complex LUST corrective action plan approval with a public hearing. This license is authorized and gov-
erned by A.R.S. § 49-1005 and governed by 40 C.F.R. §§ 280.66 and 280.67. This license is not subject to sanctions
because the Department collects no fees from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model F license because a public
meeting is required in addition to substantive review of non-uniform application components. Application compo-
nents are identified at 40 C.F.R. §§ 280.66 and 280.67 and a Department-generated application form is required. No
review times are identified in statute or rule. This category is not included in today’s rule: Table 18 shows 42 busi-
ness days for the administrative completeness review time-frame (approximately 2 months) and 272 business days for
the substantive review time-frame (approximately 13 months).

(7) LUST VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-152(B) and governed by
A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from applicants
for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is
required and no public hearing is required. Application components are identified at R18-7-207. Following the analy-
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sis and discussion under Table 10, license category 15 above, Table 18 shows 15 business days for administrative
completeness review and 47 business days for substantive review.

(8) LUST VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-152(C) and gov-
erned by A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from
applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application compo-
nents is required and no public hearing is required. Application components are identified at R18-7-207 and require a
Department-generated application form. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 16
above, Table 18 shows 15 business days for administrative completeness review and 27 business days for substantive
review.

Group IV:   State assurance fund (SAF) licenses.

(9) SAF firm pre-qualification approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-1052(D) and gov-
erned by A.A.C. R18-12-602. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from
applicants for its issuance. This is a Model D license because substantive review of uniform application components
is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-12-602 and
require a Department-generated application form. No application review times are specified in statute or rule. Table
18 shows 11 business days (approximately 15 calendar days) for the administrative completeness review time-frame
and 42 business days (approximately 60 calendar days) for the substantive review time-frame. Department experi-
ence is that applications are received episodically and frequently several submissions are received simultaneously,
making prediction of processing times difficult.

Categories 9(a) through 9(d) are not included in today's rule pending further discussion with stakeholders who raised
objections to the inclusion of these categories. The following explanations are those that would have appeared had
these categories been included in today's rule. The Department expects to include these categories in its next annual
amendatory rulemaking for this Article when further consultation with the public concerning these categories has
been completed.

(9)(a) SAF pre-approval approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-1052 and governed by
R18-12-607 and R18-12-607.01. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from
applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application compo-
nents is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-12-601,
R18-12-607 and R18-12-607.01 and require a Department-generated application form. Certain application review
times are specified at R18-12-607.01(B) and (M). The rule requires the Department to issue a licensing decision
within 90 calendar days of receipt of the application but subject to a number of complex suspensions designed to
allow an applicant to cure deficiencies. The consequence of the Department's failure to issue a determination of tech-
nical deficiencies within 60 calendar days or a licensing decision within 90 calendar days (excluding suspension
days) is that applicants may proceed in the corrective actions described in the application. This category is not
included in today’s rule: Table 18 shows 21 business days (approximately 30 calendar days) for the administrative
completeness review time-frame and 42 business days (approximately 60 calendar days) for the substantive review
time-frame.

(9)(b) SAF direct payment approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-1052 and governed by
R18-12-607 and R18-12-607.01. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from
applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application compo-
nents is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-12-601,
R18-12-607 and R18-12-607.01 and require a Department-generated application form. Certain application review
times are specified in R18-12-607.01(B) and (M). The rule requires the Department to issue a licensing decision
within 90 calendar days of receipt of the application but subject to a number of complex suspensions designed to
allow an applicant to cure deficiencies. The consequence of the Department's failure to issue a determination of tech-
nical deficiencies within 60 calendar days or a licensing decision within 90 calendar days (excluding suspension
days) is that applicants may proceed in the corrective actions described in the application. This category is not
included in today’s rule: Table 18 shows 21 business days (approximately 30 calendar days) for the administrative
completeness review time-frame and 42 business days (approximately 60 calendar days) for the substantive review
time-frame.

(9)(c) Standard SAF reimbursement approval. This license is authorized and required at A.R.S. § 49-1052 and
A.A.C. R18-12-604 and R18-12-605. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees
from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application
components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at R18-12-601,
R18-12-604 and R18-12-605 and require a Department-generated application form. No application review times are
specified in statute or rule. This category is not included in today’s rule: Table 18 shows 42 business days (approx-
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imately 2 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 84 business days (approximately 4
months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(9)(d) Complex SAF reimbursement approval. This license is authorized and required at A.R.S. § 49-1052 and
A.A.C. R18-12-604 and R18-12-605. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees
from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application
components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-12-
601, R18-12-604 and R18-12-605 and require a Department-generated application form. No application review times
are specified in statute or rule. This category is not included in today’s rule: Table 18 shows 42 business days
(approximately 2 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 167 business days (approxi-
mately 8 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-frame requirements for
the reasons given below.

(1) UST notification. This Model B (notification) license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-1002 and is gov-
erned by A.A.C. R18-12-222. An UST owner must report to the Department within 30 days of installation of an UST
or change in information on a previously submitted notification form such as the acquisition of a facility or the clo-
sure of an UST. Failure to notify in a timely manner means that the UST owner is in violation of the law and is subject
to enforcement action. Obtaining the license through notification protects the owner from enforcement. Upon receipt
of the notification form, Department practice has been to assign an identification number to the owner or the facility,
if 1 is not already assigned. Any new number is then sent to the owner making the filing. There is no requirement in
statute or rule that identification numbers be assigned or disclosed to a notifier.

(2) UST permanent closure or change-in-service notice of intent. This Model B (notification) license is authorized
and required by A.R.S. § 49-1008 and is governed by A.A.C. R18-12-271(A). An UST owner or operator must file
this notice at least 30 days prior to a permanent closure or change-in-service. The license expires 6 months after noti-
fication. The Department issues a “closure number” upon receipt of the notice of intent although this is not required
by rule. Department practice is to inform the UST owner or operator of the closure number. Once issued, however,
the number is available for use by the UST owner or operator to arrange for an inspection by the Fire Marshal, an
activity required under the Uniform Fire Code (UFC) but not by the Department. A closure number is not required to
obtain the inspection although the Fire Marshall will probably ask the owner or operator for the number, if known. If
the Fire Marshall is unable to conduct an inspection, the Department may conduct 1 of its own. If conducted, the
inspection occurs under the Department's enforcement, not licensing, authority because the inspection is not required
to validate either the notice of intent or the subsequent UST permanent closure or change-in-service report.

(3) UST permanent closure or change-in-service reports. This Model B (notification) license is authorized and
required by A.R.S. § 49-1008 and is governed by A.A.C. R18-12-271. An owner or operator of an UST must file this
report with the Department within 30 days of completion of a permanent closure or change-in-service under R18-12-
271(D). Department practice is to review the report. This review is an enforcement, not a licensing, activity. If the
report concerns a permanent closure, Department practice is to send the reporter a letter acknowledging clean closure
if the Department so finds. If the Department does not find the closure to be clean, the Department forwards the report
to UST Technical Support Unit (TSU) Case Evaluation and Ranking Team (CERT) and sends a 14-day letter to the
UST owner or operator if the release has not already been reported. There is no rule requirement for this review and
resulting letter or referral to TSU CERT.

(4) UST release or suspected release reports. These Model B (notification) licenses are authorized and required by
A.R.S. § 49-1004 and governed by A.A.C. R18-12-234. An UST owner or operator must (1) report a release or sus-
pected release orally or in writing to the Department within 24 hours of detection and (2) submit a written report to
the Department describing the results of discovery activities within 14 days after the detection. Although the Depart-
ment usually contacts the reporter to obtain further information, there is no requirement to do so in statute, 40 C.F.R.
§§ 280.50 through 280.53, or rule.

(5) UST corrective action reports. These licenses are authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-1005 and governed by
A.A.C. R18-12-234. In addition to the UST corrective action plan appearing on Table 18, an UST owner or operator
must submit reports on free product removal and site characterization to the Department in accordance with A.R.S. §
49-1005 which, in turn, references 40 C.F.R. §§280.64 and 280.65. The Department is not required to review or
respond to these reports. Several other reports are received by the Department during the corrective action process
which are not addressed directly in statute or rule. Frequently, monitoring reports and other periodic reports of work
are submitted. All these are either Model B licenses or a form of compliance with license terms and conditions.
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(6) Petroleum UST financial responsibility report. This Model B (notification) license is authorized and required
by A.R.S. § 49-1006 and governed by A.A.C. R18-12-301. Owners and operators of petroleum UST systems must
report evidence of compliance with financial responsibility requirements. The Department is not required to respond
to these reports. If the Department determines a report insufficient, the Department will contact the reporter under the
Department's enforcement, not licensing, authority.

(7) UST SAF corrective action phase notice. This Model B license is authorized and required under A.R.S. § 49-
1052(O). An SAF eligible person must inform the Department prior to commencement of a phase of corrective action
or coverage will be lost for that phase. Upon receipt of the notice, the Department sends the eligible person certain
required information. The Department's response, although required by statute, does not confer permission; only
information.

(8) UST tax program. In addition, the Department administers the UST tax program authorized and required by
A.R.S. §§ 49-1031 through 49-1036 (Tit. 49, ch. 6, art. 2) and governed by A.A.C. R18-12-401 through R18-12-410
(Tit. 18, ch. 12, art. 4). This program collects an annual fee based on the quantity of regulated substances placed in a
tank during the year. The UST tax program's (1) tax payments, (2) reporting, invoicing, and affidavit requirements,
(3) refund requests, and (4) exemption certificates are all part of an annual compliance fee program and do not oper-
ate under the Department's licensing authority.

(9) UST fee program. The Department also administers the UST fee program authorized and required by A.R.S. §
49-1020 and governed by A.A.C. R18-12-501 (Tit. 18, ch. 12, art. 5). This program collects an annual fee of $100 for
each UST subject to the fee. This represents an annual compliance fee program and does not operate under the
Department's licensing authority.

(10) LUST risk assessment methodology approval request. This license is authorized by A.R.S. § 49-152 and gov-
erned by R18-7-208. Application components are identified in rule at R18-7-208(C). Certain licensing review times
are specified in rule at R18-7-208(D). This license is a Model B license because notice is required from the applicant
but the Department does not actually issue the license which means the license is not subject to time-frame require-
ments.

(11) LUST remediation close-out document request. This license is authorized by A.R.S. § 49-152 and governed
by R18-7-208. Application components are identified in rule at R18-7-208. This license is a Model B license because
notice is required from the applicant but the Department does not actually issue the license which means the license is
not subject to time-frame requirements.

(12) SAF grant. This license is not subject to Article 7.1 time-frame requirements because it occurs under the
Department's contractual, not licensing, authority and, therefore, falls within the express exception for contractual
activity at A.R.S. § 41-1005(16).

(13) SAF grant application. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-1072 and governed by R18-12-
701 through R18-12-714. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from appli-
cants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is
required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified in rule at R18-12-705 and R18-
12-706 and require a Department-generated application form. Licensees are permitted to enter into a grant agreement
with the Department. Denial of the license means the prospective licensee is prohibited from entering into an agree-
ment. As the grant itself is a contractual, not a licensing, activity by the Department, this draft rule does not show this
preliminary license as 1 subject to Article 7.1.

19) Table 19: WQARF Remediation Licenses

The Department issues the following non-fee licenses which are subject to licensing time-frame requirements as part
of the state's Water Quality Assurance Revolving Fund (WQARF) program in accordance with A.R.S. §§ 49-281
through 49-298 and the state's soil remediation program in accordance with A.R.S. §§ 49-151 through 49-152 and
administered by the Department's Remedial Projects Section of the Waste Programs Division. The following num-
bered license categories appear on Tables 19 and 19-S with the same corresponding numbers shown in parentheses.
Table 19 shows the licenses issued by the Phoenix Office and Table 19-S shows the licenses issued by the Southern
Regional Office. The arrangement of licenses categories on these tables is as follows:

WQARF preliminary investigation work plan approval (1).
WQARF remedial investigation work plan approval (2).
WQARF feasibility study work plan approval (3).
WQARF standard/complex remedial action plan (RAP) approval) (4-5).
WQARF determination of no further action approval (6).
WQARF site rescoring approval (7).
WQARF qualified business settlement approval (8).
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WQARF financial hardship settlement approval (9).
WQARF voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) approval (10).
WQARF VEMUR cancellation approval (11).

(1) WQARF preliminary investigation work plan approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§
49-282.06 and 49-287.01. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from appli-
cants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is
required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-152, 49-
282.06 and 49-287.01 and A.A.C. R18-7-201 through R18-7-209 and require site inspection. Tables 19 and 19-S
show 21 business days (approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 63 busi-
ness days (approximately 3 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(2) WQARF remedial investigation work plan approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-
282.06 and 49-287.03. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from appli-
cants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is
required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-152, 49-
282.06 and 49-287.03 and R18-7-201 through R18-7-209 and require site inspection. Tables 19 and 19-S show 21
business days (approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 63 business days
(approximately 3 months) for the substantive review time-frame. If a public hearing is held the substantive review
time is not increased because the hearing occurs concurrently with the other licensing activities.

(3) WQARF feasibility study work plan approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-282.06
and 49-287.03. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from applicants for its
issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required
and a public hearing is not required. Departmental approval of a baseline risk assessment is conducted as part of the
feasibility study work plan approval. Application components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-152, 49-282.06
and 49-287.03 and R18-7-201 through R18-7-209 and require site inspection. Tables 19 and 19-S show 21 business
days (approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 63 business days (approxi-
mately 3 months) for the substantive review time-frame. If a public hearing is held the substantive review time is not
increased because the hearing occurs concurrently with the other licensing activities.

(4) WQARF standard remedial action plan (RAP) approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§
49-282.06 and 49-287.04. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from appli-
cants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is
required and a public hearing is not required. Departmental approval of risk assessment-derived cleanup levels or
waiver of other regulatory or permit conditions is conducted as part of the RAP approval and memorialized with the
rest of the approval in a Record of Decision. Application components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-152, 49-
282.06 and 49-287.04 and R18-7-201 through R18-7-209 and require site inspection. Tables 19 and 19-S show 21
business days (approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 105 business days
(approximately 5 months) for the substantive review time-frame. If a public hearing is held the substantive review
time is not increased because the hearing occurs concurrently with the other licensing activities.

(5) WQARF complex remedial action plan (RAP) approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§
49-282.06 and 49-287.04. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from appli-
cants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is
required and a public hearing is not required. Departmental approval of risk assessment-derived cleanup levels or
waiver of other regulatory or permit conditions is conducted as part of the RAP approval and memorialized with the
rest of the approval in a Record of Decision. Application components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-152, 49-
282.06 and 49-287.04 and R18-7-201 through R18-7-209 and require site inspection. Tables 19 and 19-S show 21
business days (approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 146 business days
(approximately 5 months) for the substantive review time-frame. If a public hearing is held the substantive review
time is not increased because the hearing occurs concurrently with the other licensing activities.

(6) WQARF determination of no further action approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-
287.01. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from applicants for its issu-
ance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a
public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-287.01(F) and 49-287.01(G)
and require a site inspection. Tables 19 and 19-S show 42 business days (approximately 2 months) for the administra-
tive completeness review time-frame and 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the substantive review time-
frame.   If a public hearing is held the substantive review time is not increased because the hearing occurs concur-
rently with the other licensing activities.
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(7) WQARF site rescoring approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-287.01(F). This
license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from applicants for its issuance. This is a
Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing
is not required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. § 49-287.01(F) and require a site inspection. Tables
19 and 19-S show 21 business days (approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame
and 42 business days (approximately 2 months) for the substantive review time-frame. If a public hearing is held the
substantive review time is not increased because the hearing occurs concurrently with the other licensing activities.

(8) WQARF qualified business settlement approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-
292.01(A). This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from applicants for its
issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required
and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. § 49-292.01(B) and require a
Department-generated application form. Tables 19 and 19-S show 21 business days (approximately 1 month) for the
administrative completeness review time-frame and 42 business days (approximately 2 months) for the substantive
review time-frame.

(9) WQARF financial hardship settlement approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-
292.02(A). This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from applicants for its
issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required
and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. § 49-292.02(B).   Tables 19 and
19-S show 21 business days (approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 42
business days (approximately 2 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(10) WQARF voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) approval. This license is authorized
and required by A.R.S. § 49-152(B) and governed by A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is not subject to sanctions
because the Department collects no fees from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substan-
tive review of non-uniform application components is required and no public hearing is required. Application compo-
nents are identified at R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated application form. Following the analysis and
discussion under Table 10, license category 15 above, Tables 19 and 19-S show 15 business days for administrative
completeness review and 47 business days for substantive review.

(11) WQARF VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-152(C) and
governed by R18-7-207. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from appli-
cants for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is
required and no public hearing is required. Application components are identified at R18-7-207 and require a Depart-
ment-generated application form. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 16 above,
Tables 19 and 19-S show 15 business days for administrative completeness review and 27 business days for substan-
tive review.

20) Table 20: Voluntary Program Remediation Licenses

The Department issues the following licenses which are subject to licensing time-frame requirements as part of the
state's voluntary remediation program (VRP) in accordance with A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-282.05, the state’s
greenfields pilot program in accordance with A.R.S. §§ 49-153 through 49-157, and the state's soil remediation pro-
gram in accordance with A.R.S. §§ 49-151 through 49-152 and administered by the Department’s Voluntary Sites
Unit of the Waste Programs Division. The following numbered license categories appear on Table 20 with the same
corresponding numbers shown in parentheses. Those categories not shown with category numbers are not included in
today's rule. The arrangement of licenses categories on this table is as follows.

Group I: Voluntary program acceptance license.
Voluntary program eligibility determination (1).

Group II: Voluntary program greenfields remediation license.
Greenfields notice-to-proceed (NTP) approval (2).

Group III: Voluntary program brownfields remediation license.
Voluntary program brownfields certification (3).

The following groups and categories are not included in today's rule:

Group IV: Voluntary program WQARF remediation licenses.
Voluntary program WQARF remedial investigation work plan approval.
Voluntary program WQARF feasibility study work plan approval.
Voluntary program WQARF standard/complex remedial action plan (RAP) approval.
Voluntary program WQARF letter of completion.
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Voluntary program WQARF voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) approval.
Voluntary program WQARF VEMUR cancellation.

Group V: Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste remediation licenses.
Voluntary program standard/complex nonlandfill solid waste remediation work plan approval.
Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste VEMUR approval.
Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste VEMUR cancellation approval.

Group VI: Voluntary program special waste remediation licenses.
Voluntary program standard/complex special waste remediation work plan approval.
Voluntary program special waste VEMUR approval.
Voluntary program special waste VEMUR cancellation approval.
Group VII: Voluntary program hazardous waste remediation licenses.
Voluntary program standard/complex special waste remediation work plan approval.
Voluntary program hazardous waste VEMUR approval.
Voluntary program hazardous waste VEMUR cancellation approval.

Group VIII: Voluntary program leaking underground storage tank (LUST) remediation licenses.
Voluntary program standard LUST corrective action plan (CAP) approval without/with a public meeting.
Voluntary program complex LUST CAP approval without/with a public hearing.
Voluntary program LUST VEMUR approval.
Voluntary program LUST VEMUR cancellation approval.

All applicants for review under the voluntary program are charged application review fees. These applicants include
“true volunteers” and “quasi-volunteers.”

True volunteers have no A.R.S. Title 49 remediation obligations but still desire Department review of the remedial
activities. Failure by the Department to meet the time-frames on Table 20 will not result in refunds and excusals for
true volunteer applications because such applications can never contain requests for a “permission required by law”
as defined at A.R.S. § 41-1001(11).

Quasi-volunteers have A.R.S. Title 49 remediation obligations but have not yet been identified by the Department for
enforcement. Failure by the Department to meet the time-frames on Table 20 will result in refunds and excusals for
quasi-volunteer applications if the application contains a request for a “permission required by law” as defined at
A.R.S. § 41-1001(11).

The Department recognizes that the distinction between “true volunteers” and “quasi-volunteers” will divide appli-
cants in the voluntary remediation program into 2 groups depending on whether the applications are subject to Article
7.1 licensing time-frames or not. The Department expects this result, by necessity, to introduce a certain tension into
the review activities of the program with applications subject to Article 7.1 taking review precedence over those not
subject. This tension can be expected to increase as time-frames become shorter.

The Department solicited comment in the October 23, 1998, notice of proposed rulemaking on whether this analysis
was legally sound and how the program should determine which applications are rightfully subject to Article 7.1
licensing time-frame requirements, and how the program should respond to the tensions inherent between applica-
tions subject to time-frames and those that are not. The Department received no comment. The difficulty in distin-
guishing whether an application is being made a true volunteer and thus cannot be subject to time-frames statute is
one with important consequences. This is because these applications incur review fees. The refund of fees to persons
not entitled to receive them is certain to involve violations of other statutes governing the handling and disposition of
state monies. Until this matter can be successfully resolved, the high probability of true volunteers being applicants in
these categories requires the Department to postpone inclusion of these categories in today's rule.

Group I: Voluntary program acceptance license. This group consists of 1 license category which is permission for
a person to enter into the VRP rather than another Department program for oversight of the remediation.

(1) Voluntary program eligibility determination. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. 49-104(A)(17)
and 49-282.05. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department does not collects fees from applicants
for its issuance. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is
required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. 49-104(A)(17) and 49-
282.05. Table 20 shows 21 business days (approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-
frame and 42 business days (approximately 2 months) for the substantive review time-frame.
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Group II. Voluntary program greenfields remediation license. This group consists of a remediation license issued
by the Department’s voluntary sites unit under the greenfields pilot program pursuant to A.R.S. §§ 49-153 through
49-157. 

(2) Greenfields notice-to-proceed (NTP) approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-153
through 49-157. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department collects no fees from applicants for
its issuance. This is a Model D license because substantive review of uniform application components is required and
a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. § 49-154(C) and require a Depart-
ment-generated application form. Table 20 shows 5 business days (approximately 1 week) for the administrative
completeness review time-frame and 5 business days (approximately 1 week) for the substantive review time-frame.

Group III. Voluntary program brownfields remediation license. This group consists of a remediation license
issued by the Department’s voluntary sites unit under the federal/state brownfields program. 

(3) Voluntary program brownfields certification. This license is authorized and identified in the Governor’s
August 29, 1997 letter to the U.S.E.P.A. concerning the designation of the Department as a state environmental
agency within the meaning of Section 198(c)(1)(C) of the federal Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997. This license is not
subject to sanctions because the Department does not collect fees from applicants for its issuance. This is a Model E
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not
required.   Application components are identified at Section 198(c)(1)(C) of the federal Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997
and require a Department-generated application form. Table 20 shows 21 business days (approximately 1 month) for
the administrative completeness review time-frame and 21 business days for the substantive review time-frame.

The following categories were identified in the October 23, 1998, notice of proposed rulemaking but are deleted in
today's rule.

Group IV. Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste remediation licenses.

(4) Voluntary program WQARF remediation licenses. This group consists of remediation license categories iden-
tical to the categories of licenses issued under the WQARF program except that applicants apply to the VRP for
review of the remediation application in exchange for a fee. This group is not included in today's rule. The Depart-
ment will conduct additional analysis and public comment on how it should properly handle the distinction between
quasi- and true volunteers.

(5) Voluntary program WQARF remedial investigation work plan approval. This license is authorized and iden-
tified at A.R.S. §§ 49-282.05, 49-282.06 and 49-287.03. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department
collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application
requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application compo-
nents is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-
152, 49-282.06 and 49-287.03 and A.A.C. R18-7-201 through R18-7-209 and require a Department-generated appli-
cation form, site inspection and an initial fee. Application components are also identified at R18-7-108 and R18-7-
109 which may be revised by a pending interim WQARF rule making. Table 20 shows 21 business days (approxi-
mately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 63 business days (approximately 3
months) for the substantive review time-frame. If a public hearing is held the substantive review time is not increased
because the hearing occurs concurrently with the other licensing activities.

(6) Voluntary program WQARF feasibility study work plan approval. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. §§ 49-282.05, 49-282.06 and 49-287.03. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects
fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires sub-
stantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is
required and a public hearing is not required. Departmental approval of a baseline risk assessment is conducted as
part of the feasibility study work plan approval. Application components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-152,
49-282.06 and 49-287.03 and A.A.C. R18-7-201 through R18-7-209 and require a Department-generated application
form, site inspection and an initial fee. Application components are also identified at R18-7-108 and R18-7-109
which may be revised by a pending interim WQARF rule making. Table 20 shows 21 business days (approximately 1
month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 63 business days (approximately 3 months) for
the substantive review time-frame. If a public hearing is held the substantive review time is not increased because the
hearing occurs concurrently with the other licensing activities.

(7) Voluntary program WQARF standard remedial action plan (RAP) approval. This license is authorized and
identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-282.05, 49-282.06 and 49-287.04. This license is subject to sanctions because the Depart-
ment collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the applica-
tion requires substantive review.   This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application
components is required and a public hearing is not required. Departmental approval of risk assessment-derived
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cleanup levels or waiver of other regulatory or permit conditions is conducted as part of the RAP approval. Applica-
tion components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-152, 49-282.06 and 49-287.04 and A.A.C. R18-7-201 through
R18-7-209 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Application com-
ponents are also identified at R18-7-108 and R18-7-109 which may be revised by a pending interim WQARF rule
making. Table 20 shows 21 business days (approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-
frame and 105 business days (approximately 5 months) for the substantive review time-frame. If a public hearing is
held the substantive review time is not increased because the hearing occurs concurrently with the other licensing
activities.

(8) Voluntary program WQARF complex remedial action plan (RAP) approval. This license is authorized and
identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-282.05, 49-282.06 and 49-287.04. This license is subject to sanctions because the Depart-
ment collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the applica-
tion requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application
components is required and a public hearing is not required. Departmental approval of risk assessment-derived
cleanup levels or waiver of other regulatory or permit conditions is conducted as part of the RAP approval. Applica-
tion components are identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-152, 49-282.06 and 49-287.04 and A.A.C. R18-7-201 through
R18-7-209 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Application com-
ponents are also identified at R18-7-108 and R18-7-109 which may be revised by a pending interim WQARF rule
making. Table 20 shows 21 business days (approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-
frame and 146 business days (approximately 5 months) for the substantive review time-frame. If a public hearing is
held the substantive review time is not increased because the hearing occurs concurrently with the other licensing
activities.

(9) Voluntary program WQARF letter of completion. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-
285(B). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance,
those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E
license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not
required. Application components are identified in statute at A.R.S. §§ 49-282.06, 49-285(B) and A.A.C. R18-7-201
through R18-7-209 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Applica-
tion components are also identified at R18-7-108 and R18-7-109 which may be revised by a pending interim
WQARF rule making. Table 20 shows 42 business days (approximately 2 months) for the administrative complete-
ness review time-frame and 84 business days (approximately 4 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(10) Voluntary program WQARF VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-
152(B) and governed by A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees
from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substan-
tive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required
and no public hearing is required. Application components are identified at R18-7-207 and require a Department-gen-
erated application form and an initial fee. Following the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 15
above, Table 20 shows 15 business days for administrative completeness review and 47 business days for substantive
review.

(11) Voluntary program WQARF VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and required by
A.R.S. § 49-152(C) and governed by A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is subject to sanctions because the Department
collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application
requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application compo-
nents is required and no public hearing is required. Application components are identified in statute at A.R.S. § 49-
152(C) and in rule at R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated application form and an initial fee. Following
the analysis and discussion under Table 10, license category 16 above, Table 20 shows 15 business days for adminis-
trative completeness review and 27 business days for substantive review.

Group V. Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste remediation licenses.

(12) Voluntary program standard nonlandfill solid waste remediation work plan approval. This license is
authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department col-
lects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application
requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application compo-
nents is required and a public hearing is not required.   Application components are identified at A.R.S. § 49-
104(A)(17) and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Table 20 shows
21 business days (approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 63 business
days (approximately 3 months) for the substantive review time-frame.
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(13) Voluntary program complex nonlandfill solid waste remediation work plan approval. This license is autho-
rized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects
fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires sub-
stantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is
required and a public hearing is not required.   Application components are identified at A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17) and
require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Table 20 shows 21 business days
(approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 84 business days (approxi-
mately 4 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(14) Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(B) and is governed under A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is subject to sanc-
tions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department
fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-
uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required.   Application components are identi-
fied at R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated application form and an initial fee. Following the analysis per-
taining to Table 10, license category 15 above, Table 20 shows 15 business days for the administrative completeness
review time-frame and 47 business days for the substantive review time-frame.

(15) Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and
identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(C) and is governed under A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is sub-
ject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a
Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive
review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application compo-
nents are identified at R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated application form and an initial fee. Following
the analysis pertaining to Table 10, license category 15 above, Table 20 shows 15 business days for the administrative
completeness review time-frame and 27 business days for the substantive review time-frame.

Group VI. Voluntary program special waste remediation licenses.

(16) Voluntary program standard special waste remediation work plan approval. This license is authorized and
identified at A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from
applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive
review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and
a public hearing is not required.   Application components are identified at A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17) and require a
Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Table 20 shows 21 business days (approxi-
mately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 63 business days (approximately 3
months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(17) Voluntary program complex special waste remediation work plan approval. This license is authorized and
identified at A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees from
applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substantive
review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required and
a public hearing is not required.   Application components are identified at A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17) and require a
Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Table 20 shows 21 business days (approxi-
mately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 84 business days (approximately 4
months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(18) Voluntary program special waste VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§
49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(B) and is governed under A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is subject to sanctions because
the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the
application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform appli-
cation components is required and a public hearing is not required.   Application components are identified at R18-7-
207 and require a Department-generated application form and an initial fee. Following the analysis pertaining to
Table 10, license category 15 above, Table 20 shows 15 business days for the administrative completeness review
time-frame and 47 business days for the substantive review time-frame.

(19) Voluntary program special waste VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(C) and is governed under A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is subject to sanc-
tions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department
fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-
uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required.   Application components are identi-
fied at R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated application form and an initial fee. Following the analysis per-
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taining to Table 10, license category 15 above, Table 20 shows 15 business days for the administrative completeness
review time-frame and 27 business days for the substantive review time-frame.

Group VII. Voluntary program hazardous waste remediation licenses.

(20) Voluntary program standard hazardous waste remediation work plan approval. This license is authorized
and identified at A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees
from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substan-
tive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required
and a public hearing is not required.   Application components are identified at A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17) and require a
Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Table 20 shows 21 business days (approxi-
mately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 63 business days (approximately 3
months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(21) Voluntary program complex hazardous waste remediation work plan approval. This license is authorized
and identified at A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17). This license is subject to sanctions because the Department collects fees
from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the application requires substan-
tive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is required
and a public hearing is not required.   Application components are identified at A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17) and require a
Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Table 20 shows 21 business days (approxi-
mately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 84 business days (approximately 4
months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(22) Voluntary program hazardous waste VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S.
§§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(B) and is governed under A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is subject to sanctions
because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund
and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform
application components is required and a public hearing is not required.   Application components are identified at
R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated application form and an initial fee. Following the analysis pertaining
to Table 10, license category 15 above, Table 20 shows 15 business days for the administrative completeness review
time-frame and 47 business days for the substantive review time-frame.

(23) Voluntary program hazardous waste VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and identi-
fied at A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(C) and is governed under A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is subject to
sanctions because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a
Department fund and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive
review of non-uniform application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application compo-
nents are identified at R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated application form and an initial fee. Following
the analysis pertaining to Table 10, license category 15 above, Table 20 shows 15 business days for the administrative
completeness review time-frame and 27 business days for the substantive review time-frame.

Group VIII. Voluntary program leaking underground storage tank (LUST) remediation licenses. This group
consists of remediation license categories identical to the categories of LUST licenses issued under the underground
storage tanks program except that applicants are not under enforcement, are not seeking state assurance fund (SAF)
reimbursement, and apply to the VRP for expedited review of the remediation application in exchange for a fee.

(24) Voluntary program standard LUST corrective action plan (CAP) approval with no public meeting. This
license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-1005. This license is subject to sanctions
because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund
and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform
application components is required and a public meeting is not required.   Application components are identified at
A.R.S. § 49-1005 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Table 20
shows 42 business days (approximately 2 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 146
business days (approximately 7 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(25) Voluntary program standard LUST corrective action plan (CAP) approval with a public meeting. This
license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-1005. This license is subject to sanctions
because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund
and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model F license because substantive review of non-uniform
application components is required and a public meeting is required.   Application components are identified at
A.R.S. § 49-1005 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Table 20
shows 42 business days (approximately 2 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 209
business days (approximately 10 months) for the substantive review time-frame.
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(26) Voluntary program complex LUST corrective action plan (CAP) approval with no public meeting. This
license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-1005. This license is subject to sanctions
because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund
and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform
application components is required and a public meeting is not required. Application components are identified at
A.R.S. § 49-1005 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Table 20
shows 42 business days (approximately 2 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 209
business days (approximately 10 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(27) Voluntary program complex LUST corrective action plan (CAP) approval with a public meeting. This
license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-1005. This license is subject to sanctions
because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund
and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model F license because substantive review of non-uniform
application components is required and a public meeting is required. Application components are identified at A.R.S.
§ 49-1005 and require a Department-generated application form, site inspection and an initial fee. Table 20 shows 42
business days (approximately 2 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 272 business
days (approximately 13 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

(28) Voluntary program LUST VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-
104(A)(17) and 49-152(B) and is governed under A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is subject to sanctions because the
Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund and the
application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform appli-
cation components is required and a public hearing is not required.   Application components are identified at R18-7-
207 and require a Department-generated application form and an initial fee. Following the analysis pertaining to
Table 10, license category 15 above, Table 20 shows 15 business days for the administrative completeness review
time-frame and 47 business days for the substantive review time-frame.

(29) Voluntary program LUST VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S.
§§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(C) and is governed under A.A.C. R18-7-207. This license is subject to sanctions
because the Department collects fees from applicants for its issuance, those fees are deposited into a Department fund
and the application requires substantive review. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform
application components is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at
R18-7-207 and require a Department-generated application form and an initial fee. Following the analysis pertaining
to Table 10, license category 15 above, Table 20 shows 15 business days for the administrative completeness review
time-frame and 27 business days for the substantive review time-frame.

21) Table 21:   Pollution Prevention Licenses

a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

The Department issues the following license as part of the state pollution prevention program in accordance with
A.R.S. §§ 49-961 through 49-973 and administered by the Department's Pollution Prevention Section of the Waste
Programs Division. This license is subject to time-frame requirements.

(1) State agency hazardous waste generation level pre-approval. This license is authorized and identified at
A.R.S. § 49-972(C). This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department does not collect a fee for the
review of applications. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components
is required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at A.R.S. § 49-972(E). Table
21 shows 63 business days (approximately 3 months) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 63
business days for the substantive review time-frame. The Department has no experience with this license as no appli-
cations have been received to date. The times are set to correspond to other pollution prevention plan licenses.

b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.

All other licenses issued by the Department’s Pollution Prevention Section of the Waste Programs Division are not
subject to Article 7.1 because they are granted by default should the Department not make a licensing decision within
a fixed time.

22) Table 22:   Multi-Program Licenses

Application for the following license requires review by more than 1 Department program. This license is subject to
licensing time-frame requirements.

(1) Airport construction & expansion certificate (air & water). This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S.
§ 49-104. This license is not subject to sanctions because the Department does not collect a fee for the review of
applications. This is a Model E license because substantive review of non-uniform application components is



Arizona Administrative Register
Notices of Final Rulemaking

October 1, 1999 Page 3473 Volume 5, Issue #40

required and a public hearing is not required. Application components are identified at 49 U.S.C. § 2208(7)(A). Table
22 shows 21 business days (approximately 1 month) for the administrative completeness review time-frame and 42
business days (approximately 2 months) for the substantive review time-frame.

7. A reference to any study that the agency proposes to rely on in its evaluation of or justification for the proposed
rule and where the public may obtain or review the study, all data underlying each study, any analysis of the study
and other supporting material:

Not applicable.

8. A showing of good cause why the rule is necessary to promote a statewide interest if the rule will diminish a
previous grant of authority of a political subdivision of this state:

Not applicable.

9. The summary of economic, small business, and consumer impact:
CONTENTS of this Summary:

A. Rule identification

B. EIS approach

C. Introduction and summary of impacts

D. Analysis of costs and benefits

1) Applicants (public and private)

2) Department (implementing agency)

3) Other entities

4) Employment and related impacts

E. Small business impacts and reductions

F. Data limitations

Table 1: Cost-effectiveness analysis: general summary of costs and benefits

G. Costs and benefits of specific rule provisions

A. Rule Identification

The Licensing Time-frames (LTF) rulemaking will be codified as follows in the A.A.C.:

Title 18. Environmental Quality

Chapter 1. Department of Environmental Quality - Administration

Article 5. Licensing Time-frames

B. EIS Approach

The complete EIS is available through the Department. It consists of 7 parts (I - VII), 3 tables, 4 appendices, and sev-
eral pages of literature references and comments. Examples of expected cost-saving benefits are included in Part V.
Table 1, “Cost-Effectiveness Analysis: A General Summary of Costs and Benefits,” which is the 1st of 3 tables,
immediately follows Part VII. It presents a summary of the probable impacts of this rulemaking. Tables 2 and 3,
which respectively present mitigation measures incorporated by this rulemaking and licensing processing elements
expected to change or to remain the same, provide useful information to better understand LTF. 

Relevant topics and theory have been introduced and included in this EIS, primarily in appendices. This was included
as necessary background information. The following topics are summarized in Appendices A through D: economic
development; market deficiency and environmental externalities; licensing theory; and government intervention.
These topics are vital for understanding the economic, social, and political perspective of licensing and how it relates
to government intervention.

Because many of the impacts are unquantifiable or unclear, this EIS represents a cost-effectiveness analysis, a subset
of the more formal cost-benefit analysis. This alternative was used because the Department cannot monetize or quan-
tify all impacts of this rulemaking. Although it cannot substantiate by what ratio probable benefits might exceed over-
all costs or when this might occur, it can show the relative impacts in terms of assigned monetary ranges.

C. Introduction and Summary of Impacts
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Regulated entities have expressed their concerns about government agencies not processing license applications in a
timely manner. Part of this concern is based on the fact that when license approvals are not made in a timely manner,
it potentially can cost the regulated entities money. These costs can be a direct result of interest paid on borrowed
monies, reduced competitive positions, sunk benefits from delayed or postponed construction or other operations, lost
resources, and other political and economic costs. As a result, Article 7.1 was added by Laws 1996, Ch. 102 § 42,
codified at A.R.S. §§ 41-1072 through 41-1078, becoming effective July 20, 1996, and amended by Laws 1998, Ch.
57, §§ 52-55. The principle is to secure accountability of state agencies to process applications within established
time-frames.

The central issue, at least with the Department, is to provide regulated entities with certain assurances, described by
the terms “clarity” and “certainty.” For “clarity,” it means the Department will identify what is required in license
applications to entitle applicants to license approvals. For “certainty,” it means that the Department will provide cer-
tain notifications to applicants and that their applications will either be denied or approved within the established
time-frames by license category.

As a result of these assurances, there is a very likely probability that program efficiency will increase which will ben-
efit both the Department and applicants. Improvements to make the Department’s licensing process more efficient are
expected to contribute to the overall potential for benefits to accrue. Together, these licensing controls and program
improvements should provide direct, cost-saving benefits to regulated entities and secondary benefits to the general
public.

Applicants are expected to experience impacts in varying degrees, but with little or no impact for many applicants.
Except for the possibility that better prepared applications could result in licenses being issued in shorter times, the
Department expects little or no impact to accrue to many applications submitted under LTF. However, the Department
expects significant cost-saving benefits to accrue to several categories of licenses that previously would have been the
applications classified as inadequate or pending, that is, applications unapprovable as submitted or incomplete due to
lack of timely responses.

Applicants, including federal and state agencies, municipalities, and universities, who are applying for a variety of
licenses, are expected to be primarily impacted by this rulemaking. Probably, the group of public entities most likely
to be significantly impacted is the small- and medium-sized municipalities operating wastewater treatment plants and
drinking water facilities. The Department expects these entities will have increased application costs as a result of
preparing approvable applications for their initial submittal to the Department. “Approvable” application means a
complete application with all components as required by statute or rule at the time the application is submitted to the
Department. This also would include the application fee, as appropriate to the license category.

As a result of LTF and the numerous changes that must occur to the licensee-licensor relationship, the Department
perceives that more pressure will be exerted on applicants, particularly at the front-end of the process. But the
decrease in uncertainty over licensing requirements (clarity) and timely decisions by the Department (certainty)
should help to off-set many of the potential negative consequences of the new scenario under LTF. The Department
expects that the improved planning process necessitated by this rulemaking and the flexibility provided by the mitiga-
tion measures incorporated into LTF will generate these cost-saving benefits.

Other entities impacted include the Department (implementing agency), the consulting industry, and others directly
involved in the preparation of applications and the license process. Secondary impacts, for example, include both
costs and benefits upon the construction industry, consultants, engineers, and suppliers. Therefore, the Department
expects these secondary impacts to occur to various sectors of the economy: manufacturing; construction; wholesale
trade; finance, insurance, and real estate; transportation; government; and private households. Some of these sectors
are expected to be impacted in an unquantifiable manner due to the multiplier effect. In the most basic terms, license
applicants (private and public licensees), consultants, and the Department will be the primary entities directly
impacted. However, as just indicated, other entities, such as private households, investors, suppliers, contractors, and
consultants are expected to experience secondary impacts from the consequences of LTF. Again, consultants are
included here, but under a different purpose; namely, the role of providing consultants’ services for construction
activities that must be undertaken sooner rather than later.

Private households, comprising the general public, are expected to experience secondary benefits under LTF. At least
3 benefits can be identified. First, the public, as well as the environment, is expected to benefit from a more efficient
licensing process (license certainty and clarity). Part of increased efficiency may include better regulated emissions,
and perhaps, less pollution overall. Second, the public also may benefit from the potential for permit conditions (pol-
lution control devices/equipment and facility improvements) to be in place sooner rather than later. Although this
may not represent an incremental benefit, it nevertheless could provide public health benefits. Third, the Department
does not expect this rulemaking to create costs that would be passed-on to consumers, but if some entities do pass-on
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costs, the impact probably should not be viewed as incremental, especially if it means expenditures were made sooner
rather than later.

The Department has incurred costs due to implementing LTF. In addition to rule promulgation costs (representing
sunk costs), the Department has developed and implemented a licensing tracking system. Other costs have included
program assessments for improvements and changes to past and current procedures, public participation, training,
and implementation. Some of these costs will be on-going as part of the licensing process, while others will represent
one-time costs.

Expected program changes will result in certain benefits to the Department. For example, the Department will not
continue to make repeated requests for information from applicants, including numerous requests for the same type of
information. Grossly unapprovable applications must simply be denied. The Department expects this will create a
moderate to substantial impact on certain applicants and a similar impact on resource savings for the Department.
Other program changes are expected to bring about improved efficiency, such as improved workload management.
Together, these changes are expected to diminish public dissatisfaction and improve employee satisfaction, thereby
lowering turn-over a significant benefit.

The potential for cost-saving benefits, elevated program satisfaction, and improved quality of life, leading to
increased utility, represent central goals that could be achieved by LTF. The preliminary conclusion by Department
staff, following months of conducting public workshops, doing investigations, and talking with the regulated commu-
nity, is that probable long-term benefits should outweigh probable costs of this rulemaking. Potential cost-saving ben-
efits to applicants could reach several millions of dollars due to changes in the Department’s licensing process. For
example, a reduction in the time it takes an applicant to prepare an approvable application and subsequently be
granted license approval could save a large number of hours for both in-house time and consultants’ time. In addition,
time-saving benefits may be directly translated into interest saved for some applicants. Thus, coupled with improved
planning, the potential exists for applicants to save thousands of dollars on interest charges. This also applies to vari-
ous advantages that may accrue due to starting business activities sooner as the result of an earlier licensing approval.

Based on information from a few commenters, it is very likely that long-term benefits could exceed costs by a ratio of
10:1, which in actuality, may be more or less than this ratio. But these benefits are expected to accrue gradually at an
increasing rate. Thus, costs initially may exceed short-term benefits for an unknown time-frame. The Department
expects that the mitigating factors will likely shorten the time lag when probable benefits exceed probable costs under
LTF.

D. Analysis of Costs and Benefits

Table 1 presents a general summary of costs and benefits of this rulemaking. This table is not intended to show how
much benefits are expected to exceed costs or at what point in time. For example, many cost-saving benefits expected
to accrue to applicants may not occur in the short term. Applicants may initially face increased costs, but eventually
benefits are expected to exceed all costs, both Department and applicant costs. This same table appears in the com-
plete EIS

1) Applicants (Public and Private)

LTF establishes new application standards and procedures that will impact applicants in varying degrees (both private
and public). For example, it places increased and new obligations upon licensees, such as submitting an approvable
application up-front, that is, on the initial day with the appropriate fee. But these requirements should not be viewed
as restrictive or overburdening because they have the potential to facilitate opportunities for cost-saving benefits to
accrue to many applicants. However, this is not expected without a significant increase in costs to some applicants
and the Department as well. Moreover, not all benefits will accrue automatically or even equally to all applicants. The
impact of these measures represents cost-saving benefits to applicants.

The impact to applicants, mainly private businesses, could be significant although many applicants may not notice
much of an impact. For instance, timely licensing decisions will continue to be made by the various Department pro-
grams. In some cases, the time from application preparation to approval could be shortened from historical averages.
For some of these applicants, the time spent preparing an approvable application could be reduced, thereby represent-
ing a significant cost-saving benefit. However, no matter what the impact may be, it is the applicant’s responsibility to
submit a complete and approvable application up-front. If an applicant does not do this or does not comply with a
request for additional information, the application probably must be denied. This could lead to a re-submitted applica-
tion and additional fee or to compliance or enforcement action.

On the negative side, some applicants could be impacted in a detrimental way. These could be applicants unable or
unwilling to comply with the new application standards and procedures. For example, a few applicants may encoun-
ter increased costs for application preparation. These costs could accrue from increased in-house costs, but most
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likely they could accrue from a perceived need to hire consultants to prepare approvable applications. Additionally,
an unknown number of applicants could be faced with application denials, re-submittal fees, enforcement actions,
and other negative impacts that could result in lost time, and perhaps, lost opportunities for them.

LTF’s potential impact on applications that are already pending with the Department on the effective date of this rule-
making is noteworthy. This rulemaking will apply only prospectively: applications received after the effective date of
the rules will be subject to the time-frames and processing requirements provided in the rule provisions. LTF will not
apply to applications that are pending with the Department prior to this rulemaking’s effective date. Rule provisions
do provide an opportunity for applicants with already pending applications to enter into opt-in agreements and
thereby become subject to LTF.

An analysis of the already received applications that have been pending for any length of time indicates that causes of
delay have been those already described in greater detail in the preamble. For example, the causes of delay could
include the following: incomplete applications that were submitted initially, applicants that have failed to respond to
requests for additional information or data, or disputes between the Department and the applicant about whether a
certain application component is required or not. For some applicants with already pending applications, the delays
that have occurred in the permitting process have operated to delay expenditures for application components and,
ultimately, for the capital expenditures necessary to bring a facility into compliance with the license.

While LTF does not strictly apply to these existing applications, the Department must nevertheless treat all applicants
(those subject to LTF and those not) in a reasonably consistent way. Therefore, the reasons for delay that will no
longer be allowed to exist under the LTF statutes and rules, will have to be eliminated by practice of the Department
as it addresses existing applications. Additionally, the Department expects that some entities in the future probably
will have to incur capital expenditures sooner rather than later.

Several commenters have estimated that this rulemaking can potentially save significant costs to them during the
application process. For example, 1 environmental manager estimated that 30% may represent a typical savings on
license applications under LTF. This estimate was based on a mining expansion project which required an aquifer
protection permit (APP) that potentially could have saved nearly $100,000 if license requirements would have been
more clearly defined and the review process better managed. The conclusion is that when application requirements
are unclear and the process in inefficient, a variety of costs increase such as opportunity, consulting, staff time, legal,
and engineering, procurement, and construction management.

Another example cited by a commenter is that at least 90 hours per application could be saved under this rulemaking
for certain categories. This estimate is based on hourly time savings for preparing the application and responding to
application deficiencies. Applying an hourly rate of $100 to $200 per hour, equates to a savings of $9,000 to $18,000
per application. Therefore, 1,000 applicants potentially could save $9 to $18 million. The amount of savings will vary
by category of application and other qualifications. For instance, a commenter said that “thousands of hours” could be
spent on certain categories of licenses. Thus, some license categories could save considerably more time than the 90-
hour average just cited. But another way to view application savings is to look at an overall reduction in costs. For
example, some commenters suggested that as much as 10% in overall application costs could be saved under LTF.

The conclusion drawn from these illustrations is that even a relatively small savings per application could translate
into enormous savings across the 8,500 to 11,000 annual universe of applicants, easily representing millions of dol-
lars in benefits. Thus, if an average application savings would turn out to be 90 hours per application, an overall sav-
ings for only 8,500 applicants, at a rate as low as $100 per hour, would be $76.5 million. Using a greater hourly rate
or applying a greater amount of time saved per application could increase the amount of savings proportionately.

2) Department (Implementing Agency)

The Department expects to make (and is currently making) pervasive program changes as a result of this rule making.
These changes, which mainly pertain to licensing processing procedures, will result in potential costs and benefits to
accrue to many businesses applying for licenses.   A couple of important changes include implementing a variety of
efficiency measures and improved program management due to the new tracking system. Furthermore, the Depart-
ment perceives that applicant benefits can be enhanced by minimizing application denials and assisting applicants to
correct deficiencies. These benefits are expected to be increased by the mitigating measures incorporated into LTF.
These measures were designed to increase applicant flexibility. Any reduction in applicant flexibility must result in
decreased benefits and a lower cost-benefit ratio than anticipated. In addition, benefits may be accomplished through
pre-application help, compliance assistance, and other outreach activities.

Department staff expects the various program changes which will need to be made as a result of LTF, and the 5 antic-
ipated changes identified below will generate cost-saving benefits to many applicants, despite the potential for some
applicants’ times and costs to substantially increase in order to prepare an approvable application up-front.
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1. Receiving a licensing decision within a known time-frame (certainty),
2. Knowing for certain what application components will be required, as specified in statutes or rules (clarity),
3. Approving a greater volume of applications within traditional time-frames and not maintaining a pending appli-
cation status,
4. Approving or denying applications for some licenses in shorter times than traditionally has been the case, and
5. Correcting defective applications sooner and enabling initial applications to be administratively complete and
approvable with minor or no additional information required.

As a result of these changes, reduced delays and time spent on preparing applications (including both in-house time
and consultants’ time) are expected to decrease across several license categories, although not all categories. Collec-
tively, this change has the potential to generate millions of dollars in savings to several categories of applicants.

This rulemaking will impose costs upon the Department. In addition to the opportunity cost of promulgating this rule
(representing a sunk cost), specific elements include the following: developing and implementing a tracking system;
performing training; providing applicant assistance and education; sending notifications to applicants; and doing
other activities, such as appeals, compliance, and enforcement. The add-on component to the Arizona Unified Repos-
itory for the Informational Tracking of the Environment (AZURITE) was developed at an approximate cost of
$175,000.

Furthermore, Department staff anticipates it will need additional resources to effectively implement this rule. A Cen-
tral Data Management Group (CDMG) has been established. The CDMG is the core system for managing applica-
tions. This group will record events and send notifications. This includes starting and stopping time-frame clocks.
Even though some applicant notifications previously were issued by program staff, the new requirements mandated
by this rule will make these notifications vital to the proper management of applicants. Thus, this is considered an
incremental cost to the Department. However, improved management will help to off-set these costs.

Many Department costs are expected to be off-set somewhat by benefits accruing from improved workload manage-
ment and increased efficiency of the programs. Department staff expects various program changes to bring about
increased efficiency, including reduced review times per application for some categories of licenses. This is an
expected result of applicants submitting approvable applications up-front. Refer to Table 1.

Sanctions could be imposed if the Department fails to make timely licensing decisions by not denying or approving
licenses within the set time-frames. Sanction costs include the following: refunds of review fees paid, excusals of fur-
ther licensing fees, and payments of 1 percent of the fees to the state general fund each month decisions are not made
on applications. A direct result of sanctions could be a reduction of staff if funding is reduced for those programs that
would be most negatively impacted by sanctions. However, Department staff expects the potential for sanctions to be
less than ½ of 1% of all applications subject to sanctions.   This goal is based on the refund rate experienced by a sim-
ilar law in effect in Massachusetts since 1991, but which only applies to its department of environmental protection.

3) Other Entities

The Department also expects these changes to generate costs and benefits both directly and indirectly to the consult-
ing industry as previously explained. Although decreased revenues potentially could occur for the consulting industry
due to reduced times necessary to prepare approvable applications or to cure defective applications, any losses are
expected to be off-set by the increased demand for consulting services by other businesses or political subdivisions.
The proportion of this offset is unknown at this time. Other indirect impacts also are expected for many of the entities
previously identified.

Political subdivision applicants (municipalities or counties) likely will incur increased costs for submitting higher
quality applications or face increased costs of denials, and perhaps, enforcement activities. The impacts to this group,
as well as other public entities, are included with the impacts to all applicants. Some entities may have to hire addi-
tional staff and secure consultants’ services.

Some long-term, indirect benefits could accrue to the general public without any anticipated costs. For example,
potential benefits could accrue to the public as a result of avoided health incidents and averted environmental dam-
ages. This could result from the Department approving certain applications more quickly and applicants correcting
defective applications sooner to make them approvable. The overall result could lead to lowered emissions and dis-
charges by certain businesses that would come into compliance sooner rather than later. It also would mean adhering
to all licensing restrictions.   A caveat, however, is that part of these benefits could be contingent upon certain busi-
nesses doing things in a more timely manner than historically may have been the case. Examples would include the
following: detecting problems earlier, installing pollution control equipment sooner, and performing adequate moni-
toring. Some of these potential benefits would not be considered incremental.
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4) Employment and Related Impacts

The expected impact of LTF upon employment, revenues, and payroll expenditures (both public and private), as well
as the probable effect on state revenues, is summarized here. Because LTF is expected to create a more formalized
licensing process and to create additional pressure on applicants, the Department expects it will create a need for
additional employee involvement in preparing approvable applications, as well as increased use of consultants’ time.
To what extent new employees will be added is unknown. A possibility for some entities would be to use employees
not normally involved in the application process. Another option would be to contract with consultants to prepare
applications or to assist with the preparation.

Even though the possibility does exist for cost savings in total hours spent preparing applications, and hence 1 impact
would be reduced consultants’ time, the Department actually expects the net use of consultants time to increase.   It is
unknown how the response will differ between private and public entities. However, as indicated in this EIS, some
political subdivisions could be adversely impacted by the new licensor-licensee process. The most likely response
may be to increase the practice of using consultants. Thus, for some entities, expenditures may increase, but the
potential exists for such costs to be more cost-effective.

Overall, this rule is expected to reduce costs and provide cost-saving benefits to many applicants. Thus, revenues
actually could be conserved by many entities. The need for hiring consultants, however, is likely to increase expendi-
tures by many entities with a corresponding increase in revenues going to consultants. Depending upon the actual
demand, some consultants may have to hire new employees. The conclusion is that this rule should have a positive
impact on the economy, particularly if one considers the potential impact of the multiplier effect on the various sec-
tors of the economy (called secondary or indirect impacts).

The Department has used considerable resources to develop, promulgate, and implement this rule. In addition, it has
requested additional full-time employee equivalents (FTEs) and equipment in fiscal years 2000 and 2001 to effec-
tively implement this rule. It will be funded form the state general fund. Although past expenditures not only to
develop this rule, but to develop the tracking system and to perform training and other related activities may be
viewed as sunk costs as far as social impacts are concerned, once this rule is effective, the costs to process applica-
tions will become real costs to this agency. Refer to Table 1.

Some of these costs will be off-set by improvements and efficiency measures incorporated into the programs. How-
ever, the FTE costs, and other related costs, are needed to effectively implement LTF. The net cost to the Department,
which is unknown at this time, only would be those costs associated with this rulemaking less the costs associated
with the prior licensing process. Some of the Department costs may not be directly attributable to this rulemaking
because additional employees may have been needed to effectively review applications. Hence, prior “underfunding”
issues may cloud this issue, especially in light of the increasing demand for application reviewers in some programs.

E. Small Business Impacts and Reductions

Small business is defined in statute as an independently owned and operated concern, including its affiliates, which is
not dominant in its field and that employs fewer than 100 FTEs or which had gross annual receipts < $4,000,000 in its
last fiscal year (A.R.S. § 41-1001(20)). Considering the fact that the majority of business employ fewer than 100
employees, most of the entities impacted by this rulemaking could be classified as small businesses. However, con-
sidering the other criteria, this proportion would decrease by some unknown amount, but it would include the major-
ity of businesses.

The Department is sensitive to the concerns of small businesses and the impact this rulemaking could have upon
them. Accordingly, the Department has considered each of the methods prescribed in A.R.S. § 41-1035 for reducing
the impact on small businesses. Likewise, the Department has considered each of the methods prescribed in A.R.S. §
41-1055(B)(5)(c). For example, A.R.S. §41-1035 requires agencies implementing rules to reduce the impacts on
small businesses by using certain methods where legal and feasible. Methods that may be used include the following:
(1) Exempt them from any or all rule requirements, (2) Establish performance standards which would replace any
design or operational standards, or (3) Institute reduced compliance or reporting requirements. The latter method
could be accomplished by establishing less stringent requirements, consolidating or simplifying them, or by setting
less stringent schedules or deadlines. Refer to the proposed rule in Arizona Administrative Register, vol. 4, # 43
(October 23, 1998), pp. 3112-3114, for a description of the rule impact reduction analysis that was previously per-
formed.

The Department could not provide additional regulatory relief for small businesses beyond what has been established
for all applicants. The Department has no authority to exempt a small business, or even establish a less stringent stan-
dard or schedule for this class. Finally, all of the cost-saving benefits incorporated into this rulemaking are equally
available to all entities, and not just large businesses.

F. Data Limitations
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The Department has evaluated information from commenters. In addition, applicants were contacted and asked about
costs and benefits. Although anecdotal illustrations have been included, the Department found it difficult to quantify
all of the impacts upon the various entities. Table 1, “Cost-Effectiveness Analysis: General Summary of Costs and
Benefits,” which follows, identifies the wide variety of impacts and indicates these potential impacts by dollar ranges.
Some applicants may not be impacted, particularly those that submit a complete and approvable application up-front,
but others may be significantly impacted. One concern to some applicants may be the potential for a loss of their
shield from enforcement, such as APP and hazardous waste applicants.

Other than anecdotal illustrations and comments from participants in the rulemaking process, the Department has
been unable to secure adequate data for a complete evaluation of costs and benefits. Nonetheless, the Department has
identified certain areas which could generate both cost-saving benefits and increased compliance costs for many
applicants. The Department’s overall conclusion is that “clarity” and “certainty” will generate significant savings to
applicants. Examples show that many hours of in-house time and consultants’ time could be saved in preparing better
applications. Although several cost-saving benefits have been derived in this EIS, the Department is unsure of what
the average savings per application actually might be in the future. Additionally, the Department neither can predict
what saving might accrue to the Department nor what the amount of sanctions might be as a result of LTF.

Table 1. Cost-Effectiveness Analysis: General Summary of Costs and Benefits
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Description of  Impacts (by designated entities)

NOTE:  Department staff expects the discounted stream of benefits accruing 
to businesses to outweigh their discounted stream of costs by an unknown 
ratio, but benefits could exceed costs many times.

Increased 
Costs/ 
Decreased 
Revenues

Decreased Costs/ 
Increased 
Revenues 
(Benefits)

DEPARTMENT (implementing agency)
Rule promulgation costs with facilitated focus groups and workshops, as well 
as the
  various implementation costs (sunk costs)
Development of the licensing tracking system (AZURITE add-on system--
$175,000)
Tracking system training and related costs
Notifications (administrative and other functions related to licensing 
management 
Outreach and application assistance
Untimely license decisions (sanctions)
Budget request for fiscal years 2000 and 2001 (budget request for 2000 which
  includes 8 FTEs is $ 1,550,900 and for 2001 which includes 8 additional 
FTEs is $
  1,155,300)
Improved workload management (expected to partially offset administrative 
costs)
Resource savings (mainly from denying unapprovable applications)

Appeals and compliance activities
Enforcement activities
Increased employee satisfaction and retention

Minimal to
  Moderate        
Minimal
Minimal
Moderate
Minimal
Minimal
Substantial

Minimal
Minimal

Moderate
Moderate to
  Substantial

Unquantifiable

BUSINESSES (all applicants, including private and public entities)
Application preparation (increased costs)
Application preparation (reduced costs for clarity and certainty))
Application denials and related costs (increased costs)

License approvals (reduced costs for a variety of reason as explained in this 
EIS)
Appeals and compliance activities

Enforcement

Untimely license decisions (free licenses)
Increased Department satisfaction

Substantial

Moderate to
  Substantial

Minimal to
  Moderate
Minimal to
  Moderate

Substantial

Substantial

Minimal
Unquantifiable

GENERAL PUBLIC (society)
Improved quality of life (increased utility)
Increased risk (denied applications and related activities)

Improved satisfaction with licensing process

Unquantifiable
Unquantifiable
  (positive
  impact to
  health and the
  environment)
Unquantifiable
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KEY: Minimal < $250,000; Moderate $250,000 - 1,000,000; Substantial > $1,000,000.

G. Costs and Benefits of Specific Mitigation Measures in the Rule.

This summary was presented in October 23, 1998, notice of proposed rulemaking at §8(C) and contains analyses of
the impacts to costs and benefits should certain provisions be altered or deleted. The EIS was prepared upon the
assumption that all the following mitigation impacts contained in the rule for the benefit of applicants would be in
place. The Department stated that it believed that deletion or substantial change to these mitigation measures would
require reanalysis of the EIS.

Mitigation contained in the proposed rule, but not specifically identified in the LTF statute, included the following
measures. The Department believed that the deletion of any would cause the cost-benefit analysis to tip adversely in
regards to applicants and the other non-Departmental primary and secondary impacts identified above.

1) Pre-application and changed application agreements. These provisions were shown at R18-1-508 and R18-1-
511 and provide mechanisms to allow a certain degree of flexibility by applicants to adjust their application proposals
to the constraints of the licensing requirement process. The Department believed that deletion of these provisions
would result in a small net decrease in costs to the Department and a substantial net increase to applicants. This
increase included the payment of additional application fees due upon refiling, the expenditure of additional time on
1 or more subsequent applications, and the delay in obtaining the desired license.

These provisions remained unchanged in today's rule.

2) Reactivated and opt-in application agreements. These provisions were shown at R18-1-512 and R18-1-513 and
provided mechanisms to allow applicants certain opportunities to subject the remaining term of their applications to
this rule. The Department was not certain what the exact costs and benefits of these provisions were in isolation.
These provisions were included in the proposed rule due to numerous requests made at public workshops on this rule
that they be included. In operation, applicants would enter into them only if they believed it advantageous to do so.
This means that applicants would believe the provisions to offer positive cost-benefit results. For this reason, The
Department believed that deletion of these provisions would be perceived by applicants as resulting in a small net
decrease in costs to the Department and a substantial net increase to applicants. This increase included the delay in
obtaining the desired license.

The opt-in agreement remains in today's rule but not the reactivation agreement. The reactivation agreement is
deleted because all lapse provisions have been deleted from the rule. The Department does not believe this to be a
substantial change.

3) Suspension of time-frames pending payment of fees or receipt of applicant’s signature. These provisions were
shown at R18-1-514 and provided a mechanism to allow these required application components to be submitted out-
side the administrative completeness review time-frame. This allowed the Department to harmonize licensing time-
frames statutory requirements with other statutory requirements of various licensing programs. The requirements
imposed on applicants were required to occur after the Department, in effect, had made its actual licensing decision
but before it might make the licensing decision final and effective. The Department believed that deletion of these
provisions would result in a small net decrease in costs to the Department and a substantial net increase to applicants.
This increase included either the extension of all licensing time-frames for all affected categories to allow these
required end-of-review activities to take place while the clock is running or the discouragement of applicants from
submitting application proposals that might invoke these requirements.

These provisions are deleted from today's rule because GRRC has determined that these provisions are not within the
Department's authority to promulgate. This results in an unavoidable net increase in costs to applicants.

4) Suspension of time-frames due to a changed application. This provision was shown at R18-1-515 in the pro-
posed rule and provided a mechanism to allow a certain degree of flexibility by applicants to adjust their application

CONSULTANTS
Although decreased revenues potentially could occur due to less time spent
  preparing applications, the net effect is expected to be increased revenues 
from
  additional clients
Increased risk for applicants being denied

Substantial

Unquantifiable

Substantial

Total Net Cost or Benefit Substantial Substantial
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proposals to the constraints of the licensing requirement process. The Department believed that deletion of this provi-
sion would result in a small net decrease in costs to the Department and a substantial net increase to applicants. This
increase included the payment of additional application fees due upon refiling, the expenditure of additional time on
1 or more subsequent applications, and the delay in obtaining the desired license. The alternative was to deny and
require the applicant to resubmit a new application as now revised by the applicant.

These provisions are deleted from today’s rule because GRRC has determined that these provisions are not within the
Department’s authority to promulgate. This results in an unavoidable net increase in costs to applicants.

5) Reassignment of license category. This provision was shown at R18-1-516 in the proposed rule and provided a
mechanism to allow a certain degree of flexibility by applicants in choosing which license category to begin the pro-
cessing of an application subject to licensing time-frames. This provision allowed the Department to correct and shift
the identification of the proper category for each application so that the applicant is not required to withdraw and
resubmit in a category different from the 1 initially selected. The Department believed that deletion of this provision
will result in a small net decrease in costs to the Department and a substantial net increase to applicants. This increase
included the payment of additional application fees due upon refiling, the expenditure of additional time on 1 or more
subsequent applications, and the delay in obtaining the desired license.

This provision remains in today’s rule.

6) Application lapse, withdrawal, and lapse date extension request. These provisions were shown at R18-1-517
and provided mechanisms to allow a certain degree of flexibility by applicants to adjust their application proposals to
the constraints of the licensing requirement process and to provide certainty in the resolution of late applicant
response sufficient to allow the Department to decrease many of the licensing time-frames shown in this proposed
rule. The Department believed that deletion of these provisions would result in a small net decrease in costs to the
Department and a substantial net increase to applicants. This increase included the payment of additional application
fees due upon refiling, the expenditure of additional time on 1 or more subsequent applications, and the delay in
obtaining the desired license. In addition, deletion would require the Department to extend the time-frame periods for
most of the categories shown in this proposed rule in order for the Department to relearn application proposals when
an applicant is so late in its response that the Department would not be likely to recall or otherwise be able to make
use of review work already done but must redo some or all of the review work in order to get back up to speed on the
application. The Department currently has certain applications still pending after more than 20 years after issuing
requests for additional information.

These provisions are deleted from today’s rule because GRRC has determined that these provisions are not within the
Department’s authority to promulgate. This results in an unavoidable net increase in costs to applicants. The Depart-
ment has not extended time-frames in response to this deletion and, upon reconsideration, the Department now under-
stands that it must continue to review applications in suspension to determine when an applicant has failed to respond
for such a long time, that the submission of a response now (and resumption of the time-frames) is not longer feasible
for the reasons sated above. The Department must now take steps to issue licensing decisions (to deny) rather than
continue to wait for a reply.

7) Emergencies and upset conditions. This provision was shown at R18-1-518 in the proposed rule and provided a
mechanism to allow the Department to reduce licensing time-frame periods for most categories. This is because this
provision reduced Department risk in anticipating certain events outside its control.    In this regard, other statutes
required the Department to shift its risks to applicants either due to legal fiduciary requirements inherent in fee-
funded programs or the general limitations imposed by the public finance statutes. For example, state law required an
agency to take certain steps to preserve state monies. For fee-funded programs, this also included the preservation of
fee collection in order to fund the ongoing operation of the program for the benefit of future applicants. The Depart-
ment had identified applicants as the primary beneficiary of this provision in that in exchange for the Department
having the ability to maintain the viability of programs and protect them from unavoidable and automatic refunds
during emergency periods, applicants would receive shorter review times overall, have increased assurance that a
licensing program will survive an emergency situation and, therefore, be available to issue licenses to them in future,
and know that an emergency will not cripple a program to such an extent that pending licenses will not be issued even
after the emergency is over due to forced closing of the program caused by exhaustion of resources through automatic
refunds. The Department believed that deletion of this provision would result in a small net decrease in costs to the
Department and a substantial net increase to applicants. This increase includes the delay in obtaining the desired
license. 

The Department stated that it believed that the alternative to this provision was to extend all license review times so
as to reduce risk of late review due to circumstances beyond the control of the Department. In some cases, this would
mean significant time extensions such as for all categories requiring site inspections. It is not unusual that certain sites
are inaccessible for weeks or months due to snow or other weather or accessibility difficulties. Also, the Department
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could not anticipate how often or to what extent the governor might declare emergencies requiring virtually all per-
sonal in a particular program to shift from application review activities to pollution control emergency activities. Fail-
ure to extend the times would mean certain program failure at some future unknown time when such emergencies, in
fact, occurred and the program would be thereby prevented from continuing timely application review. The inevitable
result would be automatic refunds, financial failure of the program, and a resulting inability to provide further licens-
ing or enforcement activity from that point forward until funding is restored from outside sources. The Department
expected the EIS to show that the cost to applicants will be far greater without this provision than with the provision.

This provision remains substantially unchanged in today’s rule except for some adjustment in the causes identified as
justifying the use of the provisions. The Department believes the net effect to be substantially the same.

8) Notice of intent to rely on the application components as submitted. This provision was shown at R18-1-520 in
the proposed rule and provided a mechanism to allow a certain degree of flexibility by applicants to adjust their appli-
cation proposals to the constraints of the licensing requirement process. This provision provided a short licensing
time-frame suspension whenever an applicant wished formally to dispute the legality of a Department request for
more information. This additional time would be then used to evaluate the merits of the applicant’s formal protest.
This additional review time was not factored into the standard licensing time-frame periods shown in the proposed
rule. The Department believed that such additional time should rightly be borne only by applicants making such a for-
mal protest and should not be imposed on all applicants prospectively whether they ever make such a protest or not.
The Department believed that deletion of this provision would result in a small net decrease in costs to the Depart-
ment and a substantial net increase to applicants. This increase included the delay in obtaining the desired license by
increasing all licensing time-frame periods to anticipate the possibility that such additional review activity by the
Department might be necessary. Failure to increase the times might force the Department to deny applications when-
ever such a protest was made if only because there would no longer be sufficient time to resolve both the protest and
the application. Because resolution of the protest must take precedence, insufficient time might remain to complete an
adequate review of the application resulting inevitably in increased denials. Deletion of this provision would impose
additional costs on applicants including the payment of additional application fees due upon refiling, the expenditure
of additional time on 1 or more subsequent applications, and the delay in obtaining the desired license.

This provision remains essentially unchanged in today’s rule.

9) Notice of intent to rely on the license category. This provision was shown at R18-1-521 in the proposed rule and
provided a mechanism to allow a certain degree of flexibility by applicants to adjust their application proposals to the
constraints of the licensing requirement process. This provision, in effect, responded to a type of pre-packaged time-
frames extension agreement subject to applicant veto. The absence of this provision would require the deletion of the
Department’s ability to change an applicant’s category and thus would increase the pressure to deny unapprovable
applications at a higher rate than would otherwise be the case. This pressure could be reduced only by a correspond-
ing extension of most licensing time-frame periods in the proposed rule to anticipate the possibility of this situation.
For those licenses with paired standard-complex and with-without a public hearing, deletion would require all licens-
ing time-frame periods to be set to the longest time now shown in order to accommodate the possibility for their need.
The Department believed that deletion of this provision would result in a small net decrease in costs to the Depart-
ment and a substantial net increase to applicants. This increase included the payment of additional application fees
due upon refiling, the expenditure of additional time on 1 or more subsequent applications, and the delay in obtaining
the desired license.

This provision remains essentially unchanged in today’s rule.

10) Licensing time-frame periods. These provisions were shown on the license tables in the proposed rule. The
times had been set using a variety of rationales depending upon the specific needs of each program and license cate-
gory but, generally, the following concept dominated the decision making process: The Department should set the
times as short as possible while at the same time set the times long enough to allow a reasonable degree of applicant
flexibility to correct deficiencies without having to start over. 

The Department had subjected this concept and draft review times to 30 half-day informal public workshops in Phoe-
nix, Tucson, Flagstaff, Show Low, Cottonwood, Bullhead City, and Yuma prior to fixing the times shown in the pro-
posed rule. The workshops were moderated by third-party facilitators contracted by the Department for this purpose.
The results of the workshops showed public unease over time-frames set too short to allow reasonable opportunities
to cure unapprovable applications prior to expiration. This was especially evident in all categories with time shown
over 90 days. 

The 1 significant exception to this was the underground storage tank (UST) corrective action plan (CAP) approvals
shown on Table 18. Here, public comment was that times must be shortened significantly. In response, the UST pro-
gram reevaluated its rationale and reduced the time shown. Those reductions shown were due to additional funding
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for review activities that had occurred since the times in the draft table were originally announced. One other area of
objections raised concerning times believed to be too long concerned the aquifer protection permit (APP) program.
Here, however, comment was extremely mixed with far more vigorous requests made that times not be shortened.

The most significant general response given the Department during the workshops was a desire by the public for the
Department to offer reasonably long times now and later to revisit the issue when the Department processes annual
housekeeping rule makings on the rule. The reasons given for this included concern that the department be forced into
time so short that denials increased over current experience or that programs become financially compromised due to
significant refund payments.

The tables remain essentially unchanged in today’s rule.

10. A description of the changes between the proposed rules, including supplemental notices, and final rules (if
applicable):

Table of Contents is revised as follows:

R18-1-501. Definitions

R18-1-502. Applicability; Effective Date

R18-1-503. Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame Clock Operation; Administrative Deficiencies;
Administrative Completeness

R18-1-504. Substantive Review Time-frame Clock Operation; Requests for Additional Information

R18-1-505. Overall Time-frame Clock Operation

R18-1-506. Time-frame Extension Clock Operation

R18-1-507. Ending of Time-frames Time-frame Clocks; Licensing Decisions; Lapse; Withdrawal; Notice of Licens-
ing Time-frames Nonapplicability; Ending of Time-frames

R18-1-508. Licensing Time-frames Pre-application Agreements

R18-1-509. Licensing Time-frames Supplemental Request Agreements

R18-1-510. Licensing Time-frames Extension Agreements

R18-1-511. Licensing Time-frames Changed Application Agreements

R18-1-512. Reserved Licensing Time-frames Reactivated Agreements

R18-1-513 Licensing Time-frames Opt-in Agreements

R18-1-514. Reserved Suspension of Time-frames Pending Payment of Fees or Receipt of Applicant’s Signature

R18-1-515. Reserved Suspension of Time-frames Due to a Changed Application

R18-1-516. Reassignment of License Category

R18-1-517. Application Lapse and Withdrawal; Lapse Date Extension Request

R18-1-518. Emergencies and Upset Conditions

R18-1-519. Public Hearings; Public Meetings; Public Notice Periods

R18-1-520. Notice of Intent to Rely on the Application Components As Submitted

R18-1-521. Notice of Intent to Rely on the License Category

R18-1-522. Notice of Change of Applicant’s Agent for Receiving Licensing Time-frames Notices

R18-1-523. Refunds, Fee Excusals, and Penalties

R18-1-524. Site Inspections

R18-1-525. Licensing Time-frames; Application Components License Tables

Indenting of the tables is deleted. This means that the Tables are appended directly to Article 5 and not just to R18-1-
525. This corrects a typographical error in the October 23, 1998, notice of proposed rulemaking.

A new table is added:

Table 6-E. Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Enforcement Unit
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The titles of the following tables are revised:

Table 7. Subdivision Sanitary Facility Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office

Table 7-N. Subdivision Sanitary Facility Construction Licenses Issued by the Northern Regional Office

Table 7-S. Subdivision Sanitary Facility Construction Licenses Issued by the Southern Regional Office

.. .

Table 15. ReservedThis table reserved.

R18-1-501, “Definitions,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:

1. “Administrative completeness” or “administratively complete” means Department receipt of all application compo-
nents required by statute or rule and necessary to enable this Article sufficient to allow the Department to issue a
notice of administrative completeness under A.R.S. § 41-1074 and thereby end the administrative completeness
review time-frame clock and start the substantive review time-frame clock but does not mean statutory administrative
completeness.

2. “Administrative completeness review” means the process of clerical verification by the Department to determine
whether that the submitted application components meet the requirements of administrative completeness.

3. “Administrative completeness review time-frame” has the meaning prescribed in A.R.S. § 41-1072(1). The Depart-
ment interprets this term to mean the entire period after Department receipt of an applicant's first acceptable applica-
tion component submittal under R18-1-503(A) until the starting of the substantive review time-frame but does not
mean a statutory administrative completeness review time-frame.

4. “Administrative completeness review time-frame clock” means the counting and assignment of certain days within
the administrative completeness review licensing time-frame under A.R.S. § 41-1074.

35. “Applicant” means the person who requests the Department to issue applies for a license.
46. “Applicant response” means a written response from the applicant to a Department notice that complies with all the

following:
a. The response identifies the applicant.
b. The response identifies the Department notice.
c. The response is addressed to the Department employee identified in the Department notice as the designated

recipient of the notice.
d. The response contains the required information identified in the Department notice or the response contains a

notice under R18-1-520 to rely on the application components as submitted.
57. “Application” means a request to the Department to issue a license to the requestor when that request is in writing and

complies with made under R18-1-502 and R18-1-503(A).
68. “Application clerk” means a Department employee with authority to receive applications for the specific license iden-

tified on the submitted application component or applicant response.
79. “Application component” means a document, other written information, or fee required by statute or rule and submit-

ted to the Department in support of an application.
8. “Companion category” means 1 of an association of 2 or more consecutive categories, shown on the license tables

with paired license names, and containing a distinction between “standard” and “complex,” between “without a pub-
lic hearing” and “with a public hearing, or “without a public meeting” and “with a public meeting.”

910.“Complex” means an application category that requires a significant increase in Department application review
resources in excess of applications processed in a companion standard application proposals in the same category due
to the size, novelty, complexity, or technical difficulty expressed in the application proposal.

10. “Comprehensive request for additional information” means a Department notification made after the administrative
completeness review time-frame and that:
a. Contains a list of information required by statute or rule and necessary before the Department may grant the

license; and
b. Suspends the running of days within the time-frames.

11. “Day” means business day and excludes Saturdays, Sundays, and state holidays. 
12. “Department notification” or “Department notice” means written communication by the Department to an applicant

in person or at the mailing or electronic address identified on the application. The Department may notify the appli-
cant at the applicant's electronic address only if the applicant provides that address as part of an application compo-
nent. The notification is effective:
a. If mailed, on the date of its postmark.
b. If delivered in person by a Department employee or agent, on the date of delivery.
c. If delivered electronically, on the date of delivery to the electronic address.
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13. “Department receipt” of an application component or an applicant response means 1 of the following days, whichever
is later:
a. If the component or response is handed to an application clerk by the applicant, the day of actual receipt by the

application clerk.
b. If the component or response is mailed, 5 days after a postmark identifying mailing date.
c. If the Department notifies the applicant within 5 days after the date of actual receipt, the day of actual receipt of

the component or response by the application clerk.
d. If during an application moratorium or time-frame suspension declared under R18-1-518, the day after the mora-

torium or suspension ends.
14. “Electronic address” means either a telephone number for facsimile document communication (fax) or an electronic

mail (e-mail) address.  “Electronic address” does not mean a telephone number for voice or TDD (telephone device
for the deaf) communication.

15. “Fee excusal” means the sanction imposed on a Department fund under A.R.S. § 41-1077(A) that requires the
Department to excuse further fees required from the applicant by the Department.

16. “Initial fee” means that part of the fee required to be submitted under R18-1-503(A).
17. “Lapsed application” means an application that has ceased to be subject to this Article due to the applicant's failure to

submit a timely response to a Department notification made under this Article.
1718.“License category” means a numbered category identified on a license table.
1819.“License table” means a table within this Article.
1920.“Licensing time-frame” means any of the time-frames identified in A.R.S. §§ 41-1072 through 41-1079 41-1078,

the operation of which require the Department to report its compliance level for overall time-frames to the Governor's
Regulatory Review Council under A.R.S. § 41-1078(A).

2021.“Licensing time-frame agreement” means an agreement made under any of the sections R18-1-508 through R18-1-
513.

22. “Overall time-frame” has the meaning prescribed in A.R.S. § 41-1072(2). The Department interprets this term to
mean the entire period from Department receipt of an applicant's first acceptable application component submittal
under R18-1-503(A) until the Department determines whether to grant or deny the license.

23. “Overall time-frame clock” means the counting and assignment of days within the overall licensing time-frame under
A.R.S. § 41-1076.

2124.“Penalty” means the sanction imposed on a Department fund under A.R.S. § 41-1077(B).
2225.“Phased application” means an a application processed process pursuant to a licensing time-frame an agreement

between an applicant and the Department that allows the applicant to submit application components in 2 two or more
phases with each phase providing for administrative completeness review.

2326.“Pre-application” means the period prior to Department receipt of an applicant's 1st acceptable application compo-
nent submittal under R18-1-503(A).

2427.“Presumptive administrative completeness” means the expiration of the administrative completeness review time-
frame clock and the automatic start of the running of days within starting of the substantive review time-frame clock
under A.R.S. § 41-1074(C) if the Department fails to issue a notice of administrative completeness under A.R.S. §
41-1074(A).

2528.“Presumptive overall time-frame” means the sum of the days shown for the administrative completeness review and
substantive review time-frames on the license tables for that license category and may be different from the actual
overall time-frame because the presumptive overall time-frame it does not include a lengthening of the time-frame
due to a time-frame extension agreement or a shortening of the time-frame due to early starting of the substantive
review time-frame caused by the issuance of a notice of administrative completeness.

2629.“Presumptive substantive review time-frame” means the days shown for the substantive review time-frame on the
license tables for a license category.

2730.“Refund” means the sanction imposed on a Department fund under A.R.S. § 41-1077(A) that requires the Depart-
ment to refund fees already paid by the applicant into that fund.

28. “Request for additional information” means a Department notification or contact made after the administrative
review time-frame and that identifies information required by statute or rule and necessary before the Department
may grant the license.

2931.“Sanction” means the imposition of a refund, fee excusal, or penalty under A.R.S. § 41-1077.
3032.“Site inspection” means an inspection performed by the Department under A.R.S. § 41-1009 as part of a required

component of an application for a license shown on the license tables.
33. “Statutory administrative completeness” means Department receipt of all application components required by a stat-

ute other than A.R.S. §§ 41-1072 through 41-1078 and sufficient to allow the Department to determine that the appli-
cation is administratively complete under that statute.

34. “Statutory administrative completeness time-frame” means the entire period identified in a statute other than A.R.S.
§§ 41-1072 through 41-1078 during which the Department shall complete the statutory administrative completeness
review.



Arizona Administrative Register
Notices of Final Rulemaking

October 1, 1999 Page 3487 Volume 5, Issue #40

35. “Statutory overall time-frame” means the entire period identified in a statute other than A.R.S. §§ 41-1072 through
41-1078 during which the Department shall grant or deny a license.

3136.“Substantive review” means the process of qualitative evaluation by the Department of application components to
determine whether the components meet all requirements in statute or rule and necessary to grant the license. “Sub-
stantive review” and does not include clerical verification of the components nor does it include Department investi-
gations resulting from reporting or notification requirements.

37. “Substantive review time-frame” has the meaning prescribed in A.R.S. § 41-1072(3). The Department interprets this
term to mean the entire period after the end of the administrative completeness review time-frame until either the
Department makes a licensing decision or the applicant causes the time-frame clocks to end under R18-1-507. The
substantive review time-frame includes time-frame clock suspension and time-frame extension periods.

38. “Substantive review time-frame clock” means the counting and assignment of certain days within the substantive
review licensing time-frame under A.R.S. § 41-1075(A).

3239.“Time-frame extension” means the entire period after the overall time-frame would otherwise expire and during
which an application is not subject to sanctions. The substantive review and overall time-frames continue in effect
and do not expire during the time-frame extension.

40. “Time-frame extension clock” means the counting and assignment of certain days within a licensing time-frame
extension under A.R.S. § 41-1075(B).

3341.“Withdrawn application” means an application that has ceased to be subject to this Article due to the applicant's
request that the Department cease all consideration of the application under R18-1-517 R18-1-517(B). An applicant's
ability to withdraw an application is not governed by this Article.

34. “WQARF” means water quality assurance revolving fund.
The definition for “companion category” is added to clarify the meaning of “complex.” The definitions for the vari-
ous “statutory time-frames” and “time-frame clocks” are deleted. See responses to Comments 3, 4, and 25. The defi-
nition of “lapsed application” is deleted. See response to Comment 19 below. Definitions for “comprehensive request
for additional information' and “request for additional information” are added to reduce ambiguity as to their mean-
ing. The definition for “WQARF” is added in support of its use on Tables 19, 19-S, and 20. Other changes are made
to reduce ambiguity or correct typographical errors. None of the changes to this Section in today’s rule alter the scope
or applicability of this rule from the October 23, 1998, proposed rule.

R18-1-502, “Applicability,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:
At R18-1-502(A)(4), “granted” is changed to “issued.”
At R18-1-502(A)(6), “one” is changed to “1.”

A.This Article does not apply to any of the following:
. . .
6. A license that requires 1 or more application components pursuant to an enforcement, abatement, or compliance order

or consent agreement or a notice of violation in addition to those identified shown for a license category shown on the
license tables if when submission of the component or components is required before the Department may make a
decision to grant the license.

. . .
12. A license for which Department receipt of the 1st acceptable application component submittal under R18-1-503(A)

occurs before the effective date of this Article January 1, 1999. The effective date of this Article shall be at midnight
2 weeks after the notice of final rulemaking is filed with the secretary of state.

B.If  After an application becomes subject to this Article, it remains subject to the terms of the original license category in
which it was classified unless the application lapses, is withdrawn, is altered by a licensing time-frames agreement, or is
changed under R18-1-516. If altered by a licensing time-frames agreement, the terms of the original license category are
modified only to the extent expressly stated in the licensing time-frames agreement. If this Article is amended after an
application complies with R18-1-503(A), the application will continue to be subject to the terms of the original license
category and not to subsequent amendments made to this Article. The terms of a licence category include all provisions of
this Article in effect on the date an applicant complies with R18-1-503(A).
. . .

In addition, “Effective Date” is added to the section title.
The qualifier “acceptable” in subsection (A) is deleted to reduce ambiguity. The effective date is changed to clarify that the
applicability of this Article is prospective in nature and will not apply retrospectively to applications 1st received prior to the
effective date of this rule. The period of 2 weeks will allow the Department an opportunity to know prospectively when
today’s rule will become effective. This is because filings of notices of final rulemaking are usually not known with certainty
by the Department until after they occur. Here, it is essential that the Department know in advance the exact day the rule goes
into effect so that it can commence the many duties today’s rule places on the Department on the same day the rule requires.



Volume 5, Issue #40 Page 3488 October 1, 1999

Arizona Administrative Register
Notices of Final Rulemaking

R18-1-503, “Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame Clock Operation; Administrative Completeness,” is revised
for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:
A. The administrative completeness review time-frame clock for an application begins on the day of Department receipt of

the 1st acceptable component submittal in support of the application that contains. To start the clock, the submittal shall
contain all the following:
. . .
3. Name and mailing address of the applicant or applicant's agent authorized by the applicant to receive all notices

issued by the Department under this Article.
4. Identification of the license category in which the application shall be 1st is to be processed. If companion categories

are shown on a license table for this license, the application shall be 1st processed in the companion category that is
determined as follows:
a. If “standard” and “complex” categories are shown, in the “standard” category.
b. If “without a public hearing” and “with a public hearing” are shown, in the “without a public hearing” category.
c. If “without a public meeting” and “with a public meeting” are shown, in the “without a public meeting” category.

. . .
7. All application components set forth by the Department in accordance with A.R.S. § 41-1079 required by statute or

rule and necessary or the Department to make a licensing decision under R18-1-507(A).
B. The administrative completeness review time-frame for an application ends on the earlier of the following days:

. . .
2. If the Department does not notify the applicant that the application is administratively complete under A.R.S. § 41-

1074, the last day shown for the administrative completeness review time-frame for the relevant license category on
the license tables License Tables.

C. The Department may notify the applicant to respond to 1 or more notices of administrative deficiencies during the admin-
istrative completeness review time-frame.

D. If the applicant fails to submit the missing information identified on a list of specific administrative deficiencies included
with the notice, the application shall lapse by the lapse date identified in the notice or, if no lapse date is identified, 2
months after notification.

CE. If a notice of administrative deficiencies states that the Department is suspending the running of days within the time-
frames time-frame clocks until the applicant supplies the missing information identified on a comprehensive list of spe-
cific deficiencies included with the notice, the running of days within the administrative completeness review time-frame
clock suspends on the day of notification.

DF. If suspended, the running of days within the administrative completeness review time-frame clock resumes upon Depart-
ment receipt of the missing information identified on the comprehensive list of specific deficiencies except when the
Department notifies the applicant within 10 days after receipt that not all of the missing information was supplied, in
which case the running of days within the time-frame clock remains suspended from the time of the 1st notice under sub-
section (C) (D) of this Section until the missing information is supplied to the Department. If the applicant fails to submit
the missing information identified in this subsection (F) notice, the application shall lapse by the lapse date identified in
the notice or, if no lapse date is identified, 2 months after notification.

EG. If the Department determines that an applicant has submitted all application components required by statute or rule the
license tables for that license category within the administrative completeness review time-frame and necessary to allow
the Department to grant the license, the Department shall notify the applicant that the application is administratively com-
plete under A.R.S. § 41-1074.

FH. If presumptive administrative completeness occurs:
1. Further notices of administrative deficiencies issued under subsection (C) or (E) of this Section will not suspend the

running of days within the substantive review or overall time-frames and time-frame clocks,
2. The Department does not waive the requirement for the applicant to submit all application components necessary to

allow for the Department to determine whether to grant the license, and
3. Nothing in this Article requires the Department to grant a license.

GI. The running of days within the administrative completeness review time-frame also suspends and resumes under clock
also shall suspend and resume under R18-1-514 (pending payment of fees), R18-1-515 (due to changed applications),
R18-1-518 (emergencies and upset conditions), R18-1-520 (notice of intent to rely on the application components submit-
ted), and R18-1-521 (notice of intent to rely on the license category).

H. If, within 5 days after Department receipt of a 1st component submittal under subsection (A) of this Section, the Depart-
ment determines that the submittal is so defective that the applicant clearly failed to make a good faith effort to submit all
application components required by statute or rule and necessary for the Department to make a licensing decision to grant
the license, the Department may determine that the submittal is not subject to this Article and that the Department shall
not process the submittal. Department notification of this determination under R18-1-507(E) will cause all time-frames to
end. The Department shall allow the applicant to reclaim the submittal

The qualifier “acceptable” in subsection (A) is deleted to reduce ambiguity. Subsection (A)(4) is modified to clarify how to
determine which companion category to use when 1st submitting an application for a license that shows companion cate-
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gories on a license table. Subsection (E) is modified to reduce ambiguity. Subsection (H) is added to clarify what limits
the Department has in excluding manifestly defective applications from the tracking, resource expenditure, and reporting
requirements of this Article. The other changes eliminate references to additional notice, lapse, and suspension provisions
deleted throughout today’s rule and make the language of this Section consistent with that used in other sections of this
Article.

R18-1-504, “Substantive Review Time-frame Clock Operation; Requests for Additional Information,” is revised for clarity,
conciseness, and understanding as follows:

A. The substantive review time-frame clock for an application begins on 1 one of the following days:
1. If the Department notifies the applicant that the application is administratively complete before the expiration of the

administrative completeness review time-frame clock, 1 day after notification.
2. If the Department does not notify the applicant that the application is administratively complete before the expiration

of the administrative completeness review time-frame clock, 1 day after expiration.
B. The substantive review time-frame clock for an application ends on the earlier of the following days:

. . .
C. The Department may notify the applicant to respond to one or more requests for additional information or comprehensive

requests for additional information during the substantive review time-frame.
D. If the applicant fails to submit the missing information identified in a request for additional information or a comprehen-

sive request for additional information, the application shall lapse by the lapse date identified in the request or, if no lapse
date is identified, 2 months after notification.

E. If the Department notifies the applicant to respond to a comprehensive request states that the Department is suspending
the time-frame clock until the applicant supplies the missing information identified in the comprehensive request for addi-
tional information, the running of the days within the substantive review time-frame clock suspends on the day of Depart-
ment notification. The Department may issue only 1 one comprehensive request that suspends the running of days within
the substantive review time-frame clock under A.R.S. § 41-1075(A).

F. The running of days within the substantive review time-frame clock resumes upon Department receipt of the missing
information identified in the comprehensive request except if the Department notifies the applicant within 15 days after
receipt that not all of the missing information was supplied, in which case the running of days within the time-frame clock
remains suspended until the applicant supplies the missing information to the Department. If the applicant fails to submit
the missing information identified in this subsection (F) notice, the application shall lapse by the lapse date identified in
the notice or, if no lapse date is identified, 2 months after notification.

G. The running of days within the substantive review time-frame clock also suspends and resumes shall suspend and resume
under R18-1-514 (pending payment of fees), R18-1-515 (due to changed applications), R18-1-518 (emergencies and upset
conditions), R18-1-520 (notice of intent to rely on the application components submitted), and R18-1-521 (notice of intent
to rely upon the license category).

These changes (including elimination of references to lapse and suspensions) make the language of this Section consistent
with that used in other sections of this Article.

R18-1-505, “Overall Time-frame Clock Operation,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:

A. The overall time-frame clock for an application begins on the same day as the administrative completeness review time-
frame clock.

B. The running of days within the overall time-frame clock suspends and resumes in concert with the administrative com-
pleteness and, substantive review time-frames and time-frame extensions, and extension time-frame clocks.

C. The duration of the overall time-frame clock equals the sum of all the following days unless altered by R18-1-508 (licens-
ing time-frames pre-application agreements), R18-1-511 (changed licensing time-frames agreements), R18-1-512 (reacti-
vated licensing time-frames agreements), or R18-1-513 (licensing time-frames opt-in agreements):
1. The lesser of:
. . .

b. The actual number of days for the administrative completeness review time-frame if the Department notifies the
applicant under R18-1-503(E) R18-1-503(G) that the application is administratively complete before the expira-
tion of the administrative completeness review time-frame;

. . .

At R18-1-505(C)(3), “one” is changed to “1.”

R18-1-506, “Time-frame Extension Clock Operation,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:
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A. If created by a licensing time-frames extension agreement under R18-1-510, the time-frame extension clock for an appli-
cation begins 1 day after the substantive review and overall time-frames time-frame clocks would otherwise expire and
operates as if they were still in operation.

B. The time-frame extension clock for an application ends on 1 one of the following days, whichever is earlier:
.. .

C. The Department may notify an applicant to respond to 1 comprehensive request for additional information requests for
additional information and comprehensive requests for additional information during the time-frame extension on the
same terms as prescribed in R18-1-504 except that the Department shall not make more than 1 comprehensive request for
additional information under both R18-1-504 and this Section.
. . .

E. The running of days within the time-frame extension also suspends and resumes under clock shall also suspend and
resume under R18-1-514 (pending payment of fees or receipt of signature), R18-1-515 (changed licensing time-frames),
R18-1-518 (emergencies and upset conditions), R18-1-520 (notice of intent to rely on the application components submit-
ted), and R18-1-521 (notice of intent to rely on the license category).

In R18-1-506(D), change “one” to “1.”

R18-1-507, “Ending of Time-frames Time-frame Clocks; Licensing Decisions; Lapse; Withdrawal; Notice of Licensing Time-
frames Nonapplicability; Ending of Time-frames,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:

A. Department notification of the following licensing decisions is sufficient to end all licensing time-frames time-frame
clocks for an application:
1. Unconditional grant of the license, meaning that the Department did not add conditions not requested by, or agreed to

by, the applicant.
2. Conditional grant of the license, meaning that the Department added conditions not requested by, or agreed to by, the

applicant.
. . .

. . .
C. The Department may deny a license under subsection (A) of this Section if the applicant submits incomplete or inaccurate

information in response to a notice of administrative deficiencies under R18-1-503, a request for additional information or
a comprehensive request for additional information under R18-1-504, a supplemental request for additional information
under R18-1-509, or any other deficiency found in the application that prevents the Department from exercising its
authority to grant the license. . . .
. . .

D. The following actions by the applicant are sufficient to end all time-frames time-frame clocks for an application:
1. Allowing the application to lapse by failing to submit a timely response to Department notification under this Article.
12. Withdrawing the application under R18-1-517 R18-1-517(B).
23. Entering into a changed licensing time-frames agreement under R18-1-511.
. . .

E. If the Department determines during its review of an application that the application is not subject to this Article, the
Department shall so notify the applicant that the application is not subject to this Article. The Department notification
shall contain the Department's reason for making the determination. Department notification causes shall cause all time-
frames time-frame clocks for the that application to end.

F. The ending of time-frame clocks under this Section also shall end all time-frames.
The structure of subsection (A)(1) is changed to parallel the structure of subsection (A)(2). Subsection (C) is modified to clar-
ify the standard the Department uses to make a decision to deny a license. Subsections (D)(1) and (F) are deleted because
“lapse” and “time-frame clock” concepts are also deleted from today's rule.

R18-1-508, “Licensing Time-frames Pre-application Agreements,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as
follows:

In R18-1-508(A) and R18-1-508(A)(1) change “one” to “1.”

. . .
B. A licensing time-frames pre-application agreement shall contain at least the following terms:

. . .
4. The number of days for the administrative completeness review time-frame and the substantive review time-frame.

Time spent in pre-application review shall not count toward the running of days within the time-frames any of the
time frame clocks.
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. . .
6. Identification of the license category within which the Department shall begin processing process the application.

C. A licensing time-frames pre-application agreement that allows allowing the applicant to submit certain application com-
ponents in 1 one or more phases during the substantive review time-frame shall contain at least the terms identified in sub-
section (B) of this Section and the following terms:
1. The overall time-frame shall not be less than the presumptive overall time-frame identified in subsection (B)(6) of

this Section the base license category on the license tables.
2. The administrative completeness review time-frame shown for the license category identified in subsection (B)(6) of

this Section identified in the base license category on the license tables shall apply only to the 1st application phase.
3. The applicant may submit components otherwise required for administrative completeness in subsequent phases dur-

ing the substantive review time-frame only to the extent that the agreement specifies deadlines for each subsequent
application phase and identifies the application components required in each subsequent phase. The Department may
notify the applicant to respond to a notice of administrative deficiencies within 15 days after each subsequent submit-
tal or the deadline identified in the agreement for each subsequent phased application component submittal. If the
applicant fails to submit the missing information identified in the notice, the application shall lapse by the lapse date
identified in the notice or, if no lapse date is identified, 2 months after notification.

4. The Department may suspend the running of days within the time-frames time-frame clocks once in each application
phase with in response to a comprehensive request for additional information on the same terms as prescribed in
under R18-1-504.

D. . . .
1. . . .
2. The resources of the Department. The Department shall not enter into an agreement if the Department determines that

either the negotiation of the agreement or the terms of the agreement are likely to require the Department to expend
additional resources to the significant detriment of other applicants.

. . 
In R18-1-508(D)(3), add “detrimental” after “potential.”

Subsection (B)(6) is modified to clarify that the identification of a license category here has similar meaning to a category
identified under R18-1-503(A) if no pre-application agreement is used. The category is an initial processing category only and
may be changed under other sections of this rule. Subsections (C)(1) and (C)(2) are modified to present the same meaning but
without resort to the use of the term, “base category.” Subsection (C)(3) is changed to delete its lapse provision. Subsections
(C)(4) and (D)(2) are changed to make the language consistent with that used in other sections of this Article.

R18-1-509, “Licensing Time-frames Supplemental Request Agreements,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understand-
ing as follows:

A. An applicant and the Department may enter into 1 one or more licensing time-frames supplemental request agreements to
allow the suspension of the running of the days within the relevant substantive review, and overall, and extension time-
frames time-frame clocks and time-frame extensions pending a response from the applicant to a supplemental request for
additional information under A.R.S. § 41-1075(A). A request for additional time alone is not a valid justification for a
supplemental request agreement.

B. A licensing time-frames supplemental request agreement shall contain at least the following terms:
. . .
3. The running of days within the relevant substantive review and overall time-frames and time-frame extensions, over-

all, and extension time-frame clocks as appropriate shall suspend and resume under Sections R18-1-504 through
R18-1-506.

4. If the applicant fails to submit the missing information identified in the agreement, the application shall lapse by the
lapse date identified in the agreement or, if no lapse date is identified, 2 months after the effective date of the agree-
ment.

R18-1-510, “Licensing Time-frames Extension Agreements,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:

In R18-1-510(A), change “one” to “1.”

. . .
B. The combined total of all time-frames extension agreements may extend the time-frames no more than 25% of the number

of days beyond the presumptive overall time-frame or, if identified as a fixed number in an R18-1-508 pre-application
agreement, the presumptive overall time-frame in that agreement. A calculation that results in a fraction Calculations that
result in fractions of a day shall be rounded to the nearest day.
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C. A time-frames extension agreement shall contain at least the following terms:
. . .
3. The agreement creates a time-frame extension clock that operates under R18-1-506.

R18-1-511, “Licensing Time-frames Changed Application Agreements,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding
as follows:

A. An applicant and the Department may enter into a licensing time-frames agreement to allow the applicant to change infor-
mation previously submitted in support of a license application and to supersede the time-frames of that application with
new time-frames. A changed licensing time-frames agreement causes all time-frames time-frame clocks on the super-
seded application to end under R18-1-507(D) and creates a new set of time-frames time-frame clocks that operates under
the agreement.

B. A changed licensing time-frames agreement shall contain at least the following terms:
.. .
6. Identification of the license category within which the Department changed application shall continue processing the

changed application be processed.
C. The Department shall consider all the following factors when determining whether to enter into a changed licensing time-

frames agreement:
. . .
2. The resources of the Department. The Department shall not enter into an agreement if the Department determines that

either the negotiation of the agreement or the terms of the agreement are likely to require the Department to expend
additional resources to the significant detriment of other applicants.

3. The impact on public health and safety or the environment. The Department shall not enter into an agreement if the
Department determines that the terms of the agreement are likely to cause a significant increase or change in the
nature of the potential detrimental effects of the facility or activity to be governed by the license on public health and
safety or the environment.

Subsection (B)(6) is modified to have a construction similar to R18-1-508(B)(6).

R18-1-512, “Licensing Time-frames Reactivation Agreements,” is deleted in its entirety See response to Comment 19.

R18-1-512. Reserved Licensing Time-frames Reactivated Agreements
A. An applicant and the Department may enter into an agreement to allow the applicant to reactivate lapsed time-frames on a

pending application. A reactivated licensing time-frames agreement creates a new set of time-frame clocks that operates
under the agreement. 

B. A reactivated licensing time-frames agreement shall contain at least the following terms:
1. Unless specified otherwise in the agreement, all requirements of this Article remain in effect.
2. A waiver under A.R.S. § 41-1004 by the applicant of its rights to the number of time-frame days identified on the

license tables in consideration of the Department allowing the applicant to reactivate the application.
3. Identification of application components required in support of the reactivated application.
4. The number of time-frame days applicable to the reactivated application.
5. A fee adjustment, if appropriate.
6. Identification of the license category within which the reactivated application shall be processed.

C. The Department shall consider all the following factors when determining whether to enter into a reactivated licensing
time-frames agreement:
1. The complexity of the licensing subject matter. The Department shall not enter into an agreement if the presumptive

substantive review time-frame is less than 30 days.
2. The resources of the Department. The Department shall not enter into an agreement if the Department determines that

either the negotiation of the agreement or the terms of the agreement are likely to require the Department to expend
resources to the significant detriment of other applicants.

3. The impact on public health and safety or the environment. The Department shall not enter into an agreement if the
Department determines that the terms of the agreement are likely to cause a significant increase or change in the
nature of the potential effects of the facility or activity to be governed by the license on public health and safety or the
environment.

R18-1-513, “Licensing Time-frames Opt-in Agreements,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:

In R18-1-513(A), change “time-frame clocks” to time-frames.”

. . . 
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B. A licensing time-frames opt-in agreement shall contain at least the following terms:
. . .

2. Identification of the license category within which the Department application shall continue processing the applica-
tion be processed.

. . .
C. A licensing time-frames opt-in agreement may allow an applicant to submit certain application components in 1 one or

more phases during the substantive review time-frame if the agreement contains terms equivalent to those under R18-1-
508(C).

D. The Department shall consider all the following factors when determining whether to enter into a licensing time-frames
opt-in agreement:
1. The complexity of the licensing subject matter. The Department shall not enter into an agreement if the time set for

the substantive review time-frame clock is less than 90 days.
2. The resources of the Department. The Department shall not enter into an agreement if the Department determines that

either the negotiation of the agreement or the terms of the agreement are likely to require the Department to expend
additional resources to the significant detriment of other applicants.

. . .

In R18-1-513(D)(3), add “detrimental” after “potential.”

Subsection (B)(2) is modified to have a construction similar to R18-1-508(B)(6).

R18-1-514, “Suspension of Time-frames Pending Payment of Fees or Receipt of Applicant's Signature,” is deleted in its
entirety. See response to Comment 95.

R18-1-514. Reserved Suspension of Time-frames Pending Payment of Fees or Receipt of Applicant’s Signature
A. If a check or other form of payment of an application fee is returned for insufficient funds or if any payment due on the

application is in any other manner prevented, the time-frame clocks shall suspend on the date the Department learns of the
payment failure. Upon suspension, the Department shall notify the applicant of the suspension. If the applicant fails to
submit a replacement check or other form of payment to the Department within 1 month of Department notification, the
application shall lapse. If not already lapsed, the time-frame clocks shall resume upon Department notification that the
Department has verified payment.

B. If an application has unpaid fees due at the time the Department makes a licensing decision on the application, Depart-
ment notification of the decision shall suspend the time-frame clocks. Thereafter, upon Department receipt of full pay-
ment, all time-frames shall end. A decision may include a condition that the license is not effective until payment in full is
made. If the applicant fails to remit full payment to the Department after Department notification of the amount due, the
application shall lapse by the lapse date identified in the notice or, if no lapse date is identified, 2 months after notification.

C. If the Department requires the applicant's signature after the application review is substantially complete but prior to the
Department making a licensing decision, the time-frame clocks shall suspend on the date the Department notifies the
applicant that the signature is required. If the applicant fails to comply with the notice within 1 month of Department noti-
fication, the application shall lapse. If not already lapsed, the time-frame clocks shall resume upon Department receipt of
the applicant's signature as required in the notice.

R18-1-515, “Suspension of Time-frames Due to a Changed Application,” is deleted in its entirety. See response to Comment
95.

R18-1-515. Reserved Suspension of Time-frames Due to a Changed Application
A. The Department may determine that an applicant has changed an application if an application component contains infor-

mation that results in any of the following:
1. A significant change to previous application components submitted in support of the application.
2. A significant increase or change to previous application components in the nature of the potential effects of the pro-

posed project or activity on public health and safety or the environment.
B. If the Department makes a determination under subsection (A) of this Section, the Department may notify the applicant. If

the Department notifies the applicant, the time-frame clocks suspend and the application shall lapse unless the applicant
informs the Department of the applicant's decision to do one of the following within 1 month of Department notification:
1. Submit a notice of intent to rely on the application components submitted under R18-1-205 and R18-1-520.
2. Submit a notice of intent to enter into negotiations with the Department for a changed application agreement under

R18-1-511.
3. Submit a notice withdrawing the component containing the information changing the application, in which case the

time-frame clocks remain suspended until the applicant submits a replacement component that does not result in
another determination under subsection (A) of this Section. If the applicant then fails to submit a replacement compo-
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nent, the application shall lapse by the lapse date identified in the notice under subsection (B) of this Section or, if no
lapse date is identified, 2 months after notification.

R18-1-516, “Reassignment of License Category,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:

A. If a public hearing or public meeting is requested for an application for a license that requires the Department to hold a
public hearing or public meeting on a proposed licensing decision if requested, the Department shall reassign the applica-
tion from a license category not providing for a public hearing or public meeting to the companion category so providing.
The Department shall notify the applicant of the change in the license category.

B. The Department may reassign an application to a different category if an evaluation of the application components indi-
cates that a change is necessary in the category in which the application is classified including a change from a standard to
a companion complex category if such categories are shown on the license tables for that license type. The Department
shall notify the applicant of the change in the license category at which time the reassignment shall take effect. The
Department notice shall contain the Department's reason for making the reassignment to a different license category. After
receiving Department notification, the applicant may submit an R18-1-521 notice of intent to rely on the license category
in effect before Department notification.

C. Reassignment to a new license category under this Section means only that the time-frame clocks for the application
expire on the days shown for the new license category rather than the previous category.

A. The Department may reassign an application to a different category if an evaluation of the application components indi-
cates that a change is necessary in the category in which the application is classified. The Department shall notify the
applicant of the change in the license category at which time the reassignment shall take effect. The Department notice
shall contain the Department's reason for making the reassignment to a different license category. After receiving Depart-
ment notification, the applicant may submit an R18-1-521 notice of intent to rely on the license category in effect before
Department notification. 

B. If a public hearing or public meeting is requested for an application for a license that requires the Department to hold a
public hearing or public meeting on a proposed licensing decision if requested, the Department shall reassign the applica-
tion from a license category not providing for a public hearing or public meeting to the companion category so providing.

C. Reassignment may include a change from a standard to a companion complex category if such categories are shown on
the license tables.

D. Reassignment to a new license category under this Section means only that the time-frames for the application expire on
the days shown for the new license category rather than the previous category.

The elements of this Section have been reorganized and modified to incorporate the defined term, “companion category,” now
added as R18-1-501(8). In addition, subsection (A) is modified to require that the Department state a reason when it reassigns
an application to a different license category.

R18-1-517, “Application Lapse and Withdrawal; Lapse Date Extension Request,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and
understanding as follows:

A. A specific lapse date in a Department notice is one that supersedes the standard 2 month lapse date for Department notices
under this Article. If the Department includes a specific lapse date in a Department notice, the Department shall determine
the lapse date based on a reasonable time after taking into consideration the nature of the deficiency giving rise to the
notice.

B. An applicant may allow an application to lapse. Lapse affects only the applicability of this Article to an application and
does not prohibit the Department from continuing review of an application.

C. If allowed to do so by the Department, an applicant may withdraw an application prior to a decision by the Department to
grant or deny the license.

D. Lapse or withdrawal of an application causes all time-frame clocks to end under R18-1-507(D).
E. If the request is received by the Department before a lapse date, an applicant may request an extension of that lapse date.

A lapse extension request shall include all of the following information:
1. Identification of the applicant.
2. Identification of the application.
3. Identification and date of the Department notification or request giving rise to the lapse date.
4. The reason why the applicant is not able to comply with the lapse date.
5. Identification of a new lapse date.
6. The reason why the new lapse date will provide adequate time for the applicant to comply.

F. The Department may grant a timely lapse date extension request if all the following conditions are met:
1. The extension will not be so long that resuming application processing at the later date is likely to require a signifi-

cant increase in Department resources over the resources required to resume processing on the noticed lapse date.
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2. The extension will not be so long that resuming application processing at the later date is likely to cause a significant
increase or change in the nature of the potential effects of the facility or activity to be governed by the license on pub-
lic health and safety or the environment.

3. The applicant makes a showing that it is acting in good faith to comply with this Article.
G. The Department may grant a lapse extension request with a new lapse date different than the one requested by the appli-

cant in the request.
H. The denial of a lapse date extension request means that the lapse date in effect before the request remains in effect.
I. The grant of a lapse date extension request after the lapse date in effect at the time of the request means that the new lapse

date applies and the application did not lapse on the earlier date.
Withdrawal of an application causes all time-frames for that application to end.

All references to lapse have been deleted. See response to Comment 19.

R18-1-518, “Emergencies and Upset Conditions,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:

A. The Director may declare a moratorium on the starting of time-frames time-frame clocks for new applications or may
declare a suspension of suspend all time-frames time-frame clocks for 1 one or more license categories identified on the
license tables upon a determination that the starting of time-frames time-frame clocks for new applications or the contin-
ued running of days within the time-frames time-frame clocks on existing applications in that license category is likely to
result in sanctions for those applications due to emergencies including: any of the following:
1. Lack of Department resources to process applications in the same license category if that lack is due to events not rea-

sonably within the control of the Department.
2. Emergencies and upset conditions including:
1a. Diversion of Department resources to respond to pollution prevention emergency activity,
2b. Loss of use of premises, or
3. Computer failure, or
4c. Lack of access to a site inspection location due to weather or other natural conditions.

B. A declaration of a time-frame clock moratorium or suspension under subsection (A) of this Section shall be in writing and
shall include all the following:
1. The reason for the time-frame clock moratorium or suspension.
2. Identification of the license categories subject to the time-frame clock moratorium or suspension.
3. If relevant, restriction of the declaration to 1 one or more application review location or site inspection locations.
4. Expiration of the time-frame clock moratorium or suspension by a date certain.

C. The Director may revoke declarations or issue successive declarations. The Director shall ensure that the duration of a
time-frame moratorium or suspension under subsection (A) of the Section is limited to the shortest time necessary to
address the emergency.

D. A declaration of a time-frame clock moratorium or suspension under subsection (A) of this Section affects only the oper-
ation of the time-frames time-frame clocks and does not prohibit the Department from acceptance or continued review of
license applications.

E. A declaration of a time-frame moratorium or suspension under subsection (A) of this Section applies only to applications
and license categories that are subject to sanctions

Subsection (A)(1) is deleted to remove it as a justification to invoke Department powers under this Section. Computer failure
is added due to recent difficulties experienced by the Department. In January 1999, for example, the computer network
crashed causing widespread computer failure that lasted up to 5 days in certain Department areas. Subsection (E) is added to
clarify that this Section applies only to applications and categories subject to refunds. See responses to Comments 108 through
110.

R18-1-519, “Public Hearings; Public Meetings; Public Notice Periods,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding
as follows:

A. Public hearings and public meetings held by the Department and public notices, required for those hearings and meetings
required by law to occur before a decision by the Department to grant a license, shall occur during the substantive review
time-frame.

B. The suspension or expiration of the substantive review time-frame clock does not invalidate public hearings, public meet-
ings, or public notice periods required by law to occur before a decision by the Department to grant a license.

Subsection (A) is deleted. See response to Comment 3.
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R18-1-520, “Notice of Intent To Rely on the Application Components As Submitted,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and
understanding as follows:

A. An applicant, instead of submitting some or all of the application components identified by the Department, may submit a
R18-1-205 notice of intent to rely on the application components as submitted in response to either of the following:
. . .
2. Receiving a request for additional information, a comprehensive request for additional information, or a supplemental

request for additional information issued by the Department after during the administrative completeness substantive
review time-frame.

B. Upon receiving of a timely R18-1-205 notice, the Department shall suspend the time-frame clocks.
BC. If A decision by the Department decides under R18-1-205 to rescind or modify the identification of the application com-

ponent or components objected to by the applicant, the Department if made, shall make the decision be made within 15
days after Department receipt of the applicant's R18-1-205 notice. and: If, at the time of the decision, the running of days
within the time-frames is suspended:
1. A If made as a decision to rescind the identification of all application components identified complained of in the

notice, shall resume the running of days within the time-frames; or continue all time-frame clocks or
2. A If made as a decision to rescind or modify the identification of 1, but less than all, one or more application compo-

nents identified complained of in the notice, shall allow the running of days within the time-frames to remain sus-
pended in accordance with the Department notice reset all time-frame clocks and lapse provisions to the times
applicable to the actions identified in subsections (A)(1) or (A)(2) of this Section. 

CD. If, within after 15 days after Department receipt of the applicant's R18-1-205 notice, the Department has not notified the
applicant of a decision to rescind or modify the identification of the application component or components complained of
in the notice, the running of days within the time-frames time-frame clocks, if suspended, shall resume.

Subsection (B) is deleted because the “time-frame clock” concept is also deleted from today's rule.

R18-1-521, “Notice of Intent To Rely on the License Category,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as fol-
lows:

A. Upon An applicant, upon Department notification that the Department has changed the license category under R18-1-516,
an applicant may submit a notice of intent to rely on the license category in effect before the Department notification.

B. An applicant's notice under subsection (A) of this Section A notice of intent to rely on the license category shall include
all of the following:
. . .

C. Upon receipt of an applicant's notice under subsection (A) of this Section, the Department shall do 1 of the following:
1. Rescind the change under subsection (D) of this Section.
2. Make a licensing decision under R18-1-507(A) and process the decision in the changed category identified under

R18-1-516.
3. Allow the license category to revert under subsection (E) of this Section.

C. Upon receiving a timely notice of intent to rely on the license category, the Department shall suspend the time-frame
clocks and do one of the following:
1. Rescind the change under subsection (E) of this Section.
2. Make a licensing decision under R18-1-507(A).

D. A timely notice of intent to rely on the license category is one submitted within the time identified on the R18-1-516
Department notification or, if the notification does not specify a time, within 1 month after the notification.

DE. If the Department decides notification of a decision to rescind the change in the license category, the Department shall
notify the applicant of the decision if made, shall be made within 15 days after the Department receipt of receives the
applicant's notice under subsection (A) of this Section of intent to rely on the license category and shall continue to pro-
cess the application in the license category on which the applicant is relying reset all time-frame clocks and lapse provi-
sions, if applicable, to the times applicable at the time of the R18-1-516 Department notification.

EF. If, within after 15 days after the Department receipt of receives the applicant's notice under subsection (A) of this Section
of intent to rely on the license category, the Department has not notified the applicant of a decision under subsection (C) of
this Section, the license category shall revert to the category in effect before the R18-1-516 Department notification with
the same effect on the time-frames time-frame clocks as described in subsection (D) (E) of this Section.

Subsection (D) is deleted because the Department has determined that no limit need be placed on applicants to decide when or
if to submit a notice under this Section.

R18-1-522, “Notice of Change of Applicant's Agent for Receiving Licensing Time-frames Notices,” is revised for clarity, con-
ciseness, and understanding as follows:
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A. An applicant may change the designation of its agent identified under R18-1-503(A)(3) R18-1-503(A)(2) for receiving
Department licensing time-frames notification.

B. To In order to change the designation of the agent, the applicant shall submit a notice that complies with all the following
to the application clerk:.
. . .

. . .

Subsection (A) is modified to correct a typographical error. Subsection (B) is modified to simplify the language and reduce
ambiguity.

R18-1-523, “Refunds, Fee Excusals, and Penalties,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:

A. An application is shall be subject to sanctions under A.R.S. § 41-1077 only if the application is governed by this Article
and requires a fee that is deposited in a Department fund. In addition, an application is shall be subject to penalties under
A.R.S. § 41-1077(B) only if it is subject to a substantive review time-frame as indicated on the license tables. An A lapsed
application or an application withdrawn before the expiration of the substantive review or overall time-frames time-frame
clocks, whichever is later, is not subject to sanctions.

B. The Department shall make a refund and fee excusal to an applicant for an application if the Department it determines
both of the following:

1. The later of the overall time-frame or time-frame extension clocks for that application expired prior to Depart-
ment notification of a licensing decision under R18-1-507(A).
. . .

C. The Department shall issue a refund and make approve a fee excusal within 15 days after the department makes making a
determination that a refund and fee excusal is due required.

D. A refund and fee excusal is limited to the specific application giving rise to the refund and fee excusal and does not
include refunds or payment excusals for services requested by the applicant beyond the scope of the application. A refund
is limited to the amount actually received from the applicant by the Department for the specific application giving rise to
the refund and does shall not include interest.

E. The Department shall pay to the state general fund a penalty for an each application for which a determination has been
made that a refund is due under subsection (B) of this Section. Only such applications outstanding on the last calendar day
of each month are subject to a penalty. The Department shall deposit the penalty in the state general fund within 4 months
of incurring the penalty. if the Department determines both of the following:
1. The overall time-frame for that application expired prior to Department notification of a licensing decision under

R18-1-507(A).
2. On the last calendar day of the month, the Department still has not made a licensing decision under R18-1-507(A).

F. If an application accumulates excused fees, the Department shall calculate the penalty each month to include both the pen-
alty due for the current month plus any additional penalties now due for previous months resulting from the continued
accumulation of excused fees during the current month. The fee subject to a penalty for an application that is still accumu-
lating review charges at the time the penalty is due shall be determined retrospectively based on what the total fee would
have been had no sanctions been imposed.

The last sentence is deleted from subsection (E) because the Department has determined that such a time provision stated in
rule is unnecessary.

R18-1-524 R18-9-524, “Site Inspections,” is revised to correct a typographical error in the section title and to delete “as” in the
body of the Section.

R18-1-525, “Licensing Time-frames; Application Components License Tables,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and under-
standing as follows:

The administrative completeness review time-frame clock days, the substantive review time-frame clock days, and the refer-
ences to application components for each license category subject to this Article are as shown on the license tables.

Table 1, “Class I Air Licenses,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:
In categories 9 through 12, change “fee” to “initial fee.”
In category 17, add “initial fee” before “required.”
In category 25, add “new” before “permit.”
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Table 2, “Class II Air Licenses,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:
In categories 18, change “R18-2-503” to “R18-2-505” both times it appears.

Table 4, “Vehicle Emission Licenses,” is revised as follows:
The administrative completeness review time-frames for category 1, “fleet station permit,” is increased from 10 to 15 days and
the substantive review time-frame is increased from 15 to 21 days.
The administrative completeness review time-frames for category 2, “analyzer facility registration,” is increased from 1 to 10
days and the substantive review time-frame is decreased from 15 to 10 days.  “Site inspection required” is added to the appli-
cation components of this category.
These changes correct typographical errors contained in the October 23, 1998, proposed rule.

Table 5, “Safe Drinking Water Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office,” is revised as follows:
Groups III and IV (categories 9-15) as shown on the proposed rule are deleted. These groups contained subdivision sanitary
facility license categories. These licenses are also governed by categories on Table 7, “Subdivision Sanitary Facility Licenses
Issued by the Phoenix Office.” This means that the scope and applicability of today’s rule is unchanged from the October 23,
1998, proposed rule. What changes are the choices as to what tables within which these applications will be processed.   Group
V (categories 16-18) are renumbered to Group III, categories 9-11, as a result. Changes to the table shown in the proposed rule
are as follows:

Table 5: Safe Drinking Water Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office
Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Tim-frame
SRTF means Substantive Review Time-frame
Day means business day

Group I: Drinking water approval-to-construct (ATC) licences:

Group II: Drinking water approval-of-construction (AOC) licenses:

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

1. Standard drinking water treatment facility, 
project, or well approval to construct,
A.R.S. § 49-353,
A.A.C. R18-4-505.

11 32 No A.A.C. R18-4-505,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.

2. Complex drinking water treatment facility, 
project, or well approval to construct,
A.R.S. § 49-353,
A.A.C. R18-4-505.

11 62 No A.A.C. R18-4-505,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.

3. Standard public and semi-public swimming 
pool design approval,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(12).

21 21 No A.A.C. R18-5-203,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.

4. Complex public and semi-public swimming 
pool design approval,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(12).

21 62 No A.A.C. R18-5-203,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.

5. Standard drinking water treatment facility, 
project, or well approval of construction,
A.R.S. § 49-353,
A.A.C. R18-4-507.

11 32 No A.A.C. R18-4-507,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.
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Group III: Subdivision sanitary facility licenses with no Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review:

Table 5 (Continued): Safe Drinking Water Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office

Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time Frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time Frame

SRTF means Substantive Review Time Frame

Day means business day

Group III (Continued): Subdivision sanitary facility licenses with no Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review:

6. Complex drinking water treatment facility, 
project, or well approval of construction,
A.R.S. § 49-353,
A.A.C. R18-4-507.

11 62 No A.A.C. R18-4-507,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.

7. Standard public and semi-public swimming 
pool approval of construction,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(12).

21 21 No A.A.C. R18-5-204,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.

8. Complex public and semi-public swimming 
pool approval of construction,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(12).

21 62 No A.A.C. R18-5-204,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.

9. Subdivision water approval (with water exten-
sion lines only),
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411.

11 32 No A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.

10. Standard subdivision water approval (with 
new water or sewage system with no CWA § 208 
consistency review),
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411.

32 37 No A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
§ 208 consistency determination required.

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

11. Complex subdivision water approval (with 
new water or sewage system with no CWA § 208 
consistency review),
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411.

32 67 No A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
§ 208 consistency determination required.

12. Water and on-site subdivision approval (with 
new water or sewage system with no CWA § 208 
consistency review),
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411.

32 32 No A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
§ 208 consistency determination required.
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Group IV: Subdivision sanitary facility licenses with a Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review:

Group III  V: Other licenses:

Tables 5-N and 5-S, “Safe Drinking Water Construction Licenses Issued by the Northern Regional Office” and “Safe Drink-
ing Water Construction Licenses Issued by the Southern Regional Office,” are revised in the same manner as Table 5.

Table 6, “Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office,” is revised as follows:

Group I is revised. “[W]ith no Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review” is deleted from the name of Group I and
from the names of the categories 1-4 and 7-10 within Group I. This does not change the scope or meaning of the licenses iden-
tified in this group. Administrative completeness review time-frames for categories 1-2 and 4-10 are reduced from 32 to 21
days. This is the result of continued evaluation by the Department of the application review process and the determination that
additional time-saving steps can be implemented.

Group II is deleted along with its categories 11-20. This is not a reduction in licensing activity governed by today’s rule
because these categories represented a combination of the license approvals identified in Group I plus the CWA § 208 consis-
tency review approval now identified as category 22.

Group III (categories 21-30) is renumbered to Group II, categories 11-20. Administrative completeness review time-frames for
categories 21-22 and 24-30 are reduced from 32 to 21 days. This is the result of continued evaluation by the Department of the
application review process and the determination that additional time-saving steps can be implemented.

13. Dry lot and on-site subdivision approval 
(with new sewage system with no CWA § 208 
consistency review),
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411.

32 32 No A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
§ 208 consistency determination required.

14. Standard subdivision water approval (with 
new water or sewage system with a CWA § 208 
consistency review),
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411.

53 58 No A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.

15. Complex subdivision water approval (with 
new water or sewage system with a CWA § 208 
consistency review),
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411.

53 88 No A.A.C. R18-5-401 through R18-5-411,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.

9 16. Standard drinking water new source 
approval,
A.R.S. § 49-353,
R-18-4-505.

11 32 No A.A.C. R18-4-505,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.

10 17. Complex drinking water new source 
approval,
A.R.S. § 49-353,
R-18-4-505.

11 62 No A.A.C. R18-4-505,
Department application form and site inspection 
required.

11 18. Drinking water time extension approval,
A.R.S. § 49-353,
A.A.C. R18-4-505.

11 11 No A.A.C. R18-4-505,
Department application form required.
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Groups IV and V (categories 31-42) are deleted. These groups contain subdivision sanitary facility license categories. These
licenses are governed by categories on Table 7, “Subdivision Sanitary Facility Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office”. This
means that the scope and applicability of today’s rule is unchanged from the October 23, 1998, proposed rule.

Group VI (categories 43-44) are renumbered to Group III, categories 21-22. Changes to the table shown in the proposed rule
are as follows:

Table 6: Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office

Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame

SRTF means Substantive Review Time-frame

Day means business day

Group I: Wastewater approval-to-construct (ATC) licences with no Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review:

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

1. Standard wastewater treatment facility 
approval to construct with no CWA § 208 consis-
tency review,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 32 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, § 208 
consistency determination, and initial fee required.

2. Complex wastewater treatment facility 
approval to construct with no CWA § 208 consis-
tency review,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 62 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, § 208 
consistency determination, and initial fee required.

3. Standard sewerage collection system approval 
to construct with no CWA § 208 consistency 
review,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, § 208 
consistency determination, and initial fee required.

4. Complex sewerage collection system approval 
to construct with no CWA § 208 consistency 
review,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 62 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, § 208 
consistency determination, and initial fee required.

5. Standard individual on-site wastewater facility 
approval to construct,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 21 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, § 208 
consistency determination, and initial fee required.

6. Complex individual on-site wastewater facil-
ity approval to construct,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 41 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, § 208 
consistency determination, and initial fee required.
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Table 6 (Continued): Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office

Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame

SRTF means Substantive Review Time-frame

Day means business day

Group I (Continued): Wastewater approval-to-construct (ATC) licenses with no Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review:

Group II: Wastewater approval-to-construct (ATC) licences with a Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review:

7. Standard non-individual on-site wastewater 
facility approval to construct with no CWA § 208 
consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 41 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, § 208 
consistency determination, and initial fee required.

8. Complex non-individual on-site wastewater 
facility approval to construct with no CWA § 208 
consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 62 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, § 208 
consistency determination, and initial fee required.

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

9. Standard reclaimed wastewater and sewage 
disposal facility approval to construct with no 
CWA § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 41 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-703, R18-9-803, and
R18-9-804, R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, § 208 
consistency determination, and initial fee required. 

10. Complex reclaimed wastewater and sewage 
disposal facility approval to construct with no 
CWA § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 62 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-703, R18-9-803, and
R18-9-804, R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, § 208 
consistency determination, and initial fee required. 

11. Standard wastewater treatment facility 
approval to construct with a CWA § 208 consis-
tency review,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 53 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

12. Complex wastewater treatment facility 
approval to construct with a CWA § 208 consis-
tency review,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 83 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

13. Standard sewerage collection system 
approval to construct with a CWA § 208 consis-
tency review,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

42 53 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.
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Table 6 (Continued): Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office
Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame
SRTF means Substantive Review Time-frame
Day means business day

Group II (Continued): Wastewater approval-to-construct (ATC) licenses with a Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review:

Group II  III : Wastewater approval-of-construction (AOC) licenses:

14. Complex sewerage collection system 
approval to construct with a CWA § 208 consis-
tency review,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 83 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

15. Standard individual on-site wastewater treat-
ment facility approval to construct with a CWA § 
208 consistency review,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 53 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

16. Complex individual on-site wastewater treat-
ment facility approval to construct with a CWA § 
208 consistency review,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 83 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

17. Standard non-individual on-site wastewater 
facility approval to construct with a CWA § 208 
consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 62 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

18. Complex non-individual on-site wastewater 
facility approval to construct with a CWA § 208 
consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 83 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

19. Standard reclaimed wastewater and sewage 
disposal facility approval to construct with a 
CWA § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 63 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-703, R18-9-803, and
R18-9-804, R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required. 

20. Complex reclaimed wastewater and sewage 
disposal facility approval to construct with a 
CWA § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 83 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-703, R18-9-803, and
R18-9-804, R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required. 
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Table 6 (Continued): Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office

Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame

SRTF means Substantive Review Time-frame

Day means business day

Group III (Continued): Waste water approval-of-construction (AOC) licenses:

11 21. Standard wastewater treatment facility 
approval of construction,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 32 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-805, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

12 22. Complex wastewater treatment facility 
approval of construction,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 62 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-805, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

13 23. Standard sewerage collection system 
approval of construction,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-805, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

14 24. Complex sewerage collection system 
approval of construction,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 62 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-805, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

15 25. Standard individual on-site wastewater 
facility approval of construction,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 21 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-805, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

16 26. Complex individual on-site wastewater 
facility approval of construction,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 41 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-805, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

17 27. Standard non-individual on-site wastewa-
ter facility approval of construction,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 41 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-805, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.



Arizona Administrative Register
Notices of Final Rulemaking

October 1, 1999 Page 3505 Volume 5, Issue #40

Group IV: Subdivision sanitary facility licenses with no Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review:

Table 6 (Continued): Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office

Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time Frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time Frame

SRTF means Substantive Review Time Frame

Day means business day

Group IV (Continued): Subdivision sanitary facility licenses with no Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review:

18 28. Complex non-individual on-site wastewa-
ter facility approval of construction,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 62 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-805, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

19 29. Standard reclaimed wastewater and sew-
age disposal facility approval of construction,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 41 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-805 R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required. 

20 30. Complex reclaimed wastewater and sew-
age disposal facility approval of construction,
A.R.S. § 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

21 32 62 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-805 R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required. 

31. Standard subdivision wastewater approval 
with no § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

32 37 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, § 208 
consistency determination, and initial fee required.

32. Complex subdivision wastewater approval 
with no § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

32 67 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site inspection, § 208 
consistency determination, and initial fee required.

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

33. Standard water and on-site wastewater subdi-
vision approval with no § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

32 46 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site 
inspection, and initial fee required.
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Group V: Subdivision sanitary facility licenses with a Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review:

Table 6 (Continued): Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office

Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame

SRTF means Substantive Review Time-frame

Day means business day

34. Complex water and on-site wastewater subdi-
vision approval with no § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

32 67 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site 
inspection, § 208 consistency 
determination, and initial fee required.

35. Standard dry lot and on-site wastewater subdi-
vision approval with no § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

32 46 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site 
inspection, § 208 consistency 
determination, and initial fee required. 

36. Complex dry lot and on-site wastewater sub-
division approval with no § 208 consistency 
review,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

32 67 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site 
inspection, and initial fee required.

37. Standard subdivision wastewater approval 
with a § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 58 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site 
inspection, and initial fee required.

38. Complex subdivision wastewater approval 
with a § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 88 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site 
inspection, and initial fee required.

39. Standard water and on-site wastewater subdi-
vision approval with a § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 67 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site 
inspection, and initial fee required.

40. Complex water and on-site wastewater subdi-
vision approval with a § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 88 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site 
inspection, and initial fee required.

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components



Arizona Administrative Register
Notices of Final Rulemaking

October 1, 1999 Page 3507 Volume 5, Issue #40

Group V (Continued): Subdivision sanitary facility licenses with a Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review:

Group VI: Other wastewater licenses:

Tables 6-E, “Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Enforcement Unit,” is added and contains the same groups, cat-
egories, times, and application components as revised Table 6. This table does not represent an addition to the licensing activ-
ity identified in the October 23, 1998, proposed rule. It results from splitting the licensing activity administered by the water
quality enforcement unit of the water division from the licensing activity administered by other units of the water division. All
this activity was combined on the previous Table 6. Today’s rule requires the enforcement unit to use Table 6-E to track and
report on its licensing time-frames compliance in a manner that will allow easier evaluation of its performance.

Tables 6-N and 6-S, “Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Northern Regional Office” and “Wastewater Construc-
tion Licenses Issued by the Southern Regional Office,” are revised in the same manner as Table 6.

Table 7, “Subdivision Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office” is revised as follows:

The title is changed to “Subdivision Sanitary Facility Licenses issued by the Phoenix Office.”

The title for Group I, “Subdivision sanitary facility licenses with no Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review,” is
deleted.

“[W]ith no Clean Water Act (CWA) § 208 consistency review” is deleted from the names of categories. 1-6   This does not
change the scope or meaning of the licenses identified in this group. Administrative completeness review time-frames for cat-
egories 6 are reduced from 32 to 21 days. This is the result of continued evaluation by the Department of the application
review process and the determination that additional time-saving steps can be implemented.

Group II and its categories, 7-12, is deleted. This is not a reduction in licensing activity governed by today’s rule because these
categories represented a combination of the license approvals identified in Group I plus the CWA § 208 consistency review
approval now identified as Table 6, category 22.

Tables 7-N and 7-S, “Subdivision Construction Licenses Issued by the Northern Regional Office” and “Subdivision Construc-
tion Licenses Issued by the Southern Regional Office,” are revised in the same manner as Table 7.

Table 8, Safe Drinking water Monitoring and Treatment Licenses,” is revised as follows:

In category 1, the following citations are deleted: R18-4-213(A), R18-4-313(P)(1), and R18-4-313(P)(2).  “R18-4-216(G)(1)”

41. Standard dry lot and on-site wastewater subdi-
vision approval with a § 208 consistency review,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 67 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site 
inspection, and initial fee required. 

42. Complex dry lot and on-site wastewater sub-
division approval with a § 208 consistency 
review,
A.R.S. § 49-104(B)(11),
A.A.C. R18-9-804.

53 88 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-803, R18-9-804, and
R18-9-806,
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108.
Department application form, site 
inspection, and initial fee required.

21 43. Wastewater time extension approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804(F).

21 21 Yes A.A.C. R18-9-804(F),
Fee: R18-14-101 through R18-14-108,
Department application form and initial fee 
required.

22 44. CWA § 208 consistency review approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-361 and 49-362,
A.A.C. R18-9-804(I) and R18-9-804(J).

21 21 No A.A.C. R18-9-804(I) and R18-9-804(J),
Department application form required.
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is changed to “R18-4-216(G).”

The substantive review time-frames for category 19, “maximum containment level compliance blending plan approval,” and
category 20, “maximum contaminant level compliance blending plan change approval,” are revised by splitting each category
into 2 subcategories and then decreasing the times for the substantive review time-frame each from 125 days to a lesser num-
ber. The 2 subcategories are differentiated as “with 10 or fewer points-of-entry” and “with more than 10 points-of entry.” The
substantive review for “10 or fewer” is 42 days (approximately 2 months) and for “more than 10” is 84 days (approximately 4
months). The remainder of the categories on table 8 are renumbered to accommodate the splitting of these 2 categories into
four. This change results from Department reanalysis of the nature and range of application proposals likely to be submitted in
these categories. 

Table 9, “Water and Wastewater Facility Operator Licenses” is changed to add “Facility” in the table heading.

Table 10, “Water Quality Licenses” is changed as follows:

Change “Yes” to “No” in the “Subject to Sanctions” column for the following categories: 15, 16, 41, 42, 57, 58, 73, 74, 89,
and. The categories all pertain to VEMUR approvals for which the Department does not charge application review fees.

Table 12, “Solid Waste Licenses,” is revised as follows:

Category 1, “Rule or standard variance request,” is revised under application components to change “A.A.C. R18-8-1122((P),
R18-13-510” to “A.R.S. § 49-763.01.”

Category 2, “Biosolid applicator registration request acknowledgment, is revised to show the administrative completeness
review time-frame changed from 11 to 15 business days. This corrects a typographical error in that the underlying program
rule also states “15 business days.” The citation to “A.A.C. R18-13-1504)(A)” is corrected to “A.A.C. R18-13-1504(A).”

Category 13, “Nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP permit transfer approval” is changed to add “fee” before
“required.”

In categories 17 and 18, “Yes” is changed to “No” in the Sanctions column.

Table 13, “Special Waste Licenses,” is revised as follows:

Group I and it categories, 1-3, are deleted in that the Department has now determined that it, in fact, does issue these within 7
calendar days. This makes them exempt from this rule under A.R.S. § 41-1073(D). The remaining groups and categories are
renumbered to reflect this deletion. In addition, complex special waste facility plan approval categories are deleted because
these categories contained presumptive overall time-frames in excess of review times identified in statute. All applications will
be processed in the basic categories identified as “standard” in the proposed rule. The changed rule text is as follows:

Table 13: Special Waste Licenses
Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame

SRTF means Substantive Review Time-frame

Day means business day

Group I: Special waste identification number licenses:

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

1. Special waste generator identification number,
A.R.S. §§ 49-762 and 49-857,
A.A.C. R18-8-302(A).

11 10 No A.A.C. R18-8-302(A), 
Department application form required. 
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Group I II: Special waste licenses:

Group II III: Special waste facility plan licenses:

2. Special waste shipper identification number,
A.R.S. §§ 49-762 and 49-857,
A.A.C. R18-8-303(A).

11 10 No A.A.C. R18-8-303(A), 
Department application form required. 

3. Special waste receiving facility identification 
number,
A.R.S. §§ 49-762 and 49-857,
A.A.C. R18-8-304(A).

11 10 No A.A.C. R18-8-304(A), 
Department application form required. 

14. Waste from shredding motor vehicles alterna-
tive sampling plan approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-762 and 49-857,
A.A.C. R18-8-307(A).

5 5 NoYes A.A.C. R18-8-307(A),
Initial fee required.

25. Special waste temporary treatment facility 
approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-762 and 49-857,
A.A.C. R18-8-1610.

32 62 NoYes A.A.C. R18-8-1607 and R18-13-403.

36. Existing Standard existing special waste 
facility plan approval,
A.R.S. § 49-762.03(A)(2).

32 124 Yes A.A.C. R18-8-307 and R18-8-1601 through R18-8-
1614, Fee: R18-13-701 through R18-13-703,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

7. Complex existing special waste facility plan 
approval,
A.R.S. § 49-762.03(A)(2).

32 165 Yes A.A.C. R18-8-307 and R18-8-1601 through R18-8-
1614, Fee: R18-13-701 through R18-13-703,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

48. New Standard new special waste facility plan 
approval with no public hearing,
A.R.S. § 49-762.03(A)(1).

32 62 Yes A.A.C. R18-8-307 and R18-8-1601 through R18-8-
1614, Fee: R18-13-701 through R18-13-703,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

59. New Standard new special waste facility plan 
approval with a public hearing,
A.R.S. § 49-762.03(A)(1).

32 124 Yes A.A.C. R18-8-307 and R18-8-1601 through R18-8-
1614, Fee: R18-13-701 through R18-13-703,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

10. Complex new special facility plan approval 
with no public hearing,
A.R.S. § 49-762.03(A)(1).

32 103 Yes A.A.C. R18-8-307 and R18-8-1601 through R18-8-
1614, Fee: R18-13-701 through R18-13-703,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

11 Complex new special facility plan approval 
with a public hearing,
A.R.S. § 49-762.03(A)(1).

32 165 Yes A.A.C. R18-8-307 and R18-8-1601 through R18-8-
1614, Fee: R18-13-701 through R18-13-703,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

612. New special waste facility operation tempo-
rary authorization,
A.R.S. § 49-762.03(C).

21 41 No A.R.S. § 49-762.03(C),
Site inspection required.
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The remaining groups and categories are renumbered.

In categories 24 and 25, “Yes” is changed to “No” in the Sanctions columns.

Table 14, “Landfill Licenses,” is revised as follows:

Complex solid waste facility plan approval categories are deleted because these categories contained presumptive overall
time-frames in excess of review times identified in statute. All applications will be processed in the basic categories identified
as “standard” in the proposed rule. Standard category names are revised to delete the word “standard.” The remaining catego-
ries are renumbered to reflect this changes.

Table 17, “Hazardous Waste Licenses,” is revised as follows:

In category 17, “Hazardous waste emergency permit,” delete “Fee: A.A.C. R18-8-270(G).”
In category 17, “Hazardous waste temporary authorization request approval,” delete “Fee: A.A.C. R18-8-270(G).”

In categories 31 and 32, “Yes” is changed to “No” in the Sanctions column and the citation in the License Category column is
changed from “A.A.C. R18-2-207” to “A.A.C. R18-7-207.”

Table 18, “Underground Storage Tank Licenses,” is revised to delete the corrective action plan approvals and the SAF pre-
approval, direct pay, and reimbursement approvals. These are deleted in response to comment that these categories are not sub-
ject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frames requirements. The Department believes that it should revisit this issue in an amenda-
tory rulemaking context to allow a full public discussion of the issues. By deleting these categories in today's rule, the
Department is able to move forward with the remainder of the rule. The table is revised as follows:

Table 18: Underground Storage Tank Licenses
Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame
SRTF means Substantive Review Time-frame
Day means business day

Group I: Underground Storage Tank (UST) technical requirement license.

Group II: Underground Storage Tank (UST) service provider licenses.

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

1. UST temporary closure extension request 
approval,
A.R.S. § 49-1008,
A.A.C. R18-12-270.

42 84 No A.A.C. R18-12-270(F)-(G)
A.A.C. R18-12-270(F)(-G),
Department application form required.

2. UST installation and retrofit service provider 
certification, A.R.S. § 49-1082,
A.A.C. R18-12-803(1).

11 11 No A.A.C. R18-12-806,
Department application form required.

3. UST tightness testing service provider certifi-
cation, A.R.S. § 49-1082,
A.A.C. R18-12-803(2).

11 11 No A.A.C. R18-12-806,
Department application form required.

4. UST cathodic protection testing service pro-
vider certification, A.R.S. § 49-1082,
A.A.C. R18-12-803(3).

11 11 No A.A.C. R18-12-806,
Department application form required.
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Group III: Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) licenses.

Table 18 (Continued): Underground Storage Tank Licenses

Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time Frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time Frame

SRTF means Substantive Review Time Frame

Day means business day

Group III (Continued): Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) licenses.

Group IV: State assurance fund (SAF) licenses.

5. UST decommissioning service provider certi-
fication, A.R.S. § 49-1082,
A.A.C. R18-12-803(4).

11 11 No A.A.C. R18-12-806,
Department application form required.

6. UST interior lining service provider certifica-
tion, A.R.S. § 49-1082,
A.A.C. R18-12-803(5).

11 11 No A.A.C. R18-12-806,
Department application form required.

7. Standard LUST corrective action plan 
approval with no public meeting,
A.R.S. § 49-1005.

42 146 No 40 C.F.R.  §§ 280.66 and 280.67.

8. Standard LUST corrective action plan 
approval with a public meeting,
A.R.S. § 49-1005.

42 209 No 40 C.F.R.  §§ 280.66 and 280.67.

9. Complex LUST corrective action plan 
approval with no public meeting,
A.R.S. § 49-1005.

42 209 No 40 C.F.R.  §§ 280.66 and 280.67.

10. Complex LUST corrective action plan 
approval with a public meeting,
A.R.S. § 49-1005.

42 272 No 40 C.F.R.  §§ 280.66 and 280.67.

711. LUST VEMUR approval,
A.R.S. § 49-152(B),
A.A.C. R18-7-207.

15 47 No A.A.C. R18-7-207.

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

812. LUST VEMUR cancellation approval,
A.R.S. § 49-152(C),
A.A.C. R18-7-207.

15 27 No A.A.C. R18-7-207.

913. SAF firm pre-qualification approval,
A.R.S. § 49-1052(D),
A.A.C. R18-12-602.

11 42 No A.A.C. R18-12-602,
Department application form required. 
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Table 19, “WQARF Remediation Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office,” is revised as follows:

In categories 1 through 5, delete the following citations: R18-7-108 and R18-7-109.

Table 19-S, “WQARF Remediation Licenses Issued by the Southern Regional Office,” is revised as follows:

In categories 1 through 5, delete the following citations: R18-7-108 and R18-7-109.

Table 20, “Voluntary Program Remediation Licenses,” is revised as follows:

Groups II-VI and their categories, 2-26, are deleted. These categories are deleted in today's rule due to the difficulties inherent
in determining whether an applicant is, in fact, the prospective licensee and therefore eligible for a refund of state monies.
Applicants who are not prospective licensees are not “required by law” to obtain the license and therefore the licensing time-
frames statute cannot apply to them. Although this possibility exists to a certain extent in both the underground storage tank
(UST) and water quality assurance revolving fund (WQARF) remediation programs, no application fees are at stake. Fees,
however, are at stake in the voluntary program and the incidence of applicants not being prospective licensees is also much
higher. Payment of state monies by a state employee to persons not authorized by law to receive those monies can result in
criminal penalties against the employee. The Department requested comment on how to proceed in this matter in the October
23, 1998, notice of proposed rulemaking (in the narrative discussion of Table 20) but received no comment. The Department
expects to revisit this issue with the public in the coming months in preparation for the next annual housekeeping revision to
this rule. The Department deletes these categories in this rulemaking so as not to delay the rest of today's rule pending resolu-
tion on this issue. The Department believes this not to be a substantial change from the proposed rule.

Groups VII and VIII are renumbered to Groups II and III. Categories 27 and 28 are renumbered to 2 and 3. Changes to the
table shown in the proposed rule are as follows:

Table 20: Voluntary Program Remediation Licenses
Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame
SRTF means Substantive Review Time-frame
Day means business day

Group I: Voluntary program acceptance license:

14. SAF pre-approval, approval
A.R.S. § 49-1052,
A.A.C. R18-12-607 and R18-12-607.01.

21 42 No A.A.C. R18-12-601, R18-12-607, and R18-12-
607.01,
Department application form required.

15. SAF direct payment approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-1052 and 49-1054,
A.A.C. R18-12-607 and R18-12-607.01.

21 21 No A.A.C. R18-12-601, R18-12-607, and R18-12-
607.01(N) through R18-12-607.01(Q),
Department application form required.

16. Standard SAF reimbursement approval,
A.R.S. § 49-1052,
A.A.C. R18-12-604 and R18-12-605.

42 84 No A.A.C. R18-12-601, R18-12-604, and R18-12-605,
Department application form required.

17. Complex SAF reimbursement approval,
A.R.S. § 49-1052,
A.A.C. R18-12-604 and R18-12-605.

42 167 No A.A.C. R18-12-601, R18-12-604, and R18-12-605,
Department application form required.

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

1. Voluntary program eligibility determination,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-282.05.

21 21 No A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-282.05.
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Group II: Voluntary program WQARF remediation licenses:

Group III: Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste remediation licenses.

Table 20 (Continued): Voluntary Program Remediation Licenses

Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time Frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time Frame

SRTF means Substantive Review Time Frame

Day means business day

2. Voluntary program WQARF remedial investi-
gation work plan approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-282.05, 49-282.06, and 49-287.03.

21 63 Yes A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-152, 282.06, and 49-287.03,
A.A.C. R18-7-108, R18-7-109,
Fee: R18-7-201 through R18-7-209,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

3. Voluntary program WQARF feasibility study 
work plan approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-282.05, 49-282.06, and 49-287.03.

21 63 Yes A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-152, 282.06, and 49-287.03,
A.A.C. R18-7-108, R18-7-109,
Fee: R18-7-201 through R18-7-209,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

4. Voluntary program WQARF standard reme-
dial action plan (RAP) approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-282.05, 49-282.06, and 49-287.04.

21 105 Yes A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-152, 282.06, and 49-287.03,
A.A.C. R18-7-108, R18-7-109,
Fee: R18-7-201 through R18-7-209,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

5. Voluntary program WQARF complex reme-
dial action plan (RAP) approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-282.05, 49-282.06, and 49-287.04.

21 146 Yes A.R.S. §§ 49-151, 49-152, 282.06, and 49-287.04,
A.A.C. R18-7-108, R18-7-109,
Fee: R18-7-201 through R18-7-209,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

6. Voluntary program WQARF letter of comple-
tion approval,
A.R.S. § 49-285(B).

42 84 Yes A.R.S. §§ 49-282.06 and 49-285(B),
Fee: R18-7-201 through R18-7-209,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

7. Voluntary program WQARF VEMUR 
approval,
A.R.S. § 49-152(B),
A.A.C. R18-7-207.

15 47 Yes A.A.C. R18-7-207,
Fee: R18-7-201 through R18-7-209,
Department application form and initial fee required.

8. Voluntary program WQARF VEMUR cancel-
lation approval,
A.R.S. § 49-152(C),
A.A.C. R18-7-207.

15 27 Yes A.A.C. R18-7-207,
Fee: R18-7-201 through R18-7-209,
Department application form and initial fee required.

9. Voluntary program standard nonlandfill solid 
waste remediation work plan approval,
A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17).

21 63 Yes A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17),
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.
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Group III (Continued): Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste remediation licenses.

Group IV: Voluntary program special waste remediation licenses.

Group V: Voluntary program hazardous waste remediation licenses.

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

10. Voluntary program complex nonlandfill solid 
waste remedial work plan approval,
A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17).

21 84 Yes A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17),
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

11. Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste 
VEMUR approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(B),
A.A.C. R18-7-207.

15 47 Yes A.A.C. R18-7-207,
Department application form and initial fee required.

12. Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste 
VEMUR cancellation approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(C),
A.A.C. R18-7-207.

15 27 Yes A.A.C. R18-7-207,
Department application form and initial fee required.

13. Voluntary program standard special waste 
remediation work plan approval,
A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17).

21 63 Yes A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17),
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

14. Voluntary program complex special waste 
remediation work plan approval,
A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17).

21 84 Yes A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17),
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

15. Voluntary program special waste VEMUR 
approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(B),
A.A.C. R18-7-207.

15 47 Yes A.A.C. R18-7-207,
Department application form and initial fee required.

16. Voluntary program special waste VEMUR 
cancellation approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(C),
A.A.C. R18-7-207.

15 27 Yes A.A.C. R18-7-207,
Department application form and initial fee required.

17. Voluntary program standard hazardous waste 
remediation work plan approval,
A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17).

21 63 Yes A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17),
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

18. Voluntary program complex hazardous waste 
remediation work plan approval,
A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17).

21 84 Yes A.R.S. § 49-104(A)(17),
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

19. Voluntary program hazardous waste 
VEMUR approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(B),
A.A.C. R18-7-207.

15 47 Yes A.A.C. R18-7-207,
Department application form and initial fee required.
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Table 20 (Continued): Voluntary Program Remediation Licenses
Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements

ACRTF means Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame
SRTF means Substantive Review Time-frame
Day means business day

Group V (Continued): Voluntary program hazardous waste remediation licenses.

Group VI: Voluntary program leaking underground storage tank (LUST) remediation licenses.

Group II  VII : Voluntary program greenfields remediation license:

License Category

ACR
TF
Days

SR
TF
Days

Subject
to
Sanctions Application Components

20. Voluntary program hazardous waste 
VEMUR cancellation approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(C),
A.A.C. R18-7-207.

15 27 Yes A.A.C. R18-7-207,
Department application form and initial fee required.

21. Voluntary program standard LUST corrective 
action plan (CAP) approval with no public meet-
ing,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(17) and 49-1005.

42 146 Yes A.R.S. § 49-1005,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

22. Voluntary program standard LUST corrective 
action plan (CAP) approval with a public meet-
ing,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(17) and 49-1005.

42 209 Yes A.R.S. § 49-1005,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

23. Voluntary program complex LUST correc-
tive action plan (CAP) approval with no public 
meeting,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(17) and 49-1005.

42 209 Yes A.R.S. § 49-1005,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

24. Voluntary program complex LUST correc-
tive action plan (CAP) approval with a public 
meeting,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(17) and 49-1005.

42 272 Yes A.R.S. § 49-1005,
Department application form, site inspection, and 
initial fee required.

25. Voluntary program LUST VEMUR approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(B),
A.A.C. R18-7-207.

15 47 Yes A.A.C. R18-7-207,
Department application form and initial fee required.

26. Voluntary program LUST VEMUR cancella-
tion approval,
A.R.S. §§ 49-104(A)(17) and 49-152(C),
A.A.C. R18-7-207.

15 27 Yes A.A.C. R18-7-207,
Department application form and initial fee required.

2 27. Voluntary program greenfields notice-to-
proceed (NTP) approval,
A.R.S. § 49-154(C).

5 5 No A.R.S. § 49-154(C),
Department application form required.
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Group III VIII: Voluntary program brownfields remediation license:

Table 21, “Pollution Prevention Licenses,” is revised as follows to reduce ambiguity:

The name of category 1 is changed from “State agency generation level pre-approval” to “State agency hazardous waste gen-
eration level pre-approval.”

11. A summary of the principal comments and the agency response to them:
Introduction to comments. The Department interprets a number of the following comments as requesting the
Department to restrict a number of actions allowed by the rule including the ability to make more than 1 request for
additional information. As explained under the analysis of statutory objectives at § 6(E)(1), for all licenses appearing
in today's rule, applicants clearly bear the statutory burden to submit proof of eligibility to the Department (in the
form of “application components”) before the Department gains the statutory authority to issue the license. This
means that Arizona law prohibits approvals by default for these licenses. Anything that restricts the Department from
informing applicants that applications are incomplete inevitably means an increase in application denials. The
Department believes that although the licensing time-frame statute expects the Department to assist applicants
towards fashioning an approvable application in a number of ways, the basic statutory burden remains unchanged on
applicants to prove eligibility. 

During the informal public participation period of this rule making, the Department received numerous informal
comments that suggested the opposite: (1) that applicants had a right to approvals by default unless the Department
discovered a flaw in the application prior to the expiration of the time-frames, (2) that failure by the Department to
identify a defect during the administrative completeness time-frame means that the Department can never again ask
for the information and must grant the permit even in the absence of the information, and (3) that the Department is
prohibited from making more than 1 request for additional information during the substantive review time-frame and
that if not asked for in the 1 request, the Department must now grant the license in the absence of the information.
These views clearly regard the time-frame concept as one in which the applicant gains a right to a license at the time
of making an initial application and that the Department has only a limited ability to disqualify the applicant before
the license is granted by default. This, the Department believes, is in direct conflict with Arizona law. The Depart-
ment has found that many persons holding these views also tend to desire very short time-frames, highly abbreviated
time-frame suspension provisions, and rigid restrictions on the Department's ability to inform applicants of applica-
tion deficiencies. The Department has also found that many who have told the Department that they also hold the
same basic interpretation of Arizona law as does the Department have requested the Department to lengthen time-
frames, provide for suspensions under certain circumstances, and expressly confirm in rule the Department's ability to
inform applicants of defective applications.   Most of the following comments and the Department's responses can
best be understood within the context and tension created between these opposing views and goals. 

Although the Department received a number of comments on the proposed rule text and tables, the Department
received no direct comment during the formal comment period on the statutory objectives analyzed in detail or the
discussion of mitigation measures contained in the rule and analyzed in the preliminary economic impact statement in
the preamble (and repeated in this notice at § 9(G)). After close of the rulemaking record and submission of a notice
of final rulemaking to the governor’s regulatory review council (GRRC) in December 1998, the Department received
numerous comments from GRRC, the attorney general’s office (AGO), and others on exactly these points. Within the
context of GRRC review, the Department has modified this notice of final rulemaking to take these additional com-
ments into account. These comments concerned the following primary issues: (1) time-frame suspension provisions
(most must be deleted), (2) application lapse from time-frames provisions (all must be deleted), and (3) use of time-
frames and time-frame clocks as a separate concept (clocks must be deleted).   The Department believes these com-
ments and requirements imposed by GRRC on the statutory objectives, economic impact, and rule impact reduction

3 28. Voluntary program brownfields certifica-
tion,
Governor letter to EPA of August 29, 1997, 
concerning the "designation of the Arizona 
Department of Environmental Quality as A State 
Environmental Agency pursuant to Section 
198(c)(1)(C)" of the federal Taxpayer Relief Act 
of 1997.

21 21 No Section 198(c)(1)(C) of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 
1997,
Department application form required.
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analyses contained in the preamble require the structure of today’s rule. If today’s rule is determined to be improper,
the Department must revise its determination of these comments in regards to of the required statutory objectives and
other analyses contained in the preamble and upon which this rule rests.

Comment 1. R18-1-501(1). Change this definition as follows:

“Administrative completeness” or “administratively complete” means Department receipt of all application com-
ponents required by this Article sufficient to allow the Department to issue a notice of administrative complete-
ness under A.R.S. § 41-1074. Issuance of a notice of administrative completeness ends and thereby end the
administrative completeness review time-frame clock and starts start the substantive review time-frame clock but
does not mean statutory administrative completeness.

Response. The alternative word form should be added and the Department has made this change. The 2nd change
would add more words to obtain an equivalent meaning. The Department believes that the word “thereby” in this con-
text is clear and concise. The Department had believed the last phrase necessary in order to clarify that similar terms
in statutes other that Article 7.1 do not operate in accordance with this Article. The Department found that this was a
significant misunderstanding during the public workshops. Although striking the last phrase may increase rather than
diminish this misunderstanding, the Department agrees to make this change.

Comment 2. R18-1-501(2). Change this definition as follows:

“Administrative completeness review” means clerical verification by the Department that the submitted applica-
tion has all components required by statute or rule for meet the requirements of administrative completeness.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The 1st change alters the meaning of the term “application components,”
a term used throughout this Article. The 2nd change also alters the meaning and scope of the definition. As proposed,
the language incorporates the phrase “required by statute or rule” through the defined term “administrative complete-
ness” under R18-1-501(1) plus other concepts such as “receipt” contained in that definition. The change would not
accomplish this. The Department, however, has made other clarifications to this definition as shown in § 10 above.

Comment 3. R18-1-501(3). [Now deleted.] Delete this definition as unnecessary.

Response. The Department agrees to this change. The reason the Department had included a definition for the
“administrative completeness review time-frame” was to distinguish it from “administrative completeness review
time-frame clock,” a companion term. The Department had introduced the concept of “time-frame clocks” operating
within the “time-frames” was to avoid what it had identified as a serious ambiguity identified in Article 7.1. That
ambiguity concerns the validity of public hearings and notices that might occur during a suspension period during the
substantive review time-frame, during a time-frame extension, or after the expiration of all time-frames. This is an
issue that may be unique to the Department and not a part of the licensing processes at other state agencies that do not
have statutory requirements to hold hearings on proposed permits prior to issuance.

Article 7.1 requires that “[a]ny public notice and hearings required by law shall fall within the substantive review
time-frame. A.R.S. § 41-1072(3) (emphasis added). On its face, 1 meaning of this requirement is that hearings or the
notices proceeding them must not occur during time-frame suspensions, during time-frame extension, or after the
overall time-frame expiration. If true, these occurrences would invalidate the validity of a public hearing (or required
continuous public notice) occurring during a suspension or after expiration and would deny the Department authority
to make any decision to grant the license. The Department has determined that this result cannot be a possible mean-
ing of Article 7.1 when harmonized with other requirements with Article 7.1 and other statutes that require the
Department to grant a license if certain conditions are met and without regard to the expiration of the overall time-
frame. Under its duty to harmonize competing statutes, give meaning to all parts of every statute, and avoid absurd
results, the Department had determined that it must develop specific and detailed definitions for all 3 time-frames and
introduce the concept of clocks that operate within the time-frames. Under the proposed rule, (1) it was the clocks that
suspended, not the time-frames themselves and (2) the substantive review time-frame continued until such time as a
final licensing decision was made, even if that occurred after the expiration of the overall time-frame. Sanction would
then be determined by expiration of the clocks, not the time-frames. This would allow the rule to operate as intended
by Article 7.1. The Department had determined that this interpretation was not prohibited by the plain meaning of the
statute and represented the least amount of harmonization necessary to avoid the absurd result that once the overall
time-frame expired (or a substantive review time-frame expired), the Department would lose all authority to hold a
required public hearing and therefore lose all authority to make a licensing decision to grant. Further discussion on
this occurs in the preamble at §§ 5(E)(3)(c) (“substantive review time-frame”). GRRC objected to this approach as it
believed that the use of time-frame clocks as proposed, in fact, would mean that the Department would never be sub-
ject to sanctions no matter how late because the time-frames would continue until the licensing decision was actually
made. The Department disagrees with this analysis but has received assurances from the AGO that deletion of the
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time-frame clock concept from today’s rule will not cloud the legality of public hearings as discussed above. For this
reason, the Department has deleted the time-frame clock concept from today’s rule. This means that several defini-
tions from the proposed rule are deleted from today’s rule including this definition.

Comment 4. R18-1-501(3) [now deleted] and R18-1-503(A)(7). Delete this definition at R18-1-501(3). The defini-
tion of “administrative completeness review time-frame,” contradicts the statutory definition at A.R.S. §41-1072(1).
The statute states that the time-frame is the “number of days from agency receipt of an application for a license until
an agency determines that the application contains all components required by statue or rule. . .” A.R.S. §41-1072(1).
By contrast, the rule states that the administrative completeness time-frame is “the entire period after Department
receipt of an applicant’s 1st acceptable application component submittal under R18-1-503(A) until the starting of the
substantive review time-frame.” R18-1-501(3). Under proposed section 503(A)(7), an application is not acceptable
until “all application components required by statue or rule” are included. In short, the Department is starting the
time-frame clock for administrative completeness at the time the statute mandates that it be concluded. This is not
what the legislature intended. The statutory definition is clear and understandable and it is not clear why the Depart-
ment needs to interpret this definition. What is deemed an “acceptable” application component submittal? At worst,
this implies some sort of after-the-fact review, whereby ADEQ would review an application component and if it were
later deemed not acceptable for some reason, determine that the time clock never started. At best, the term is unde-
fined and potentially confusing. The same comment applies to R18-1-501(22) [now deleted], R18-1-502(A)(12), and
R18-1-503(A), which also refer to “acceptable” application components.

Response: The Department has made several changes in today’s rule in response to this and the previous comment.
This includes deleting several definitions as described in the previous comment as well as deleting the qualifier
“acceptable” as identified in this comment. The Department, however, disagrees that the definition as proposed con-
tradicted the statutory definition. The statute defines some, but not all, elements of the starting, suspending, resuming,
expiring, and ending of the time-frames. The Department must interpret the statute as necessary to give certainty and
meaning to these events critical to the determination of the running of the time-frames. The Department had proposed
in rule only those elements it believed essential to the determination of all these events with certainty. See additional
discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above. The Department has authority to interpret and implement
a statute in this manner under A.R.S. § 41-1001(17). In response to the previous comment and with assurances from
the AGO, however, the Department has now agreed to delete the time-frame clock concept from today’s rule.

The Department has also deleted the qualifier, “acceptable,” in today’s rule. The term probably does not add signifi-
cant meaning and may confuse more than help understanding. Still, the Department cannot be expected to expend
tracking, processing, and reporting resources on an “application” that is so manifestly incomplete that any meaningful
review is pointless. The Department also believes that applicants who do not wish to submit all required application
components in the initial submittal should take reasonable steps to enter into a preapplication licensing time-frames
agreement under R18-1-508 that coordinates phased submittals. The Department does agree that application review
and time-frames should commence on any application that appears in good faith to be presumptively complete or on
any application for which the applicant has conducted reasonable preapplication coordination with the Department.

In response to this comment, the Department has added a specific limitation at R18-1-503(I) on the Department’s
ability to reject applications as so defective that no time-frames clocks will be recorded as starting on the application.
This provision allows the Department 5 days after the starting of the time-frames clocks to notify the applicant that
the application is so defective that the application will not be subject to this Article.

In regards to the objection to the requirement contained in R18-1-503(A)(7) that the applicant shall submit all appli-
cation components required by statute or rule at the time of the initial application, the Department believes that this is
exactly what the statute requires. Time-frames, then, represent a discovery process during which the Department 1st
determines whether what was submitted is administratively complete and then, second, whether it is substantively
complete. Discovery that the initial submittal was not, in fact, complete may trigger certain suspension and extension
provisions under the statute. An interpretation that all components are not required in the initial submittal must mean
that the Department is required to process an application with the applicant submitting components in an unpredict-
ably piecemeal fashion while the time-frames are running. If true, this would require the Department to increase time-
frames to accommodate this lack of coordination and applicant preparation, something the Department does not
believe is intended by the statute. See additional discussion on these points beginning in the preamble at § 5(E)(3)(a),
“license application submission.”

Comment 5. R18-1-501(4). [Now deleted.] Instead of 3 separate definitions for administrative completeness, sub-
stantive review, and overall time-frame clock, define only “clock” or “time-frame clock.” In lieu of this, change this
definition as follows:
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“Administrative completeness review time-frame clock” means the device used in this Article to account for the
passage or suspension of time counting and assignment of certain days within the administrative completeness
review licensing time-frame under A.R.S. § 41-1074.

and add the following new definitions:

“Time-frame” means a finite period of time, measured in days.
“Time-frame clock” means the device used in this Article to account for the passage or suspension of time within
a time-frame.

Response. The Department has deleted these definitions. See Comment 3 above for more information.

Comment 6. R18-1-501(4). [Was R18-1-501(6).] Change this definition as follows:

“Applicant response” means a written response from the applicant to a Department notice that complies with all
the following:
a. The response identifies the applicant listing the applicant’s name, address, and telephone number.
b. The response identifies the Department notice.
c. The response is addressed to the Department employee identified in the Department notice as the designated
recipient of the notice.
d. The response contains the information or component requested by identified the Department notice.
e. The response identifies the license category.

Response. The Department has made other changes to subsection (4)(d) but, otherwise, no change to the proposed
rule. The Department has determined that the additional requirements suggested for subsections (4)(a) and (e) are
unnecessary and that the change suggested for subsection (d) may be interpreted as an attempt to exercise Department
discretion in excess of its statutory authority. The term “information” does not need to be expanded to include “infor-
mation or component” because Article 7.1 uses the term “information” to mean everything required by statute or rule.
The inclusion of the word “requested” may be misinterpreted by applicants to mean that the Department is able to
“request” information in excess of that already identified in statute or rule and to be able to suspend the time-frames
until such gratuitous or otherwise nonrequired information is supplied. The Department, however, has made other
clarifying changes to subsection (4)(d) as described in response to the next comment.

Comment 7. R18-1-501(4). [Was R18-1-501(6).] The definition of “applicant response” is problematic. In order for
a response to be considered an “applicant response,” it must contain 4 elements. One of those elements is substantive.
That substantive element requires that the response contain “the information identified [sic] the Department notice.”
Consequently, in order to be a valid “applicant response” the response must contain the information requested by the
Department. What if the information requested by the Department does not exist?. What if the Department requests
unreasonable amounts or types of information? What if the information requested by the Department is not necessary
after an appropriate explanation? Making this a rigid element of the definition of “applicant response” may injure the
applicant. Presumably, the applicant’s recourse in such a situation is to file a notice of intent to rely on the application
components submitted (R18-1-520). A cross reference to that rule might be appropriate in this definition (specifically
in subsection (4)(d)).

Response. The Department has modified the term, “information,” to “required information,” in subsection (4)(d) and
added a reference to R18-1-520. The Department has authority only to ask for information required by statute or rule
and necessary to make a determination to grant a license under A.R.S. § 41-1030(B) and other statutes. The Depart-
ment has no authority to require an applicant to supply information in excess of that necessary to comply with A.R.S.
§ 41-1030(B) within the context of a license application. An applicant is not required to submit information that is, in
fact, unnecessary, or is unreasonable. Claims of injury can be handled under R18-1-520 or other appeal processes.
The Department believes that modifying the definition so that an applicant will comply with the requirement to sub-
mit required information without submitting any substantive or responsive information will tend to make requests for
additional information pointless. Today’s rule imposes limits on the Department’s ability to control the restarting of
time-frames after receipt of an applicant response. See R18-1-503(E) and R18-1-504(E). Today’s rule does not con-
trol more than this. Whether an applicant has, in fact, submitted all information required by statute or rule and neces-
sary for the Department to make a decision to grant a license is one controlled by other statues and rules, not today’s
rule. See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above.

Comment 8. R18-1-501(6). [Was R18-1-501(8).] Change this definition as follows:

“Application clerk” means a Department employee with authority to receive applications for the specific license
category identified on the submitted application component or applicant response.



Volume 5, Issue #40 Page 3520 October 1, 1999

Arizona Administrative Register
Notices of Final Rulemaking

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department has determined that the suggested qualification repre-
sents a restrictive and unnecessary burden on applicants because it requires the applicant to identify the license cate-
gory on every response, something the Department believes unnecessary and will not require in practice.

Comment 9. R18-1-501(9). [Was R18-1-501(10).] The definition of “complex” is not clear. The definition does not
have any set guidelines or principles by which the regulated party would be able to understand or anticipate that its
application will be subject to extended time-frames. The threshold for the determination of a complex application
appears to be that the application requires “a significant increase in Department resources.” It is unclear what is sig-
nificant. The regulated community is concerned that this may be a way for the Department to unilaterally extend the
time-frame without just cause.

Response. The Department has made several changes in response to this comment and agrees that operation of this
provision may prove problematic although the Department does not have unilateral authority to require its use. R18-
1-521 makes clear that it is the applicant, not the Department, that has ultimate control over the use of a complex cat-
egory. The Department has included the “standard/complex” element in this rule, however, in direct response to
repeated requests by stakeholders attending the workshops that the Department must have the ability to give certain
applicants more time in excess of just a bare adherence to time-frames requirements.   See additional discussion on
these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above. The Department stated in the preamble that it expects to use the com-
plex category option in no more than 5-10% of all applications received in the safe drinking water and wastewater
construction approval licenses governed by Tables 5, 6, and 7. See more on this point in the explanation to Table 5 at
§ 6(H) above. For all the rest of the licensing programs, the Department expects to process no more than approxi-
mately 20 applications annually in complex categories: perhaps 1 or 2 each on Tables 1, 2, 12, 13, 14, and 19, and
perhaps 1-4 each on Tables 10 and 18. This estimate is based on Department experience. No complex categories are
shown on Tables 3, 4, 8, 9, 11, 16, 17, 20, 21, and 22. Actual use of the complex category option will be tracked and
stakeholders will be able to assess Department performance. Changes to this provision can be made in the annual
housekeeping rulemaking the Department expects to conduct on this Article.

Changes made in today’s rule in response to this comment include a clarification of the definition of “complex, the
addition of a definition for “companion category,” and the inclusion of the process the Department will use to admin-
ister the use of complex categories at R18-1-503(A)(4).

Comment 10. R18-1-501(10). [Was R18-1-501(11).] The definition of “day” is confusing. It will be very difficult for
the regulated party to anticipate the appropriate day if it does not have ready access to the “state holidays.” A list of
state holidays should be made available or its location easily identified for the applicant to find. Additionally, it is dif-
ficult to calculate business days for those categories with lengthy time-frames.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department has strong reasons for using business days in that it puts
all applications on an equal footing no matter the day of the week or month of the year submitted. See more on this
point in the preamble at § 6(E)(3)(e), “counting of time-frame days.” Today’s rule is organized so that all times during
which an applicant is required to perform some action is presented in calendar times (months, calendar days) while
times during which the Department is required to perform some action is presented in business days. The Department
has developed a computer tracking system that does all the time calculations automatically and converts them to cal-
endar dates. Applicants will all have the name and telephone number of a Department employee who can answer
questions concerning their application including the progress of the time-frame clocks. The conversion table shown at
§ 6(E)(3)(e) of the preamble and a list of state holidays will be included in a summary explanation of licensing-time
frames requirements contained in the next edition of the Department’s permit handbook, a document that is freely
available to all prospective applicants and reasonably well known by current licensees. In addition, the Department
has established a central information group who will be highly trained in today’s rule and who will be able to answer
questions and offer guidance in complying with this Article, the licensing time-frames statute, and other statutes and
rules governing license application and review procedures.

Comment 11. R18-1-501(11)(c). [Was R18-1-501(12)(c).] Is notice to an electronic address reliable or legal?

Response. No change to the proposed rule. This rule allows electronic notice only if specifically authorized by the
applicant. The Department received numerous requests during the informal public workshops to make such an option
available in this rule. These same commenters informed the Department that they believed electronic notice (e-mail)
provided a comparable level of reliability as the post. As for the legality of the provision, A.R.S. § 41-1004 expressly
gives applicants the ability to “waive any right conferred on that person” by a provision of the administrative proce-
dure act include licensing time-frames. Today’s rule requires applicants to request electronic notification before the
Department gains authority to count such notice as meeting the requirements of the rule.

Comment 12. R18-1-501(11) and R18-1-501(12) [was R18-1-501(12) and R18-1-501(13)]. There is an inconsis-
tency between the triggers for signaling “Department notification,” and for signaling “Department receipt.” Under the
definition of “Department notification,” the Department is presumed to have given notice on the date of the postmark.
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Under the definition of “Department receipt,” the Department is not presumed to have received the communication
until 5 days after it is postmarked. Providing that ADEQ notices are effective on the date of postmark is both good
and bad. On the plus side, if ADEQ is notifying an applicant of (for example) administrative completeness, having
the notice effective on the date of postmark essentially starts the substantive review time clock running sooner than if
the date of receipt were used. On the negative side, it may put the applicant in a very disadvantageous position. The
time-frame for the applicant to respond is cut dramatically. The time-frame for the Department is conversely
expanded. The notice provisions should be equal and fair.

Response. No change to the proposed rule except minor clarification to R18-1-501(12) subsections (a) and (c). The
Department believes that the determinations of notice and receipt as defined in the rule are extremely fair for the
applicant and disagrees that the time is unfairly expanded for the benefit of the Department and that the time for
applicant response is cut dramatically. See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above.
These definitions serve primarily to define the time so that the time-frames are moving forward only when the
Department is able to proceed with application review (after the receipt of information) and not during the time the
Department is still waiting to receive that information due to a notice of administrative deficiencies or a request for
additional information.

In constructing these definitions, the Department started with the widely used business and legal practice of adding 5
days to the date of a postmark to determine presumptive receipt. This benefits applicants in that it provides a high
degree of prospective certainty, a key legislative goal of Article 7.1. In the proposed rule, the Department used the
concept of a lapse date to set the time within which an applicant must respond in order to keep the application subject
to time-frames. The lapse date concept is deleted from today’s rule. This means that the question of when a response
is so late that the Department should now deny an application is not governed by today’s rule. These determinations
will be handled under the individual program statutes and rules using established principles of Arizona administrative
law.

Comment 13. R18-1-501(12). [Was R18-1-501(13).]   Change this definition as follows:

“Department receipt” of an application component or an applicant response means 1 of the following days,
whichever is later:

. . .
d. If during an application moratorium or time-frame suspension declared under R18-1-518, the day after the
moratorium or suspension ends.

Subsection (12)(d) should be deleted because R18-1-518 should also be deleted.

Response. The Department disagrees and has not deleted subsection (12)(d) of the proposed rule. See additional
explanation and discussion on this point at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) of the preamble and Comments 108 and 110.

Comment 14. R18-2-501(13)(a). [Was R18-1-501(13)(a).] For an applicant’s submission to be considered received
by ADEQ when hand-delivered, it apparently must be “handed to an application clerk” (defined as an ADEQ
employee with authority to receive applicants for the specific license identified on the submission) “by the applicant.”
Delivery to the front desk at ADEQ presumably would not satisfy this requirement (unless the front desk employees
were deemed to be application clerks for every program). Instead, the document would have to be handed to someone
with authority over the particular license program in question. This could prove to be a trap for the unwary (e.g., doc-
uments delivered to ADEQ on the date a submission was due could be held to be untimely because they were not
hand delivered to an application clerk). In addition, use of the phrase “by the applicant” suggests that the use of deliv-
ery services will not satisfy this requirement. These provisions are unnecessarily stringent and complicated, and may
prove difficult for less sophisticated applicants to comply with.

Response. The Department disagrees. In accordance with A.R.S. 41-1079, all prospective applicants will be given
written materials that describe all the steps necessary in the application process including who will receive submittals.
The Department is initiating a special application receipt counter at the Phoenix, Northern Regional, and Southern
Regional offices that will receive initial application submittals for almost all categories shown in today’s rule. Further
submittals are only required in response to Department notifications of deficient applications under this Article. All
Department notifications will identify exactly whom the submittal is to be addressed. Today’s rule does not prohibit
applicants from using delivery services or other agents to make submittals. Under the Arizona law of agency, an
applicant’s agent is the applicant as far as the Department is concerned. Use of the term “applicant or applicant’s
agent” probably is a tautology as far as this Article is concerned.

Department experience is that some degree of control must be maintained as to when the time-frames should start or
resume due to Department receipt of an application submittal. It is not unusual that an applicant for, say, a wastewater
permit may mail a submittal to a Department employee in the Air Division with no identifying information as to what
the submittal concerns. Finding the proper destination for quasi-anonymous submittals can take time. Failure by an
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applicant to follow basic directions as to where to make a submittal should not result in the time-frame running and
the Department not even know that it is running.

Comment 15. R18-1-501(x). Add a new definition as follows:

“Expiration” means that the number of days allotted for a time-frame has run out.
Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department has determined that the plain meaning of “expiration” is
sufficient to meet the needs of this rule. The suggested language may well raise more ambiguities than it might
resolve in that it might suggest that the plain meaning does not apply in this Article.

Comment 16. R18-1-501(14). [Was R18-1-501(15). Change this definition as follows:

“Fee excusal” means the sanction imposed on a Department fund under A.R.S. § 41-1077(A) that requires the
Department to excuse payment of further fees that have not yet been paid by required from the applicant by the
Department.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department believes the proposed language is clearer and more pre-
cise than the suggested language.

Comment 17. R18-1-501(14) [was R18-1-501(15)]. The term “fee excusal” should be “excused fee.”

Response. No change to the proposed rule.  “Excusal” is a plain English word as is defined in Webster’s Third New
International Dictionary as especially appropriate for use when a fee is involved.

Comment 18. R18-1-501(17). [Now deleted.] Add a comma to the 1st sentence of this definition after “notification”
as follows:

“Lapsed application” means an application that has ceased to be subject to this Article due to the applicant's fail-
ure to submit a timely response to a Department notification, made under this Article.

Response. The Department has deleted this definition as explained in the next comment.

Comment 19. R18-1-501(17). [Now deleted.]   Delete this definition and all provisions of the rule that provide for
the lapse of an application from this Article. The Department has authority under Article 7.1 to announce in rule that
an application can be deemed withdrawn and no longer subject to time-frames should an applicant fail to respond to a
request for additional information within a fixed period of time. The Department, however, does not have authority to
continue to allow an application to be subject to review if, at the same time, it is not also subject to this Article.

Response. The Department has deleted this definition and all references to lapse in today’s rule in response to objec-
tions from GRRC that the Department had exceeded its authority in the proposed rule. See also response to Comment
12.

The Department is aware that each agency has followed its own interpretation of Article 7.1 when implementing
time-frames in rule. The Department of Real Estate, for example, shows 4 time-frames: the standard administrative
completeness review and substantive review time-frames described in statute plus 2 time-frames that apply to appli-
cants (one in each of the 2 main time-frames) and which provide that if the applicant fails to submit a response to
requests for additional information, the application will be withdrawn and the application fee forfeited. The Depart-
ment has analyzed this interpretation of Article 7.1 (one that has been approved by GRRC) and determined that this
approach is sure to result in many unnecessarily harsh impacts on applicants. For this reason (and because the concept
of lapse or withdrawal is not mentioned in Article 7.1), the Department has decided to delete all references to lapse in
today's rule. This means that lapse and withdrawal will continue to be issues governed by existing program statutes
and rules and will not be addressed in today's rule.

Comment 20. R18-1-501(22). [Now deleted.] Change the 1st sentence of this definition as follows:

“Overall time-frame” has the meaning prescribed in A.R.S. § 41-1072(2). The Department interprets this term to
mean the entire period, measured in days and listed in the license table, after the from Department receives
receipt of an applicant's 1st application component submittal under R18-1-503(A) until the Department notifies
the applicant of its determination to grant or deny the license under R18-1-507(A).

Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in response to Comment 3 above.

Comment 21. R18-1-501(22). [Now deleted.] The definition of “overall time-frame” misconstrues the statutory
intent of A.R.S. § 41-1072(1). The Department has improperly interpreted “administrative completeness review.” The
statutory definition is clear and understandable. Why does the Department need to interpret this definition?

Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in response to Comment 3 above.
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Comment 22. R18-1-501(23). [Now deleted.]   Change this definition, “overall time-frame clock,” to read in a man-
ner similar to that suggested in Comment 5.

Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in response to Comment 3 above.

Comment 23. R18-1-501(22). [was R18-1-501(26)]. This definition should not exist. “Pre-application,” is that time-
frame envisioned by the Legislature as “administrative completeness review.”

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees with this interpretation of statute. The Legisla-
ture clearly envisioned that “administrative completeness review” commence upon the submission of the application,
not before.

Comment 24. R18-1-501(25). [Was R18-1-501(28).] Add a comma to this definition before “caused” in a manner to
that suggested in Comment 18.

Response. No change to the proposed rule for the same reason given in the response to Comment 18.

Comment 25. R18-1-501(33) through R18-1-501(35). [Now deleted.]   Delete these definitions from this rule
because they do not appear in the rule text. In addition, the definition of “statutory administrative completeness”
should be deleted because an application cannot be “administratively complete” unless an agency has everything it
needs from the applicant to make a licensing decision. Everything would include anything required under statutes
other than those in A.R.S. §§ 41-1072 through 41-1079. (Emphasis in original comment.)

Response. The Department has deleted these 3 definitions even though it disagrees with this analysis. If true, there
would be no authority for the Department to ever make a request for additional information during the substantive
review time-frame, enter into a supplemental request agreement, or require an applicant to respond to relevant points
raised during a public hearing because all these events occur after an application is “administratively complete.” The
licensing time-frame statute (Article 7.1), however, clearly addresses the possibility that applicants may be required
to respond to these 3 post-administrative completeness deficiencies. This comment illustrates the possibility that an
applicant may misunderstand the limited nature and legal effect of achieving “administrative completeness” as
defined under statutes other than Article 7.1. It was to avoid exactly this misunderstanding that these definitions were
included in the proposed rule. The Department has deleted these definitions in response to objections by GRRC and
assurances by the AGO that deletion would not increase applicant uncertainty over the legal status of time-frames
identified in statutes other the Article 7.1.

These defined terms were used in the proposed rule text as follows:

R18-1-501(34) was found used at R18-1-501(1) and R18-1-501(35).

R18-1-501(35) was found used at R18-1-501(3).

R18-1-501(36) was found used at R18-1-501(23).

Comment 26. R18-1-501(29). [Was R18-1-501(36).] The definition of “substantive review” is confusing. It is
unclear what is meant by the phrase, “nor does it include Department investigations resulting from reporting or noti-
fication requirements.” The definition of “substantive review time-frame” put forth in statute indicates that it includes
all actions of the Department after the “administrative completeness review” and until the agency determines whether
or not to issue a license. Therefore, the investigations noted in R18-1-501(37) appear to be included within the legis-
lative definition of substantive review.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees that investigations are subject to Article 7.1 and
for this reason clarified its understanding in this rule. See additional discussion on these points at Comments 4 and 21
and §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above.

Comment 27. R18-1-501(29). [Was R18-1-501(36).]   Change this definition as follows:

“Substantive review” means the qualitative evaluation by the Department of whether an application, including
each application component or an applicant, meets all substantive criteria required by statute or rule application
components and does not include clerical verification of the components nor does it include Department investi-
gations resulting from reporting or notification requirements.

Response. The Department has made some, but not all, suggested changes to the proposed rule. The Department
believes the proposed language generally is clearer than that suggested in the comment. First, the Department does
not distinguish between the evaluation of “application components” and the “applicant.” Second, the introduction of
the statutory term “substantive criteria” (without more) in lieu of “all requirements” is sure to reduce meaning and
clarity. Is “substantive criteria” the same as, or only a subset of, “all requirements”? The Department is required by
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statute to evaluate “all requirements” and, therefore, has given clear meaning to the statutory term “substantive crite-
ria” in the language of this definition. The Department, however, has added the “required by statute or rule” clarifica-
tion.

Comment 28. R18-1-501(37). [Now deleted.]   Change this definition as follows:

“Substantive review time-frame” has the meaning prescribed in A.R.S. § 41-1072(3). The Department interprets
this term to mean the entire period, measured in days and listed in the license tables, after an application is
deemed administratively complete after the end of the administrative completeness review time-frame until
either the Department makes a licensing determination decision or the applicant causes the time-frame clocks to
end under R18-1-507. The substantive review time-frame does not include days for includes time-frame clock
suspension or and time-frame extension periods.

Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in the response to Comment 3.

Comment 29. R18-1-501(37). [Now deleted.] The definition of “substantive review time-frame” improperly expands
the same statutory definition found at A.R.S. § 41-1072(3). The statutory definition does not allow for the expiration
of this review period by applicant activity. Rather, only the Department can take action to cause this time-frame to
expire. By contrast, the Department’s proposed definition of “substantive review time-frame” adds elements which
provide for the expiration of the time-frame upon applicant response or lack thereof. Therefore, R18-1-507 does not
properly establish when a substantive time-frame can expire. The statutory definition is clear and understandable.
Why does the Department need to interpret this definition?

Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in the response to Comment 3.

Comment 30. R18-1-501(38). [Now deleted.] Change this definition to read in a manner similar to that suggested in
Comment 5 as follows:

“Substantive review time-frame clock” means the device used in this Article to account for the passage or sus-
pension of time counting and assignment of certain days within the substantive review licensing time-frame
under A.R.S. § 41-1075(A).

Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in the response to Comment 3.

Comment 31 [82]. R18-1-501(30). [Was R18-1-501(39).] Change the 1st sentence of this definition as follows:

“Time-frame extension” means the entire period measured in days, after the presumptive overall time-frame
would otherwise expire and during which an application is not subject to sanctions.

Response. No change to the proposed rule for the same reasons given in the response to Comment 5 above. The mod-
ifier “presumptive’ is not appropriate in this context because the overall time-frame may well expire at a time other
than that of the presumptive overall time-frame.

Comment 32. R18-1-501(30). [Was R18-1-501(39).] The definition of “time-frame extension” is confusing. It sug-
gests that the application is subject to sanctions. The proper subject of sanctions is the Department, not the applica-
tion. Additionally, the phrase “pursuant to an agreement between the applicant and the Department” should be added
at the end of the 1st sentence to clarify that time-frame extensions must be mutually agreed upon.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department understands the licensing time-frames statute to mean
that sanctions result from the Department's handling of applications subject to today's rule. The Department believes
that the rule makes this understanding clear.

Comment 33. R18-1-501(40). [Now deleted.] Change this definition as follows:

“Time-frame extension clock” means the device used in this Article to account for the passage or suspension of
time counting and assignment of certain days within a licensing time-frame extension under A.R.S. § 41-
1075(B).

Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in the response to Comment 3.

Comment 34. R18-1-501(31). [Was R18-1-501(41).] The definition of “withdrawn application” references section
R18-1-517(B). That section does not mention anything about withdrawing an application. Perhaps the Department
intended to cite R18-1-517(C)?

Response. Yes. The citation is corrected.

Comment 35. R18-1-502(A). Section 502(A) sets forth the applicability of the Licensing Time-frame Rules. Accord-
ing to the preamble, “Licenses that result from notification requirements but that do not require the Department to
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issue a written license in response are excluded.” Why? The statutory authority for the licensing time-frames does not
provide for such a limitation. Accordingly, Article 7.1 states that this article does not apply to 3 categories of licenses.
Those issued: 1) pursuant to tribal state gaming compacts; 2) within 7 days after receipt of initial application; and, 3)
by a lottery method. A.R.S. § 41-1073(D). Nowhere does the statute allow for the rule to expand these categories.
Therefore, the only licenses that can be excluded from the rules are those set forth in the statute, not the 12 categories
established by agency fiat in the rule. If the Department feels there is a need to expand § 41-1073(D), it should look to
a legislative change. In the alternative, if the Department chooses to ignore the limitation in the statute, then Tables 18
and 20 should be exempt from this rule making. A.R.S. § 49-1091 already sets forth the time-frames for these actions
and these licenses are not subject to fees.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees with the above analysis. The statute clearly
states that it apply only to licenses the Department “issues.” This makes sense because if the Department does not
“issue” the license, there can be no application review time during which an applicant is waiting to hear of the
Department's decision, no licensing decision, and no application submitted to the Department. See additional discus-
sion on these points at §§ 6(E)(1) and 6(G)(2) above. See Comments 134 and 135 below concerning Tables 18 and
20.

Comment 36. R18-1-502(A)(1): This exemption applies a circular logic that has no conclusion. R18-1-502 asserts
that all licenses not requiring an application are exempt from the rules. The definition of an “application” necessarily
requires under R18-1-501(7) that the applicant request the license in writing “under R18-1-502.” 

Response. No change to the proposed rule. Without an application (written request to obtain a license), there can be
no way for the Department to know when someone has asked the Department to consider granting a license or what
kind of license might be desired. By its terms, the licensing time-frames statute governs only written licenses issued
by the Department. The Department administers no licenses that it issues in writing subject to the licensing time-
frames statute that require only oral applications.

Comment 37. R18-1-502(A)(2). This provision would appear to cover general permits that are triggered simply by
notice to ADEQ. Some general permits established by statute or rule may provide (or may in the future provide)
ADEQ with an opportunity to request additional information from an applicant to verify compliance with the terms of
the permit. Are all of these examples identified in the tables accompanying the proposed rule? If not, are time-frames
applicable to ADEQ’s review of information submitted by the applicant in this situation (and if so, how)? 

Response. No change to the proposed rule. Yes, all such individual licenses issued by the Department and requiring
an application are included in today's rule. One example is the class I general coverage ATO permit shown as cate-
gory 25 on Table 1. See additional discussion on this point at §§ 6(E)(1) and 6(G)(2) above.

Comment 38. R18-1-502(A)(3). The statute requiring that the Department establish licensing time-frames does not
distinguish between “a license issued at the Department’s initiative,” and other licenses. The statute requires that an
agency that issues licenses shall have in place overall time-frames for granting or denying “each type of license that it
issues.” 

Response. No change to the proposed rule. One example of a license the Department issues on its on initiative is the
class I reopening described at § 6(H)(1)(b)(4) above. This license is administered as part of the state's clean air pro-
gram and requires no application or submittals from the prospective licensee. Without an application or other submit-
tals from an applicant, there can be nothing for time-frames to measure. Today's rule, however, does govern all cases
where a prospective licensee makes a written request (application) to the Department to grant a license.   See Com-
ment 35 above for more discussion on this point.

Comment 39. R18-1-502(A)(4). Why is it necessary to include an exemption stating that time-frames do not apply to
a license that has been granted by default because the Department did not act within a time-frame identified in statute
or rule? Does this exemption mean that no refund/penalties/fee excusal applies in such a case (since the license is
exempt from the time-frames article)? Or is this simply a way of restating the concept articulated in R18-1-502(C)?

Response. No change to the proposed rule. If the Department can never be late in making a licensing decision, there
can never be a refund, fee excusal, or penalty.   If the Department can never be late, no applicant can ever be kept
waiting past a date certain due to a delay in the Department reaching a licensing decision. This exclusion applies pri-
marily to waste pollution plan approvals that are deemed “acceptable” by statute should the Department fail to act
within 90 calendar days of application receipt. This is an example of the statute giving an applicant a right to an
issued license subject only to the Department finding fault with an application within a fixed time period. See addi-
tional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(1) and 6(G)(2) above.

Comment 40. R18-1-502(A)(5). It is unclear where the Department gets the authority to limit its broad statutory
responsibility to provide time-frames for each type of license that it issues. Under this Section, the Department could
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exempt categories of licenses from the time-frame rules merely by failing to place them within the accompanying
table. This is not what the legislature intended.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department understands its rulemaking obligations under the licens-
ing time-frames statute, Article 7.1, as 2-fold. First, it must identify all licenses it issues that are governed by Article
7.1. Second, it must establish time-frames in rule. This clearly means that all governed categories are required to be in
rule and that it will be the rule that determines how the time-frames operate. This also means that Article 7.1 is not
self-implementing.

The exclusion stated above follows directly from the inevitable meaning of Article 7.1 in that (1) time-frames in stat-
utes other than Article 7.1 are not directly determinative of the operation of Article 7.1 time-frames, imposition of
sanctions, and reporting requirements and (2) only categories identified in rule shall be governed by the operation of
Article 7.1. Members of the public may have varying opinions as to what should or should not be classified as a
license subject to Article 7.1. The definition of “license” in the administrative procedure act can be difficult to under-
stand in certain circumstances. It is the duty of the Department, however, to speak on this matter with clarity. Today's
rule expresses the Department's determination of exactly which categories meet the requirements of Article 7.1. From
time to time, the Department must modify this determination as new programs (and licenses) are created by the Leg-
islature and existing programs revise existing licenses. The Department expects to conduct housekeeping amendatory
rule makings at least annually to keep today's rule up to date. See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(1)
and 6(G)(2) above.

Comment 41. R18-1-502(A)(8). Why are license applications for which the applicant is not the prospective licensee
exempt from time-frames? (Does it have anything to do with the fact that the refund might not go to the licensee?) If
a consultant prepares an application on behalf of a relatively small and unsophisticated licensee, would this exemp-
tion kick-in and mean that time-frames do not apply? Does the Department feel it is necessary to exempt these
licenses because the applicant is not the proper party? If the party applying for a license is not the proper party, that
license should be rejected under the appropriate licensing rule. That application should not be addressed by this rules
since it would not be a proper license application.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. This comment touches on an area about which the Department still has
uncertainty. Article 7.1 applies only to “licenses.” This is a defined term in statute and requires that there be someone
(the prospective licensee) whose rights, duties, or privileges under the law would change if the Department grants the
license. There are instances, especially in the remediation license areas, where an applicant is not a prospective lic-
ensee, in that the applicant is not likely to experience a change to its rights, duties, or privileges under the result
whether the Department approves the application or not. One example is a prospective purchaser of land that may
require remediation under the law and who seeks Department approval of a remediation plan or other matters. While
the outcome of Department approval may well influence whether the applicant proceeds and purchases the land, the
applicant (as merely a prospective purchaser) gains no change in status under the law at the time the Department
might approve the application. If such applications are subject to Article 7.1 and incur review fees, who would be
entitled to a refund? Not the applicant in this case because the approval does not represent a “license” to the applicant.
Other statutes require the Department to give state monies only to persons who have a legal right to receive them.
Here, the only way a person may obtain a legal right to receive a refund under Article 7.1 is to have applied for a
“license” with the meaning as described above.

There may well be 3rd-party licensees who do benefit passively from a Department approval. This may be an easily
identified person or there may be a dispute or potential dispute as to the identity of all persons who may have some
duty to remediate under the law for any particular property. The Department sees no way it can have the ability to
enter into tracing and responsible party investigations only due to the need to give money to someone. It is also true
that virtually all approvals granted by the Department may have 3rd-party passive beneficiaries, perhaps many for
each license. It is for all of these reasons that the Department has determined that Article 7.1 limits the scope of
refunds only to applicants who gain a legal right to the refund because they requested a “license” and not to passive
3rd-party prospective licensees.

This situation can also occur in the underground storage tank (UST) program and the superfund programs but because
no application review fees are charged, there can be no refunds. This means that the restriction on the payment of
state monies described above do not apply. For this reason, no exclusion on this basis is being made in today's rule
and the Department expects to apply this rule to all applications in the categories identified on those program tables
without regard to whether the applicant is, in fact, a prospective licensee. The voluntary program remediation
licenses, however, do incur review fees. The Department has deleted those categories of table 20 that incur fees from
today's rule due to the difficulties described above and because of the high likelihood that applicants in that program
may not, in fact, be prospective licensees. State law, however, provides the Department authority to review applica-
tions in these programs without regard to whether the applicant is, in fact, the actual prospective licensee. This means
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that the Department cannot refuse to process such applications in the manner suggested by the commenter. See addi-
tional discussion on these points at §§ 6(G)(2), 6(H)(20), and § 10 (Table 20) above.

Comment 42. R18-1-502(B). This section asserts that an application submitted under these rules will not be subject
to any future rule making. This provision is beyond the authority of the Department. To presently limit the application
of future rules to an application is not only legally counterintuitive, but it prevents the applicant from having an abil-
ity to comment on the application of those future rules. Applicability sections should take into account presently
existing applications. It is impossible, however, to predict the form and substance of a future rule. It is suggested that
the Department delete the part of this section dealing with future rule makings and wait until those rule makings actu-
ally take place to determine if previously submitted applications are excluded. 

Response. The last 2 sentences are deleted. The Department agrees that state law prohibits statutes and rules from
having retroactive effect unless expressly authorized in statute. The licensing time-frames statute does not expressly
authorize retroactive effect. This means that the Department has no authority to impose retroactivity.   Further, the
nature of the statute is such that it requires both applicants and the Department to perform many complex tasks
throughout the pendency of an application.   Should the rule change after an application is already in process, a retro-
active effect of a change would require recalculation of all pending applications in process and may result in auto-
matic expiration at the moment the new rule goes into effect, especially if the new rule reduces time-frames in certain
categories. This would cause havoc for applicants, something not intended by the statute. It would also make it
extremely difficult to make any adjustments to the rule once effective because any change would effect all applica-
tions at once. Recognizing that rule amendments will not effect applications in process gives wide latitude to changes
possible in a rule revision including dramatic reductions in time-frames and other changes. R18-1-513, “opt-in licens-
ing time-frame agreements,” can provide a means for applicants to make a pending application subject to a rule revi-
sion. In addition, any amendatory rulemaking is able to make specific changes to this restriction in rule in order to
make a smooth transitions from 1 rule version to another. The Department, however, makes this requested change by
deleting the last 2 sentences.

Comment 43. R18-1-502(B). Change the 1st sentence of this subsection as follows:

If an application is becomes subject to this Article, it remains subject to the terms of the original license category
in which it was classified unless the application lapses from this Article, is withdrawn, is altered by a licensing
time-frames agreement, or is changed under R18-1-516.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. This is a close call but “becomes” has a more definite meaning than the
indefinite “is” and, therefore, adds more clarity to the exact intent of this important provision.

Comment 44. R18-11-502(C). A.R.S. § 41-1073(B) states that if statutory licensing time-frames already exist for a
particular type of license but do not establish separate time-frames for administrative review and substantive review,
the time-frames rule should establish such periods that together shall not exceed the statutory time-frame. ADEQ
appears to be extending this provision to address time-frames already existing in rule as well as statute. However,
ADEQ states that for purposes of determining when refunds are due, separate time-frames (as established in this rule)
will apply. This is inconsistent with the statute, which provides that the administrative completeness and substantive
review time-frames together should not exceed the existing statutory time-frame. An example (albeit in a rule con-
text) is the APP program, which establishes a 30-day period for administrative review and an additional 90 days for
substantive review. See A.A.C. R18-9-107(D)-(E). Pursuant to the proposed rule, these time-frames would still apply
in lieu of those in the time-frames tables, but the tables would govern when and if refunds were due. This makes a
mockery of existing time-frames established in statute or rule and circumvent the intent of the statute.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees with this analysis. The APP rule example cited
requires the Department to issue a proposed licensing decision at the end of 90 days. The Department does not gain
authority under the remainder of the APP rule to make a final licensing decision on the application until after that pro-
posed decision has been published, subjected to public comment, and if a request for a public hearing is made, not
until after the hearing is held. Article 7.1 clearly requires that public hearings required by law must occur during the
substantive review time-frame. This means that the time-frame must be long enough to contain all required activities
and not just the issuance of the proposed decision. See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3), 6(G)(2),
6(H)(10) above. Also, note that there are no application review times in statute governing APP. All review times are
in rule and, therefore, not subject to the limitation cited in the comment. The Department, however, did use the times
in rule as the maximum for all the standard APP categories and reduced those times in certain instances. See more
discussion on this point at § 6(H)(10) above.

Comment 45. R18-1-503. Add “administrative deficiencies” to the section title.
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Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department believes that the provisions concerning administrative
deficiencies are announced adequately by the use of the term “administrative completeness” in the section title.

Comment 46. R18-1-503(A). This section contradicts the statutory definition of administrative completeness review
time-frame.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. See Comment 4 above for discussion on this matter.

Comment 47. R18-1-503(A). Change this subsection as follows:

For each application, the The administrative completeness review time-frame clock for an application begins on
the day the of Department receives receipt of the 1st component submittal in support of the application that con-
tains all of the following:

1. Name, address, and telephone number Identification of the applicant.
. . .
4. Name Identification of the license category in which the application shall be 1st processed. If companion catego-
ries are shown on a license table for this license, the application shall be 1st processed in the companion category that
is determined as follows:
a. If “standard” and “complex” categories are shown, in the “standard” category.
b. If “without a public hearing” and “with a public hearing” are shown, in the “without a public hearing” category.
c. If “without a public meeting” and “with a public meeting” are shown, in the “without a public hearing” category.
. . .
Response. No change to the proposed rule. In the stem, the Department believes the change to “[f]or each applica-
tion” and the addition of “of” are unnecessary. The change from “Department receipt,” a defined term, to “the Depart-
ment receives” may be construed as having a different meaning. The Department believes the changes suggested to
subsections (1) and (4) are too restrictive on the part of applicants and are, therefore, unnecessary.

Comment 48. R18-1-503(B). Change the stem of this subsection in the same manner as R18-1-502(A) described in
Comment 47.

Response. No change to the proposed rule for the same reason given in the response to Comment 47. 

Comment 49. R18-1-503(C). [Now deleted.] This section provides the Department with the authority to require the
applicant to respond to 1 or more notices of administrative deficiencies during the administrative completeness
review time-frame. This section is beyond the authority of the statute. The statute affords the Department the oppor-
tunity to issue “a written notice” including “a comprehensive list of the specific deficiencies in the written notice.”
Section 503(C) does not adhere to either of these 2 requirements. The proposed rule expressly states that the Depart-
ment may request 1 or more. The proposed rule also fails to limit that request to “a comprehensive list.”

Response. The Department has deleted this Section although the Department disagrees with this analysis. The rule
makes clear that no grant of a license application will be declared procedurally flawed because the Department
informed an applicant more than once that an application was not administratively complete. Article 7.1 does not
limit Department requests to “only one” nor is this good public policy in that it would prohibit the Department from
helping an applicant achieve an approvable application. See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and
6(E)(4) above. The Department, however, has deleted this Section.

Comment 50. R18-1-503(D). [Now deleted.] The rule proposes that an application will lapse if the requested infor-
mation is not returned to the Department by the “lapse date identified in the notice.” This section should cross-refer-
ence Section 517.

Response. The Department has deleted this subsection as described in the response to Comment 19.

Comment 51. R18-1-503(D). [Now deleted.] All provisions for lapse should be deleted from the rule.

Response. The Department has deleted this subsection as described in the response to Comment 19.

Comment 52. R18-1-503(D). [Now deleted.] Concerning the calculation of lapse dates, how is the lapse date to be
determined? This determination needs criteria in rule. There is nothing to indicate that it might be longer than the “2
months” identified in this provision.

Response. The Department has deleted this subsection as described in the response to Comment 19.

Comment 53. R18-1-503(C). [Was R18-1-503(E).] When would a notice of administrative deficiencies not suspend
the time-frame clock?

Response. When it does not state that it is suspending the clock. This means that no grant of an application can be
found to be procedurally flawed and invalidated simply because the Department informed an applicant informally
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more than once that the application was incomplete. See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and
6(G)(2) above.

Comment 54. R18-1-503(C). [Was R18-1-503(E).] Change this subsection as follows:

If a notice of administrative deficiencies states that the Department is suspending the time-frame clocks until the
applicant supplies the missing information identified on a comprehensive list of specific deficiencies included
with the notice, the administrative completeness review time-frame clock is suspended as of suspends on the day
of notification.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees that a change from active to passive voice
increases the conciseness or clarity of this subsection.

Comment 55. R18-1-503(D). [Was R18-1-503(F).] The failure to resume the time-frame when assessing whether the
application is complete, is a violation of the statutory intent. A.R.S. §41-1072(1) requires that the administrative
review time-frame include such review. Anytime the Department is reviewing an application to determine whether it
contains all the required components, the administrative completeness time-frame should be running. Additionally,
what “lapse date” is the Department referring to? The 1st notice? The 2nd notice?

Response. The Department disagrees with this analysis. The clock does resume automatically under the rule but the
Department has a short time within which to cancel the resumption for the benefit of the applicant so that the appli-
cant can correct the response. For all licenses shown in rule, failure to submit a complete and approvable application
must mean denial. The rule allows the Department to assist an applicant to correct a response so that the time does not
run out later in the process while the applicant attempts to make corrections at the last minute. This subsection is
revised to clarify that it is a subsection (E) notice. See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2)
above.

Comment 56. R18-1-503(E). [Was R18-1-503(G).] Same questions concerning lapse dates as expressed in Comment
52. 

Response. The Department changed this provision for the reasons given in the response to Comment 19. 

Comment 57. R18-1-503(F)(1). [Was R18-1-503(H)(1).] This provision allows ADEQ to request additional infor-
mation (an apparently unlimited number of times) from an applicant to make an application administratively com-
plete even after the application is deemed by statute to be complete. This is flatly inconsistent with the statute, which
provides that application is deemed complete once the time clock expires. Article 7.1 states that “[i]f an agency does
not issue a written notice of administrative completeness or deficiencies within the administrative completeness
review time-frame, the application is deemed administratively complete.” A.R.S. §41-1074(C). ADEQ presumes
under 503(H)(1), that this means they may continue to request administrative materials. This is improper. The statute
deems the application administratively complete if ADEQ fails to meet the deadline. The statute provides for a limi-
tation in ADEQ’s ability to request administrative information. Section 503(H)(1) takes away that statutory limita-
tion.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees with this analysis. There is no such statutory
limitation and the creation of such a limitation is sure to be highly disadvantageous to applicants. Shortening review
times and limiting the Department's ability to inform applicants of application infirmities has little impact on the
Department but can have very large negative impacts on applicants who did not submit a complete approvable appli-
cation on day one. Licensing decisions made at a time when an application is incomplete must be one of denial under
Arizona law. See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above as well as the “introduction to
the comments” paragraph immediately preceding Comment 1.

Comment 58. R18-1-503(G)(2). [Was R18-1-503(I)(2).] Change this subsection as follows:

If presumptive administrative completeness occurs:
. . . 
2.The Department does not waive the requirement for the applicant to submit all application components neces-
sary to allow the Department to grant or deny the license, and
. . .

Response. No change to the proposed rule. Statute prohibits the Department from issuing by default any of the
licenses identified on the license tables. This means that the burden remains on the applicant to prove entitlement to a
grant of the license. Adding the phrase “or deny” suggests the opposite; that the Department must receive certain
information from an applicant before it has the authority to deny. This is not true and will probably serve to increase
ambiguity as to what is the proper meaning of this subsection.
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Comment 59. R18-1-503(H). [Was R18-1-503(J).] Delete this subsection concerning suspension and resumptions
described in other sections because the Department has no authority to operate such suspensions.

Response. The Department has deleted references to all section except for R18-1-518. In general, the Department dis-
agrees with this analysis and explains the specifics of the referenced sections in the responses to other comments
made for each specific section.

Comment 60. R18-1-504(A). Change this subsection as follows:

The substantive review time-frame clock for an application begins on 1 of the following days:

1.If the Department notifies the applicant that the application is administratively complete before the expiration
of the administrative completeness review time-frame clock, the time-frame begins on the 1 day after notifica-
tion.
2.If the Department does not notify the applicant that the application is administratively complete before the
expiration of the administrative completeness review time-frame clock, the time-frame begins on the 1 day after
expiration.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. This change alters the meaning of the stem and adds unnecessary words to
the definition.

Comment 61. R18-1-504(C). [Now deleted.] What is the difference between a “request for additional information”
and a “comprehensive request for additional information”? These should be defined.

Response. The Department has deleted this Section although the definitions for these 2 terms have been added to
today's rule under R18-1-501. There is little difference between the 2 terms. The reference to both in the rule is to
insure that all possible “requests” are included, no matter how they may be termed. The Department determined dur-
ing the informal public workshops on this rulemaking that many of the public believed Article 7.1 restricted the
Department from making more than 1 request under any circumstances. This is an important misunderstanding. This
interpretation could only be appropriate if the Department issued these licenses by default, something, however, that
is prohibited by statute. The Department's intent was that today’s rule would clarify that the Article makes no such
restriction and that the Department will not impose such a restriction solely as a result of Article 7.1 requirements.
Such a restriction can only cause applicants great harm. In addition, subsection (C) [as proposed] would have pro-
vided applicants with additional protection from collateral attack by 3rd parties on the validity of an issued license if
a 3rd party asserts the Department’s issuance of the license was invalid and without legal authority because the
Department made more than “one” request for information.

Comment 62. R18-1-504(C). [Was R18-1-504(C)-(E).] This section appears to indicate that the Department feels it
has the authority to submit additional requests for information under the substantive review time-frame. The Depart-
ment appears to be asserting that it can do this so long as it does not stop the time-frames. How does the Department
justify this section in light of the clear, unambiguous statutory requirement that states “[d]uring the substantive
review time-frame, an agency may make 1 comprehensive written request for additional information.” A.R.S. §41-
1075(A). This language is perfectly understandable. Nowhere does it even intimate that there is room for anything
more than 1 unilateral request.

Response. No change to the proposed rule except that the Department has deleted subsection (C) [as proposed]. The
Department's response is the same as the previous comment. This comment demonstrates how easy it can be to
assume that any “additional request for information” is the same as the 1 “comprehensive request for additional infor-
mation” that is allowed to suspend the time-frames under A.R.S. § 41-1075(A). It was exactly to avoid such confu-
sion that the Department expected to provide both terms in today's rule along with the provision that only 1
comprehensive request for additional information may suspend the time-frames. This, however, the Department has
changed in response to this comment.

Comment 63. R18-1-504(D) as proposed. Under A.R.S. §41-1075 “a request for additional information” can only
be the result of a mutual agreement. This section of the rule does not state that ADEQ will seek an agreement.

Response. This subsection is deleted because its only purpose was to control the operation of lapse, a provision also
deleted from today's rule. As for other points raised by the commenter, the “mutual agreement” cited in the comment
applies only if the applicant wishes the time-frames to suspend pending submission of the information. R18-1-504(D)
as proposed, however, did not suspend time-frames.   See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and
6(G)(2) above.

Comment 64. R18-1-504(D) as proposed. Same questions concerning lapse dates as expressed in Comment 52. 

Response. The Department has deleted this subsection for the reasons given in the response to Comment 19. 
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Comment 65. R18-1-504(c). [Was R18-1-504(E).] Change the 1st sentence of this subsection as follows:

If a comprehensive request for additional information states that the Department is suspending the time-frame
clock until the applicant supplies the missing information identified in the comprehensive request for additional
information, the substantive review time-frame clock is suspended suspends on the day of Department notifica-
tion.

Response. No change to the proposed rule.    The Department disagrees that a change from active to passive voice
increases the conciseness or clarity of this subsection.

Comment 66. R18-1-504(D). [Was R18-1-504(F).] This provision provides that the time clock continues to be sus-
pended if an applicant does not provide all the information requested by ADEQ. In very complex application proce-
dures (such as some APPs), ADEQ often makes extensive and unjustified information requests. This provision allows
ADEQ to essentially extend the time clock for as long as it desires by simply requesting voluminous and unjustified
information. As a policy matter, there ought to be some sort of interim appeal process in this sort of situation. Addi-
tionally, this section does not allow for an agreement between the Department and the applicant that certain informa-
tion requested in the comprehensive request need not be submitted. This section ties the regulator’s hands. 

Response. No change in the proposed rule. The Department's response is the same as Comment 7.

Comment 67. R18-1-504(D). [Was R18-1-504(F).] Same questions concerning lapse dates as expressed in Comment
52. 

Response. The Department has deleted lapse provisions from today's rule for the reasons given in the response to
Comment 19.

Comment 68. R18-1-504(E). [Was R18-1-504(G).] Delete this subsection concerning suspension and resumptions
described in other sections because the Department has no authority to operate such suspensions.

Response. Except for R18-1-518, references to all other sections have been deleted. In general, however, the Depart-
ment disagrees with this analysis and explains the specifics of the referenced sections in the responses to other com-
ments made for each specific section.

Comment 69. R18-1-505(B). Change this subsection as follows:

The overall time-frame clock is stopped and started suspends and resumes in concert with the administrative
completeness, substantive review, and extension time-frame clocks.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The suggested change increases ambiguity and decreases clarity. “Start” in
this rule is reserved to mean only the initial start of a time-frame under R18-1-503(A); “end” is reserved to mean only
the final end of a time-frame under R18-1-507(A).   In addition, the Department disagrees that a change from active
to passive voice increases the conciseness or clarity of this subsection.

Comment 70. R18-1-505(C)(2)(b). Change this subsection as follows:

The actual number of days for the substantive review time-frame if the Department notifies the applicant of a
licensing decision under R18-1-504(B)(1) before the expiration of the substantive review time-frame, or

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department believes the addition of these words unnecessary with the
context of the entire subsection. Inclusion of unnecessary words may lead to ambiguity as it suggests a narrower
range of actions than identified by the original language.

Comment 71. R18-1-505(C)(2)(c). This provision states that the duration of the overall time-frame clock will
include the actual number of days for the substantive review time-frame if the applicant causes the time-frame clock
to end by allowing the application to lapse or withdrawing the application (or entering into a changed licensing time-
frame agreement). Why is this provision necessary? If the application lapses or is withdrawn, why is there a need to
determine the overall time-frame? Is this provision intended to determine if a penalty/refund is due in a situation
where ADEQ fails to act in a timely fashion on an application even though the applicant later withdraws or allows
that application to lapse?

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The purpose of this section is to allow everyone to determine with clarity
exactly when the time-frames end on an application. As such, the section is necessary. See additional discussion on
these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above.

Comment 72. R18-1-506(A). Change “1" to “on the.”
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Response. No change to the proposed rule. The proposed language follows a structure parallel to that used throughout
the rule. The suggested language changes this without increasing clarity or conciseness.

Comment 73. R18-1-506(C). This section implies that an extension of the time-frames establishes another chance
for the Department to request information. All information requested by the Department during the substantive
review time-frame should be done in strict accordance with A.R.S. § 41-1075. This section cannot create a right to a
2nd “comprehensive written request.”

Response. No change to the proposed rule except that the Department has deleted “and 1 or more requests for addi-
tional information.” This subsection does not create additional rights or chances but does clarify that if a comprehen-
sive request suspending the time-frames was not made prior to the beginning of the time-frame extension, the
applicant does not lose the right to be afforded 1 if necessary. See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3)
and 6(G)(2) above.

Comment 74. R18-1-506(E). Delete this subsection concerning suspension and resumptions described in other sec-
tions because the Department has no authority to operate such suspensions.

Response. Except for R18-1-518, references to all other sections have been deleted. In general, however, the Depart-
ment disagrees with this analysis and explains the specifics of the referenced sections in the responses to other com-
ments made for each specific section.

Comment 75. R18-1-507(A)(2). This section cannot grant the Department the authority to issue conditional grants of
licenses. Such action must be provided for in the individual licensing statute for that license. If it is not provided for
in the licensing statute, the time-frame rules cannot create it.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department agrees. This rule does not confer any authority to grant or
deny any license conditional or otherwise. Such authority, if it exists, does so under other statutes and rules. Today's
rule only operates to clarify the impact on the operation of the time-frames should such authority be exercised. See
additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above. 

Comment 76. R18-1-507(B). This section should also include a citation to the authority of the Department to issue a
conditional license.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The citations are referenced indirectly in the license tables which identify
licenses with their statutory citations. These citations can then be used to trace matters other than just required appli-
cation components. Most conditional approvals occur in certain of the Model E and F application review types as
described under § 6(H) above.

Comment 77. R18-1-507(B). Change this subsection as follows:

The Department shall include the following information in a notice notification of a conditional grant of a license
under subsection (A) of this Section shall include both the following: 
. . .

Response. No change to the proposed rule. “Department notification” is a defined term. The suggested change would
not clearly incorporate the defined term. In addition, the Department believes the added words do not increase the
clarity or conciseness of the proposed rule.

Comment 78. R18-1-507(C). The stem of this section is very confusing. It would be more readable if it was set out in
a list fashion. This section is also unreasonably broad. This section makes no provision for any potential change in the
information needed by the Department during the administrative completeness review.   If it is mutually determined
by ADEQ and the applicant that the information requested by the Department does not exist or is not necessary, the
fact that the request is “incomplete” should not put the application in risk of being denied under this section. Lastly,
the section mistakenly presumes that the accuracy of an application is something judged during the administrative
completeness review time-frame. The administrative completeness review time-frame is when the Department deter-
mines that the application “contains all components required by statute or rule.” The administrative completeness
review is not a chance to judge the accuracy of that information.

Response. This subsection is revised. The Department's response is the same as Comment 75. Also note that some
license categories contain no substantive review time-frames and that this is anticipated by Article 7.1. How and
when application components are judged is governed by program statutes and rules, not today's rule.

Comment 79. R18-1-507(E). Change this subsection to delete the word “so.”

Response. The Department has made this change and added additional words to retain the meaning of exactly what is
to be notified.
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Comment 80. R18-1-507(F). Why is this provision necessary (“the ending of time-frame clocks under this Section
also shall end all time-frames”)? 

Response. This subsection is deleted for the reasons stated in Comment 3.

Comment 81. R18-1-508(B)(2). Why must an applicant always waive its rights to the time-frames established in the
tables accompanying this rule when it enters into a pre-application agreement? Might not the agreement affect
(extend) only 1 segment of the time-frame (for example, substantive review) and not the other (for example, adminis-
trative review)? Might not the pre-application agreement address things other than extending or shrinking time-
frames (for example, specifying application components and permitting strategy)? This subsection ought to be pro-
ceeded by language such as “if appropriate.”

Response. No change to the proposed rule. All agreements are by mutual agreement and for the benefit of applicants.
If an agreement only changes 1 of the time-frames, it can so state by repeating that the other time-frame remains
unchanged. These agreements only govern matters properly under the purview of Article 7.1. Other pre-application
matters outside that scope must be handled in other pre-application agreements made under other authority than Arti-
cle 7.1. As for the waiver, any rights that may exist under Article 7.1 exist within a bundle of both rights and duties. It
is the adjustment of the entire bundle of rights and duties that the agreement addresses. The requirement for a specific
waiver makes clear that the determination of that bundle is made within the 4 corners of the agreement. This clarity is
essential to ensure that the Department and applicants are able to make accurate prospective determinations of how
sanctions and reporting requirements under Article 7.1 are to be calculated. One informal comment made to the
Department was that an applicant has no “rights” under Article 7.1; that there are only duties placed upon the Depart-
ment. If this view is true, then a waiver is meaningless and no harm is done. Comments received in the public work-
shops, however, show that a significant segment of the public does believe that Article 7.1 does grant applicants a
number of important and valuable rights including the right to a refund. The Department's response is to clarify in
today's rule only 1 element of this overall debate. That element pertains only to the identification of days on the
tables. Today's rule requires pre-application agreements to identify applicable time-frames in lieu of those shown on
the tables. These times can, of course, be the same as shown, if both parties agree to those times.

Comment 82. R18-1-508(B)(5). What is the statutory basis for requiring a fee adjustment as part of a time-frame
agreement? Fees are authorized by other specific statutes or rules, not by the statutes authorizing this rule. Further-
more, what criteria is ADEQ contemplating using to make this determination, assuming it is appropriate to adjust fees
a part of a time-frame agreement?

Response. No change to the proposed rule. Today's rule applies to all categories shown on the license tables. These
tables span all licensing programs administered by the Department. Some applications in some programs incur hourly
review fees; some do not. Today's rule merely clarifies that the agreement may determine how such time will be
adjusted if authority exists under the specific program and if the Department and the applicant agree. Today's rule
does not create such authority; it only responds to such authority if it exists.

Comment 83. R18-1-508(B)(3). Change this subsection as follows:

Identification of application components required in support of the application. See R18-1-513.
Response. No change to the proposed rule. “Application component” is already a defined term. Inclusion of this addi-
tional language here might be construed as suggesting a meaning at variance with the term as defined at R18-1-
501(7). Also, inclusion of a reference to R18-1-513 (“licensing time-frame opt-in agreements”) is probably not help-
ful.

Comment 84. R18-1-508(C). Why does the pre-application agreement have to be longer than the original time-
frames? It would seem that this element should be negotiated. Having it expressly stated in the rule makes it difficult
to change for both the Department and the regulated community. There is no reason for such rigidity.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The point of a pre-application agreement is to provide a means for the
Department to expend resources or delay review of certain portions of an application in excess of what would other-
wise be required. Today's rule does not require that time-frames be longer; only that time-frames cannot be shorter.
The Department believes that agreeing to shorter time-frames on a case-by-case basis while at the same time agreeing
to expend additional application review resources for the benefit of the applicant can only tend to shift review
resources away from other applicants in the same program. If the desire of the commenter is to reduce time-frames,
the Department believes the fairest method is to reduce time-frames for all applicants by revising the rule as resources
and experience permits. Again, the point of a pre-application agreement is only to allow an applicant to avoid a sum-
mary denial because not all required application components are submitted at 1 time. The Department believes that
segmenting the review of components is sure to require more, not less, coordination by the Department. On the other
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hand, the Department believes that there are important public policy reasons to do exactly that for the benefit of appli-
cants in certain programs. It was only for this reason that today’s rule contains this section.

Comment 85. R18-1-508(C)(3). The 2nd sentence is confusing. It is unclear who has the 15-day review period.
Additionally, the last sentence is troubling.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The 15-day provision and the last sentence follow the provisions of R18-
1-504(E). As in R18-1-504(E), review is conducted by the Department.   The last sentence is deleted for the reasons
given in Comment 19.

Comment 86. R18-1-508(D)(2) and (3). These sections contain some vague language that makes the rule difficult to
understand. Section 508(D)(2) addresses expending resources to the “significant detriment” of other applicants. It is
unclear as to what this means. 508(D)(3) uses the term “significant increase or change” regarding potential effects. It
is unclear whether this means detrimental effects or beneficial effects, or both.

Response. The Department has added the qualifier “detrimental” to the text although the Department believes the
word to be essentially meaningless in context in that what may be considered detrimental in 1 context can usually be
found to be beneficial in another. In response to the remainder of the comment, the Department believes that focusing
limited resources of a program to benefit just 1 applicant may, in certain cases, be highly disadvantageous to fellow
applicants if this means delays for them. This means that benefits and detriments can be 2 results of the same actions.
The Department has a duty to prevent unfair apportionment of resources between applicants. Here, “significant” has
its plain meaning of “having or likely to have an effect” as defined in Webster’s Third New International Dictionary.
“Likely,” of course, means “more probably than not” or at least 51%.

Comment 87. R18-1-508(D)(3). Simplify or break up the 2nd sentence into several sentences.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. This sentence reads:  “The Department shall not enter into an agreement if
the Department determines that the terms of the agreement are likely to cause a significant increase or change in the
nature of the potential effects of the facility or activity to be governed by the license on public health and safety or the
environment.”

The Department has examined several alternatives to this sentence. In each, the meaning and intent of the provision
appears to be less understandable. This is probably because the sentence contains 2 phrases that represent current
usage. Breaking up these phrases will probably make the resulting requirements more difficult to understand, espe-
cially as they relate to each other. These 2 phrases are:

“[A] significant increase or change in the nature of the potential effects of the . . . .”

“[O]n public health and safety or the environment.”

Comment 88. R18-1-509(A). Why is “[a] request for additional time alone [] not a valid justification for a supple-
mental request agreement”?

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The reason is because A.R.S. § 41-1075(A) so limits. That statute requires
that such an agreement can only be used in order to obtain “additional information.” In context, such information can
only represent components required by statute or rule and necessary in order to grant the license. During the informal
public workshops on this rulemaking, numerous participants suggested using supplemental request agreements as the
way applicants can extend time-frames to accommodate public hearings or other matters concerning only time.
Unfortunately, public hearings are provided by the Department and not “submitted” by applicants. This sentence was
inserted in this subsection to clarify 1 important statutory limitation imposed upon the use of this type of agreement.
The flexibility concerning time expressed by stakeholders had been accommodated within the several provisions con-
cerning suspensions identified throughout the proposed rule. As explained elsewhere, most of these provisions, how-
ever, are removed in today's rule in response to objections by GRRC.

Comment 89. R18-1-509(B)(3). Change “suspend and resume” to “be suspended and resumed.”

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department does not believe a change from active to passive voice
increases the clarity or conciseness of the rule.

Comment 90. R18-1-512(A). Why have a section providing for the reactivation of licensing time-frames on a lapsed
application? Wouldn’t the application simply submit a new application?

Response. This section is deleted for the reasons given in the response to Comment 19.

Comment 91. R18-1-512(C)(3). Change the 2nd sentence of this subsection as follows:
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The Department shall not enter into an agreement if the Department determines that the terms of the agreement
are likely to cause a significant increase or change in the nature of the potential effects of the facility or activity,
to be governed by the license, on public health and safety or the environment.

Response. This section is deleted for the reasons given in the response to Comment 19.

Comment 92. R18-1-513(B)(2). Change this subsection to add a reference to R18-1-508.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department does not see how a bare reference to R18-1-508 (“licens-
ing time-frame pre-application agreements”) increases the clarity or conciseness of this subsection.

Comment 93. R18-1-513(B)(5). This provision states that a fee adjustment may be appropriate if an applicant opts
into licensing time-frame rules. In the case of the APP program, many applicants have had permits pending before
ADEQ for years, and have paid the maximum amount of fees currently allowed to be collected by statute or rule.
Does ADEQ intend to use this provision to extract more fees from these applicants if they choose to opt into the time-
frames program? If so, this provision is very troubling.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. Pending applications are not governed by today's rule nor are fees. Fees
are governed by other statutes and rules. See response to Comment 82 for further discussion on this point.

Comment 94. R18-1-513(D)(3). Change this subsection in a manner similar to that expressed in Comment 91.

Response. This Section is deleted for the reasons given in the response to Comment 19.

Comment 95. R18-1-514. Is it appropriate to include in these rules provisions stating that permits will not be issued
if fees have not been paid? Is this issue not already (or more appropriately) addressed in the substantive statutes or
rules governing particular permit programs and/or setting forth the fees for those programs?

Response. This section is deleted in its entirety due to objections by GRRC that all suspensions not expressly identi-
fied within Article 7.1 be deleted. This means that the Department must change its current operation under other rules
concerning how it assesses and collects application review fees imposed for water quality licenses under 18 A.A.C.
14. The office of the attorney general has assured the Department that Article 7.1 will invalidate certain operations
under R18-14-105(C) and R18-14-105(E). Those rules require an applicant to settle an application review bill before
the Department will issue a grant of a number of water quality licenses that will now be subject to today's rule. The
Department has not yet decided on how it must proceed on this matter but it does now appear that the Department
will probably be required to grant these licenses prior to final billing. Unpaid bills must then be handled in a collec-
tion, enforcement, or permit revocation action; all expensive activities. Program experience has been that, but for the
withholding of permits until bill settlement, many applicants have failed to pay their fees. The present system has
proved to be a fair and efficient method to handle this problem. Although the Department does expect a significant
rise in unpaid fees (and increased collection costs) as a result of today's rule, the Department is unsure as to what the
overall magnitude of this will be. The Department will watch this situation closely and, if necessary, may initiate rule-
making for 18 A.A.C. 15 to revise the billing process.

Comment 96. R18-1-514(B). Same questions concerning lapse dates as expressed in Comment 52. In addition, sus-
pension of time-frames pending payment of fees or receipt of applicant’s signature is an option under the statute.
These could be classified as application components [and, therefore, subject only to formal deficiency notices under
R18-1-503 and R18-1-504].

Response. This section is deleted in its entirety.

Comment 97. R18-1-515. Provision for a suspension of time-frames due to a changed application is not an option
under the statute. Use the standard provisions for requests for additional information under R18-1-504 instead.

Response. This section is deleted in its entirety. See response to Comment 95.

Comment 98. R18-1-515(B). This section states that the Department “may” notify the applicant. This section should
require that the Department notify the applicant. Additionally, there should be a requirement that the written notice
contain a detailed explanation of the reasons for the Department’s decision to call the application “changed.”

Response. This section is deleted in its entirety.

Comment 99. R18-1-515(B)(3). Same questions concerning lapse dates as expressed in Comment 88. 

Response. No change to the proposed rule for the reasons given in the response to Comment 52.

Comment 100. R18-1-516(B). [Was R18-1-516(A).] Change the 1st sentence of this subsection as follows:

If a public hearing or public meeting is requested for an application for a license that requires the Department to hold
a public hearing or public meeting on a proposed licensing decision if requested, the Department shall reassign the
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application from a license category not providing for a public hearing or public meeting to the companion category
that does provide such a forum so providing.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department does not believe that the suggested change increases the
clarity or conciseness of the proposed rule.

Comment 101. R18-1-516(A). [Was R18-1-516(B).] There should be a requirement that the Department set forth in
writing the reasons for the decision to reassign the application to a different category. 

Response. This subsection is revised to make this change.

Comment 102. R18-1-516(B) as proposed. Change the 1st 2 sentences of this subsection as follows:

The Department may reassign an application to a different category if an evaluation of the application compo-
nents indicates that a category change is necessary, in the category in which the application is classified including
a change from a standard to a companion complex category if such categories are shown on the license tables for
that license type. The Department shall notify the applicant of the change in the license category, at which time
the reassignment shall take effect. The Department notice shall contain the Department’s reason for making the
reassignment to a different license category.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department does not believe the addition of the 2 commas is appro-
priate. See the response to Comment 74 for more on this point. The other suggested language probably decreases the
clarity of the provision.

Comment 103. R18-1-516(C) as proposed. Change this subsection as follows:

Reassignment to a new license category under this Section means only that the time-frame clocks for the applica-
tion expire after on the days shown for the new license category rather than the previous category.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The suggested language changes the meaning of the provision.

Comment 104. R18-1-517(E) as proposed. Change this subsection as follows:

If the request is received by the Department before a lapse date, an applicant may request an extension of that
lapse date. A lapse extension request shall include all of the following information:

1.Name, address, and telephone number Identification of the applicant.
2.Application number Identification of the application.
3.Type Identification and date of the Department notification or request giving rise to the lapse date.
4.The reason why the applicant is not able to act by comply with the lapse date.
5.New Identification of a new lapse date requested by the applicant.
. . .

Response. This subsection is deleted.

Comment 105. R18-1-517(F)(2) as proposed. Change this subsection in a manner similar to Comment 91.

Response. This subsection is deleted. 

Comment 106. R18-1-517(F)(3) as proposed. In regards to the requirement that “[t]he applicant make[] a showing
that it is acting in good faith to comply with this Article,” what does a “showing” entail?

Response. This subsection is deleted.

Comment 107. R18-1-517(H) as proposed. This section fails to take into account the necessary communication
between ADEQ and the applicant regarding the acceptance of the submitted information. If the applicant feels it has
responded properly to the request, it may never know that ADEQ considers the response incomplete. Giving notice is
particularly vital for smaller and less sophisticated applicants who may not be intimately familiar with the intricacies
of the time-frames rule.

Response. This subsection is deleted.

Comment 108. R18-1-518. Is there any case law that supports the Department’s authority to suspend upon the occur-
rence of emergencies? If it exists, it is probably severely limited to acts of God and the like.

Response. The rule is modified to delete as a justification the lack of Department resources due to events not reason-
ably within the control of the Department and to limit the applicability of this section only to those applications that
might be subject to refunds. The matters identified in the remainder of the rule are ones that occur outside the reach of
the suspensions available under R18-1-503 and R18-1-504. A.R.S. § 41-1073(C) requires the Department to take
Department “resources,” the impact “on public health and safety,” and other factors into account when setting time-



Arizona Administrative Register
Notices of Final Rulemaking

October 1, 1999 Page 3537 Volume 5, Issue #40

frames in rule. What happens when the Department is subjected to automatic refund of application fees resulting from
circumstances beyond its control falls within these factors. Alternatives to having this provision are (1) to extend the
time-frames on the license tables to accommodate the possibility of such emergencies, (2) provide separate compan-
ion categories with longer time-frames for applications that find themselves submit to such emergencies, or (3)
require a summary denial for all applications that find themselves subject to an emergency that precludes the Depart-
ment from making a decision to grant within the allotted time.    In any case, the Department is prohibited from issu-
ing these licenses by default.

The provision of the suspensions in this Rule for the matters listed is legal. If the Department can create companion
categories to distinguish between applications that require or do not require a public hearing, it can also create com-
panion categories that distinguish between applications that require further additional time due to an emergency that
prevents the Department from acting in timely manner. Note that other statutes provide that the legal requirement to
hold a public hearing is one that cannot be known until well into the substantive review time-frame. This Section, in
effect, sets up the legal equivalent of companion categories for all applications that find themselves subject to such
emergencies. The suspension time that would occur is narrowly tailored to respond exactly to the emergency giving
rise to the suspension. The difference between requiring the same result by way of a separate section or a separate
(companion) category on a license table is one only of form, not legal basis. The Department believes that the form
chosen here (using a section rather than companion categories) increases the clarity and conciseness of the rule.

The Department agrees that the legal basis is quite narrow. It must occur only for matters that are true emergencies
outside the control of the Department and not for matters that result due to the Department failing prospectively to
identify and avert the emergency in the 1st place. In other words, only a true emergency will qualify, not mere conve-
nience.

Comment 109. R18-1-518(A). Change “[e]mergencies and upset conditions” to “other emergencies.”:

Response. No change to the proposed rule. “Emergencies and upset conditions” is a term often used by applicants
when dealing with the Department. The Department believes that the entire term should be used in today’s rule.

Comment 110. R18-1-518(C). This section is without statutory authority. There is nothing in Article 7.1 that pro-
vides for this emergency waiver provision. Should the Department feel such an element is necessary, it should seek to
amend the legislation to provide for such emergency authority. If the moratorium is nevertheless deemed acceptable,
it should be limited to the shortest time practicable, or the duration of the situation causing the emergency or upset
condition to be declared. In addition, the declaration ought to be in writing and made public in some fashion (perhaps
via publication in the Register). 

Response. The rule is modified as described in Comment 108. This provision is limited to categories that incur fees
and, as such, responds to other statutes that require the Department to maintain viable licensing programs for the ben-
efit of prospective applicants. The Department agrees that the declaration should be made public but publication in
the Arizona Administrative Register is always at least 3 weeks after submittal and, therefore, may not have much
meaning. Newspaper publication also seems unlikely to have real meaning. The Department expects to explore this
matter in more detail and develop a notification strategy for pending applications.   See additional discussion on these
points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above.

Comment 111. R18-1-520. This section anticipates that the applicant has no appealable rights until this formal docu-
ment is submitted. This is beyond the statutory authority granted to the Department. ADEQ cannot by rule eliminate
the rights of a party under the Arizona Administrative Procedures Act to appeal what they feel is an appealable
agency action.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees with this analysis. Today's rule has no power to
diminish any appeal rights a person may have under Arizona law. This rule does clarify the impact on time-frames
should a person avail themselves of the procedures available under R18-1-205. See additional discussion on these
points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above.

Comment 112. R18-1-520(A)(2). This section anticipates informational requests that are beyond the statutory
authority of the Department to request. The applicant should not be forced to submit a notice of intent to rely upon an
application because ADEQ sees fit to expand by agency fiat, the authority to request additional information.

Response. No change to the proposed rule except that the Department has deleted “a request for additional informa-
tion.” The Department's response is the same as Comments 7, 49, 62, and 111 and the “introduction to comments”
immediately preceding Comment 1. See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above.
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Comment 113. Proposed R18-1-520(B). In regards to an applicant submitting a notice of intent to rely on the appli-
cation components as submitted, why should the Department suspend the clock? If the applicant takes the risk of sub-
mitting a notice, is it not then up to the Department to move forward?

Response. The suspension is deleted.

Comment 114. Proposed R18-1-520(B) and 520(B)(1). As written, this provision allows ADEQ to suspend the
clock while requesting additional information, back down once the applicant refuses to provide that information, then
restart the clock. This gives ADEQ ample opportunity to suspend the clock at its leisure by simply requesting irrele-
vant or burdensome information from the applicant and waiting for the applicant to refuse to respond. Additionally, it
is unclear why the time clocks are suspended after a notice of intent to rely is filed. The applicant has informed the
Department that it wants to proceed with the application. The time clocks should be going.

Response. The suspension is deleted. See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above and
the “introduction to comments” immediately preceding Comment 1.

Comment 115. R18-1-520(B). [Was R18-1-520(C).] Delete this subsection and build the necessary time to perform
these tasks into the times shown on the tables.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. This provision is already occurring within the time-frames as it is written.
The lapse provision, however, is deleted.

Comment 116. R18-1-520(C). [Was R18-1-520(D).] Delete this subsection for the same reason given in Comment
115.

Response. The rule is modified for the reasons given in the response to Comment 114.

Comment 117. R18-1-521(B). Change this subsection in a manner similar to that suggested in Comments 47 and
104.

Response. No change to the proposed rule for the reasons given in the responses to Comment 47 and that the pro-
posed language is more precise than the suggested language.

Comment 118. R18-1-521(C). Delete this subsection for the same reason as given in Comment 115.

Response. This subsection is modified to delete the lapse provision. 

Comment 119. Proposed R18-1-521(D). Same questions concerning lapse dates as expressed in Comment 52. 

Response. The subsection is deleted.

Comment 120. R18-1-521(D). [Was R18-1-521(E).] There are no time-frames to “reset.”

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees with this comment because the time-frames
may be suspended at the time under other rule provisions such as R18-1-504((D).

Comment 121. R18-1-522(A). The cross-reference should be to 503(A)(3), not 503(A)(2).

Response. The citation is corrected.

Comment 122. R18-1-522(B). Change this subsection in a manner similar to that suggested in Comments 47 and
104.

Response. No change to the proposed rule for the reasons given in the response to Comment 47 and because the pro-
posed language is more precise than the suggested language.

Comment 123. R18-1-523. It is unclear why this section is necessary. The statute sets forth the details of the refund
and sanctions associated with missed deadlines. There is no reason for the Department to interpret this statutory sec-
tion. This section should be eliminated. In the alternative, sections (C) and (D) only should be incorporated into the
final rule.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. Article 7.1 is silent on several important matters in the application of the
refund and penalty provisions when considered in context of the requirements of other statutes. Other parts of this
section are included to clarify statutory requirements for the benefit of applicants, a common purpose of rule making.
See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above.

Comment 124. R18-1-523(B)(2). This section is confusing. The sanctions provided for in statute are not limited to
“prospective licensee[s]” only. This section should be removed. 
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Response. No change to the proposed rule. The determination of the prospective licensee is one required by other
statutes, especially those that require state employees not to disburse state funds to persons not entitled to receive
them.   See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) and comment 41 above.

Comment 125. Reporting.   A.R.S. §41-1078 does not preclude ADEQ from reporting compliance for those time-
frames not listed in the proposed rule tables. ADEQ should report on all licenses issued, even those the Department
considers exempt from the rule.

Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department estimated that there may be in excess of 2500 categories
if all activity not presently covered by Article 7.1 were included. It is not fiscally prudent or possible for the Depart-
ment to expend resources on an effort that is not required by law in order to establish time-frames for the additional
2000-plus categories in such a way so as to give context to tracking. See additional discussion on these points at §§
6(E)(3) and 6(G)(2) above.

Comment 126. R18-1-525. Change this Section as follows:

The following tables contain all administrative completeness review time-frames time-frame clock days, the sub-
stantive review time-frames time-frame clock days, and the references to application components for each
license application category subject to this Article are as shown on the license tables.

Response. “Time-frame clocks” is changed to “time-frames” as discussed in Comment 5. The other changes are inap-
propriate because the license tables are attached to the entire article and not just this Section.

Comment 127. Table 5, Groups I and II. These are for approval-to-construct (ATC) and approval-of-construction
(AOC) for wells and treatment facilities. In particular for wells, a total administrative and substantive review of 43
business days (2 months as proposed) for the ATC and an additional 43 business days (2 months) for the AOC. A
treatment facility requires 73 business days (3.5 months) for the ATC and 73 business days (3.5 months) for the AOC.
In addition, treatment facilities are also covered under Table 7, group III, for treatment facilities causing up to an
additional 208 business days (10 months). This long length of time will hinder the ability of the public water systems
to provide water to customers.

Response. This categories are modified as shown in § 10 above. Generally, the administrative completeness review
times frames are shortened.

Comment 128. Table 5, Group III [was Group V]. This covers approval of new drinking water sources. The admin-
istrative and substantive review requires a total of 43 business days (2 months) for a normal new source and 73 busi-
ness days (3.5 months) for a complex drinking water new source approval. This length of time may hinder delivery of
water to customers and there is also the concern that all new sources will be thrown into the “complex” category by
ADEQ. The ADEQ needs to define “complex” and “normal.” Does the number of wells for a new source constitute
what these are?

Response. This categories are modified as shown in § 10 above. Generally, the administrative completeness review
times frames are shortened.  “Complex” is defined in rule at R18-1-501(9). As explained at § 6(H)(5) above, the
Department expects no more than 5-10% of applications received in this category to qualify as “complex.” Under
today's rule, the determination of “complex” must be based on the impact of the application on the Department's
application review resources rather than specific attributes of the application such as the number of wells for a new
source.

Comment 129. Tables 6, 6-E, 6-N, and 6-S, (categories 5-6). These categories for individual on-site wastewater
facilities construction approvals-to-construct should be reduced to 10 business days for the administrative complete-
ness review time-frame (ACRTF) and 20 business days for the substantive review time-frame (SRTF).

Response: The Department has reduced the times shown in the proposed rule for these categories to 21 days (down
from 32) for the ACRTF and 21 days for the SRTF. Department experience with the flow of applications in these cat-
egories shows that high peaks in application submissions can occur from time to time. This means that periods will
occur when 10 days will not be sufficient to process all applications received using the very small staff available to do
this work. Most times, however, the Department does expect to process applications in the ACRTF well within the 10
days. Still, the Department must set the higher number in this rulemaking to accommodate those expected peak times
when such time will be needed especially because these applications are subject to sanctions.

Comment 130. Table 8, Group I (category 10). Monitoring waivers will require a total administrative and substan-
tive review of 126 business days (6 months). This length of time is too long especially if it is for only 1 or 2 water
source points-of-entry (POE). Perhaps something such as a time-frame based on the number of POEs is needed. An
example is presented below.
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Number of POEs Number of Days

1-10 42 business days (2 months)

10-30 63 business days (3 months)

30 plus 105 business days (5 months)

Response.    No change to the proposed rule. The Department expects that almost all waivers will be Department-ini-
tiated. For example, the Department is currently processing over 300 Department-initiated waivers. In accordance
with R18-1-502(A)(1) and R18-1-502(A)(3), Department-initiated waivers are not subject to licensing time-frames
because there are no applicants or required submittals to be processed. The waiver category in today’s rule will apply
only to those few waiver applications that the Department may receive from time to time outside of the quarterly
Department-initiated review cycle. The Department expects such applications to be handled quickly (less than 2
months for substantive review) unless received during a period when the Department is also processing a large num-
ber of Department-initiated waivers at which time, the Department believes that it must have the time available as
shown in the rule. Preapplication coordination by a prospective applicant, however, could significantly speed up
review during this period and allow the Department to plan how it will process a specific monitoring waiver applica-
tion as expeditiously as possible when it is also processing a large volume of Department-initiated waivers at the
same time.

Comment 131. Table 8, Group III. These govern blending and monitoring plans. The total administrative and sub-
stantive review is 146 business days (7 months). This is too long for the time needed for review of these applications.
Time-frames should be based on something such as the complexity or number of wells or water source points-of-
entry (POE).

Response. This table is revised and expanded to reflect a review time difference based on POEs with the substantive
review time-frames reduced to 42 and 84 business days based on POEs.

Comment 132. Tables 5 and 8. Although it is understood that some of these time periods are a worst case scenario
and that the lack of necessary ADEQ staff may have resulted in these time-frame lengths. However, the needs of pub-
lic water systems also need to be addressed and it should also be stated within the rules that these are the worst case
scenarios.

Response. These tables are modified are described above. The Department believes, however, that an explanation that
the times in the rule “represent a worst case scenario” belongs properly in the preamble and not in the rule text in
accordance with the administrative procedure act.   This is because the statement is explanatory rather than regulatory
in nature.

Comment 133. Table 10, Non-major APP modifications. With respect to APP time-frames, ADEQ has often
assigned the same presumptive time-frames to major modifications and other (non-major) modifications. See, e.g.,
Table 10, Group V, licenses 63-68 (mining permits). This is not reasonable. 

A.R.S. § 49-201(19) includes within the category of major modifications activities that significantly increase the vol-
ume of pollutants discharged or adversely alter the characteristics of pollutants discharged, or additions of new pro-
cesses or equipment that result in a discharge. By definition, other permit modifications are those that do not result in
any of the above circumstances (for example, a change in a monitoring program, installation of a new monitoring
well, contingency plan changes). As a general rule, these modifications should not prove nearly as difficult or time-
consuming to process as major modifications, and therefore should be subject to shorter time-frames. Leaving the
time-frames at their current overly long levels could result non-major modifications being simply ignored until the
lengthy deadlines were about to expire, rather than being processed in a timely fashion. 

A more reasonable time-frame would be 6 months (125 business days) to complete both administrative and technical
review for non-major APP applications (for example, 21 days for administrative review, 105 days for substantive
review). Many non-major modifications can be completed in a much shorter time, but a 6 month period would allow
for the relatively rare case where a longer time is needed to handle a non-major APP modification.

Response.    No change to the proposed rule. Today's rule already requires the Department to enforce a substantive
review period not to exceed about 3 months to issue a proposed licensing decision.   The times for all these categories
are shown as the same on the tables in today's rule because the existing program rules that govern application review
also show the same times. As explained in the preamble for these categories, the program rules allow 90 calendar
days to issue a proposed licensing decision after an application is administratively complete whether the application
was for a major or “other” (non-major) category. The remainder of the time is fixed to allow the minimum time nec-
essary to publish the proposed decision and subject it to public comment. If the time after the proposed decision is
issued is reduced in today's rule, it would be impossible for the Department to ever gain the authority necessary to
make a final licensing decision prior to the expiration of the time-frames. This leaves only the 90-calendar day period
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	A. Introduction.
	Today's rule determines how long the Department may delay a denial of an unapprovable application...
	Article 7.1, A.R.S. §§ 41-1072 through 41-1078 (Article 7.1), of the Administrative Procedure Act...
	The legislative history of Article 7.1 makes it clear that the Legislature directed agencies to r...
	It follows that the Department must view matters that may adversely impact fee-funded programs wi...
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	B. Summary.
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	The primary purpose of the running of the time-frames in Article 7.1 is to determine when and how...
	The operation of Article 7.1 will force 2 important changes in current Department practices. Firs...
	C. Background.
	The 42nd Legislature established the joint study committee on regulatory reform and enforcement (...
	1) Article 7.1.
	Article 7.1 requires all state agencies to have in place final rules by December 31, 1998 “establ...
	Failure to grant or deny a license by “the expiration of the overall time-frame or the time-frame...
	The Department must report its level of compliance with Article 7.1 to the governor's regulatory ...
	2) The “Time-frames” Concept.
	Article 7.1 defines a method to determine sanctions for agency inaction through the operation of ...
	This represents a different concept than previously defined statutory or regulatory licensing rev...
	3) Licensing Application Review Delays.
	Not all current Department licensing programs have reputations for timely action. On the other ha...
	a. License application processing models.
	Six models emerge as relevant for study. The models are based on the extent and nature of interac...
	Fig. 1: License Processing Models
	Required Nature of Department
	From Application “Issues” Substantive Public
	Model Applicant Components License Review Hearing Example
	A -- -- No No No Classic general permit.
	B Notice -- No No No Asbestos NESHAP notification.
	C Application Uniform Yes No No Drywell registration.
	D Application Uniform Yes Yes No Wastewater facility operator certification.
	E Application Nonuniform Yes Yes No Special waste facility plan type III substantial change appro...
	F Application Nonuniform Yes Yes Yes Class I air permit.
	Model C is the simplest license type subject to Article 7.1: uniform application components with ...
	One example is the dry well registration required by A.R.S. § 49-322 and shown on Table 10 as wat...
	Article 7.1 requires the Department to adopt time-frames for this licensing model and report on D...
	Model D. Model D represents the standard model: uniform application components with substantive r...
	Model E is far more complex: non-uniform application components as necessary to support a rationa...
	Eliminating or restricting this model so as to realize a general desire to obtain absolute certai...
	Model F is the most complex: non-uniform application components as necessary to support a rationa...
	On the one hand, Article 7.1 pressures the Department to provide greater certainty in predicting ...
	b. Licensing review delay causes.
	Internal review of its licensing procedures and experience due to this rulemaking effort has allo...
	Cause 1 is due to clerical failure to attend to the application and can occur in all license proc...
	Cause 2 is due to application components not being complete prior to substantive review and can o...
	Cause 3 is due to the Department acquiescing to the applicant's request to change application com...
	Cause 4 is due to disagreements with the applicant concerning exactly what application components...
	Cause 5 is due to the subject matter of the applicant's proposal being too complex, large, novel,...
	4) The Economics of Licensing.
	The summary of the economic, small business, and consumer impact analysis for this rule follows a...
	In this case, the Department expects to move as quickly as possible to implement the statute full...
	The Department's fundamental perspective of these issues is based on the fact that the licensing ...
	In its simplest terms, the Department's licensing activities responds to 3 sets of competing regu...
	The intersection of all these competing forces can result in a compromise, referred to here as th...
	A classic example of the rationing model is the acid rain program. The federal clean air act pres...
	Most licensing programs administered by the Department combine elements of both models. In this c...
	Department review of applications received in response to the various rationing or compliance lic...
	5) The Massachusetts Experience.
	The only other statutory equivalent to Article 7.1 is Massachusetts' timely action statute, Mass....
	D. Department Response.
	The Department has a certain degree of discretion in handling how it will promulgate rules implem...
	1) The Basic Statutory Imperative.
	The Department interprets the basic statutory imperative of Article 7.1 to be that an agency shou...
	Although the plain meaning of Article 7.1 appears rather applicant-hostile (especially as compare...
	In promulgating rules implementing Article 7.1, the Department must balance the requirement to im...
	2) New Documents Required by Article 7.1.
	Article 7.1 identifies 6 significant documents not previously defined and requires the Department...
	Notice of administrative completeness. Only a written notice meeting the requirements of A.R.S. §...
	Notice of deficiencies with a comprehensive list of specific deficiencies. Only a written notice ...
	Comprehensive request for additional information. Only a written request meeting the requirements...
	Supplemental request for additional information. Only a written request meeting the requirements ...
	Notice granting license. Only a written notice meeting the requirements of A.R.S. §�41-1076 will ...
	Notice denying license with statutory or regulatory justification and explanation of appeal right...
	The Department may define and use other documents than the basic 6 identified above. None are spe...
	Notice of Department receipt of initial application. This document can be inferred from A.R.S. § ...
	Notice of Department receipt of all information requested on the comprehensive list of specific d...
	Notice of Department receipt of all information requested on the comprehensive request for additi...
	Notice of Department receipt of all information requested on the supplemental request for additio...
	3) Public Participation and a Flexible Rule
	Today's rule expresses the Department's determinations and beliefs as to its discretion to provid...
	The Department arrived at this determination after extensive public participation, first, in the ...
	In November 1996, the Department began serious analysis of its rule development needs to accompli...
	The Department task force analyzed the Massachusetts experience with its own timely action statut...
	As a result, the Department modified its plan and proceeded to conduct a series of 10 focus group...
	In working towards a rule package, it became clear in May 1998 that 1 set of licenses had been ov...
	During the course of the development of this rule, many stakeholders expressed the desire to spli...
	The most visible result of public participation in this rulemaking was the extensive inclusion of...
	After submission of the notice of final rulemaking to the governor's regulatory review council (G...
	Once today's rule becomes effective, the Department expects to assess its performance under the r...
	4) Rule Text Policy Alternatives Contained Within The Proposed Rule
	The October 23, 1998, notice of proposed rulemaking contained a number of rule text alternatives ...
	An agency may not submit a rule that is substantially different from the rule contained in the no...
	1. The extent to which all persons affected by the submitted rule should have understood that the...
	2. The extent to which the subject matter of the adopted rule or the issues determined by that ru...
	3. The extent to which the effects of the adopted rule differ from the effects of the published p...
	A.R.S. § 41-1025(B).
	The Department stated in the October 23, 1998, notice of proposed rulemaking that the decision of...
	a. Primary policy alternatives.
	The proposed rule contained many provisions intended to provide as much flexibility to applicants...
	b. Applicability rule text alternatives.
	The proposed rule showed the Department's determination of the entire scope of applicability of A...
	The Department stated that if it were determined that the Department should expand the reach of A...
	c. License category rule text alternatives.
	The Department stated that it had shown its preferred arrangement of license categories on the pr...
	The Department also stated that adjustment of the citations and identification of application com...
	The Department also stated that changes to the days would not constitute substantial changes if t...
	The Department did make several changes to time-frame days as described below at § 10. Changes th...
	d. Licensing time-frame rule text alternatives.
	The Department stated that deletion of some or all of the flexible provisions of the rule would r...
	e. Licensing time-frame agreements rule text alternatives.
	The Department stated that deletion of the licensing time-frames changed application agreement pr...
	Deletion of the licensing time-frames pre-application agreement provision might not be possible i...
	Deletion of the licensing time-frames reactivation or opt-in agreement provisions would not repre...
	The licensing time-frames supplemental request and extension agreement provisions are expressly i...
	Today's rule leaves these provisions in the proposed rule intact except for the deletion of the r...
	f. Licensing time-frames suspension rule text alternatives.
	The Department stated that the proposed rule contained a number of suspensions not expressly stat...
	A 2nd alternative was to identify numerous companion categories with lengthened time-frames with ...
	A 3rd alternative was to delete the suspension provisions and leave the time-frames unchanged. De...
	Except for R18-1-518, today's rule deletes these suspension provisions leaves these provisions fr...
	5) Oral proceedings and comments
	The Department held 3 oral proceedings on the proposed rule in accordance with A.R.S. § 41-1023. ...
	The Department received 3 comment letters: 1 prior to the start of the formal comment period, 1 d...
	E. Statutory Objectives.
	Before proposing a rule, A.R.S. § 41-1035 requires an agency to determine the relevant statutory ...
	1) Only Certain Licenses Administered by the Department Are Subject to Article 7.1 Licensing Time...
	What exactly is a license subject to Article 7.1 requirements? The Department has determined that...
	Article 7.1 requires the Department to establish “overall time-frames during which the agency wil...
	“License” includes the whole or part of any agency permit, certificate, approval, registration, c...
	“Licensing” includes the agency process respecting the grant, denial, renewal, revocation, suspen...
	This definition of “license” is broad and, arguably, includes a very wide range of the Department...
	a. Permission required by law.
	The APA defines “law'” as “the whole or part of the federal or state constitution, or of any fede...
	The Department has determined that it is irrelevant to this analysis (1) whether or not the decis...
	b. Licenses created by notification.
	Article 7.1 places a narrowing qualification on the APA definition of license. Article 7.1 applie...
	c. General licenses.
	Article 7.1's limitation only to licenses an agency “issues” also excludes classic general licens...
	d. Licenses granted at the Department's initiative.
	The Department administers a number of licenses that are initiated by the Department but that do ...
	e. Licenses granted by default.
	The Department administers a number of licenses that are granted by default if the Department fai...
	f. Enforcement licenses.
	This class consists of licenses obtained pursuant to enforcement or compliance orders or settleme...
	Enforcement activities by the Department include a variety of permissions including acceptance an...
	The primary difference between a license granted to an applicant in the 1st instance and one gran...
	Still, the Department has determined that licenses applied for (1) pursuant to an enforcement or ...
	g. Licenses issued by political subdivisions.
	Article 7.1 applies only to licenses issued by “agencies.” A.R.S. § 41-1073(A). The APA limits “a...
	On the other hand, the Department has determined that licenses issued by a Department agent are s...
	h. Compliance licenses.
	Traditional licensing activity divides into 2 categories: activity aimed at obtaining the license...
	The license tables of this rule identify 476 license categories. The Department estimates that th...
	i. Contractual licenses.
	Contractual activities by the Department include such matters as the approval and acceptance of o...
	j. License revocation, suspension, annulment, and withdrawal.
	The APA defines “licensing” to also include the revocation, suspension, annulment, and withdrawal...
	k. Retroactive effect.
	Generally, “[n]o statute is retroactive unless expressly declared therein.” A.R.S. § 1-244. Artic...
	l. Licenses issued within 7 days.
	Article 7.1 exempts from time-frame requirements all licenses issued within 7 days after receipt ...
	2) Structure of Time-frames Licensing Categories Must Be Responsive to Applicants.
	Article 7.1 does not place express restrictions on the construction of specific license categorie...
	3) Timely Licensing Decisions Must Be Based on Sufficient Information.
	Article 7.1 identifies aspects of the licensing process centering on administrative completeness ...
	a. License application submission.
	The term “application” appears throughout Article 7.1 but is undefined. Article 7.1 gives the ter...
	This variation in meaning is exemplified at A.R.S.§ 41-1072(1) where the term “application” appea...
	“Administrative completeness review time-frame” means the number of days from agency receipt of a...
	(emphasis added.) The 1st occurrence means the initial submittal which may or may not be complete...
	The Department relies on the 1st interpretation in this instance, meaning that an application mus...
	b. Administrative completeness review (ACR) time-frame.
	“Administrative completeness review time-frame” is defined at A.R.S. § 41-1072(1) with further de...
	(1) Notice of administrative deficiencies. A notice of administrative deficiencies must be writte...
	(2) Presumptive administrative completeness. A.R.S. § 41-1074(C) provides that an application is ...
	(3) Notice of administrative completeness. Department notice of administrative completeness is th...
	(4) Submittal of information from other agencies. A.R.S. § 41-1072(1) requires that “all informat...
	c. Substantive review (SR) time-frame.
	“Substantive review time-frame” is defined at A.R.S. § 41-1072(3) with further detail at A.R.S. §...
	The concept or meaning of “substantive review,” however, is not defined or otherwise described in...
	The Department interprets “substantive review” to mean the qualitative evaluation of the informat...
	(1) Public notice and hearings. A.R.S. § 41-1072(3) requires that “[a]ny public notice and hearin...
	The Department explained the incorporation of the “time-frame clock” concept in the proposed rule...
	GRRC objected to this interpretation and the Department has deleted all references in today's rul...
	(2) Requests for additional information during the substantive review time-frame (SRTF). Article ...
	(3) Requests for additional information during a time-frame extension. A.R.S. §41-1075(B) provide...
	(d) Overall time-frame.
	Article 7.1 identifies 2 types of overall time-frames. The 1st type is the “overall time-frame” d...
	(e) Counting of time-frame days.
	Article 7.1 does not define “day” nor does the administrative procedure act (APA). The choices ar...
	Article 7.1 requires the Department to set time-frame periods in “days.” Under the circumstances,...
	The Department has identified the following method for converting calendar days to business days:
	Calendar Business Calendar Business Calendar Business Times Days Times Days Times Days
	1 week 5 days 3 months 63 days 10 months 209 days 10 days 8 days 120 days 82 days 11 months 230 d...
	The Department did not adopt of the meaning of “day” as defined at A.R.S. § 1-243 which means cal...
	f. Suspension of time-frames.
	A primary objective of Article 7.1 is to encourage timely licensing decisions and to discourage o...
	In such cases, if the time-frames resume immediately in all cases, the Department must anticipate...
	In response to objections by GRRC, the Department has removed all references to “lapse” in today'...
	(1) Failure to respond to requests for information. Article 7.1 provides that time-frames are sus...
	(2) Failure to pay application fees. Article 7.1 does not address the consequences of an applican...
	In response, the proposed rule provided a suspension provision to handle the matter. As stated in...
	GRRC objected to this suspension provision and the Department has deleted it from today's rule. T...
	(3) Substantial change to the application. Article 7.1 requires the Department to adopt specific ...
	In the proposed rule, the Department had determined that Article 7.1 did not intend time-frames t...
	GRRC objected to this suspension provision and the Department has deleted it from today's rule. N...
	(4) Emergencies and upset conditions. This rule allows moratoria on the starting of time-frames a...
	g. License denials and administrative appeals of licensing decisions.
	A.R.S. §§ 41-1092 through 41-1092.12 govern the process by which decisions and actions by the Dep...
	The Department has determined that licensing decisions that determine an applicant’s legal rights...
	Under this rule, notices of administrative deficiencies and requests for additional information a...
	h. Sanctions.
	A.R.S. § 41-1077 specifies the instances in which sanctions apply for failure of an agency to mak...
	(1) Refunds and fee excusals. A.R.S. § 41-1077(A) requires that an agency must refund to the appl...
	A.R.S. § 41-1077(A) also provides that the refund must be made from the same fund in which the ap...
	This determination has little actual effect upon the Department. Fees for very few license catego...
	(2) Penalties. A.R.S. § 41-1077(B) requires that an agency must pay a penalty into the state gene...
	(3) Annual compliance reporting. A.R.S. § 41-1078 requires each agency to submit an annual report...
	4) The Licensing Process Must Remain Flexible to the Maximum Extent Practicable.
	Article 7.1 expressly provides for supplemental request agreements and time-frame extension agree...
	a. Licensing time-frame supplemental request agreements.
	A.R.S. § 41-1075(A) provides that during the substantive review time-frame, an agency and an appl...
	b. Licensing time-frame extension agreements.
	A.R.S. § 41-1075(B) provides that an agency and applicant may by mutual written agreement extend ...
	c. Licensing time-frame opt-in agreements.
	This rule contains a provision to allow certain applications pending at the time of the effective...
	d. Other licensing agreements.
	A.R.S. § 41-1004 allows a person to waive any right conferred under the administrative procedure ...
	5) Time-frame Rules Must Take into Account 8 Statutory Considerations.
	Article 7.1 requires the Department to consider 8 specific factors when adopting time-frames alth...
	a. Licensing subject matter complexity.
	Article 7.1 requires the Department to consider “the complexity of the licensing subject matter” ...
	Licenses issued by the Department vary from simple registration licenses with no substantive revi...
	It is not unusual that an applicant will propose a new technique or new form of equipment never s...
	5) Adoption Considerations.
	A.R.S. § 41-1073(C) requires agencies to consider and balance 8 factors when adopting licensing t...
	All the flexible provisions of this rule flow from these statutorily required considerations: the...
	a. Licensing subject matter complexity.
	This factor is required by A.R.S. § 41-1073(C)(1) and requires the Department to consider the com...
	b. Agency resources.
	This factor is required by A.R.S. § 41-1073(C)(2) and requires the Department to consider the res...
	c. Economic impact of delay on the regulated community.
	This factor is required by A.R.S. § 41-1073(C)(3) and requires the Department to consider the eco...
	d. Public health and safety.
	This factor is required by A.R.S. § 41-1073(C)(4) and requires the Department to consider the imp...
	e. Use of volunteers.
	This factor is required by A.R.S. § 41-1073(C)(5) and requires the Department to consider the pos...
	f. General licenses.
	This factor is required by A.R.S. § 41-1073(C)(6) and requires the Department to consider the pos...
	The Department, however, has proceeded to apply this consideration to regulatory programs current...
	g. Agency cooperation.
	This factor is required by A.R.S. § 41-1073(C)(7) and requires the Department to consider the pos...
	The Department, however, has made every effort to propose this rule with as much flexibility for ...
	h. Agency flexibility.
	This matter is required by A.R.S. § 41-1073(C)(8) and requires the Department to consider increas...
	F. Rule Impact Reduction Analysis.
	The Department must perform a rule impact reduction analysis in accordance with A.R.S. § 41-1035 ...
	1) Analysis Requirements.
	A.R.S. § 41-1035 (“this Section”) of the Administrative Procedure Act (APA) requires the Departme...
	2) The Arizona Class of Small Businesses.
	The analysis requires identification of rule impacts specifically on the class of small businesse...
	3) Subsidies and Cost Shifting.
	The issue of the Department's duty to subsidize or shift costs away from the class often arises w...
	4) Compliance, Reporting, Scheduling, and Deadline Requirements.
	Methods 1, 2, and 3 in A.R.S. §�41-1035 require the Department to identify compliance, reporting,...
	a. Compliance requirements.
	(1) Initial application submittal. The relevant statutory objectives of Article 7.1 require appli...
	(2) Response to notices of application deficiencies. The relevant statutory objectives of Article...
	(3) Response to requests for additional information. The relevant statutory objectives of Article...
	b. Reporting requirements.
	The Department has determined that this proposed rule contains no reporting requirements for appl...
	c. Scheduling requirements.
	Licensing time-frames. The relevant statutory objectives require the Department to establish in r...
	d. Deadline requirement.
	Today's rule contains no deadline requirements.
	5) Performance Versus Design or Operational Standards.
	Method 4 in A.R.S. §� 41-1035 requires the Department to identify design or operational standards...
	6) Rule Exemption for Small Businesses.
	Method 5 in A.R.S. § 41-1035 requires the Department to exempt applicants who fall within the cla...
	7) Findings.
	At each step in the process, the Department exercised whatever discretion the Legislature delegat...
	G. Section-by-section explanation of the rule.
	1) Introduction.
	Today's rule is within the boundaries of the Department's discretion to act under the statutory m...
	This rule provides a number of provisions designed to provide applicants flexibility in meeting t...
	Licensing Model C and D (simple) applications probably will be unaffected in this regard because ...
	Licensing Model E and F (applicant-determined proposal) applications, on the other hand, encourag...
	The flexible provisions of this rule do extend and complicate the rule presented here. The result...
	The Department believes that such a strict version would result in the elimination of all the agr...
	2) Explanation of the Rule.
	The 22 sections of this rule divide into 5 general parts: 8 sections governing general matters, 5...
	R18-1-501. Definitions. This Section defines terms used in this rule. The operation details of “D...
	R18-1-502. Applicability; Effective Date. This Section defines the scope of applicability of this...
	Contractual activity, related matters, and compliance activity by licensees is excluded. This las...
	Of those licenses included within Article 7.1's intent for coverage, only those identified on the...
	Subsection (B) clarifies how to determine which terms of this Article apply to an application if ...
	R18-1-503. Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame Operation; Administrative Completeness. ...
	Subsection (C) clarifies that the time-frame suspends only if the notice so states and contains a...
	Subsection (D) provides for automatic resumption of the time-frame upon Department receipt of the...
	Subsection (E) provides for a notice of administrative completeness if appropriate. Subsection (F...
	R18-1-504. Substantive Review Time-frame Operation; Requests for Additional Information. This Sec...
	Subsection (D) provides for automatic resumption of the time-frame upon Department receipt of the...
	R18-1-505. Overall Time-frame Operation. This section prescribes the starting, suspending, and en...
	R18-1-506. Time-frame Extension Operation. This section prescribes the starting, suspending, and ...
	R18-1-507. Ending of the Time-frames; Licensing Decisions; Withdrawal; Notice of Licensing Time-f...
	Subsection (A) defines the 3 licensing decisions the Department may make in the application proce...
	Subsection (D) identifies when all time-frames end as a result of an applicant's action. Subsecti...
	R18-1-508. Licensing Time-frames Pre-application Agreements. This Section prescribes the terms of...
	Subsection (A) identifies the general purposes suitable for pre-application agreements made under...
	Subsection (C) prescribes additional terms that a pre-application agreement must contain if it al...
	Subsection (D) identifies the 3 factors that the Department must consider when determining whethe...
	Subsection (D)(1) requires the Department to consider the complexity of the licensing subject mat...
	To this end, the rule sets an initial starting point in this regard: pre-application agreements m...
	Subsection (D)(2) requires the Department to consider the resources of the Department. The analys...
	Subsection (D)(3) requires the Department to consider the impact on public health and safety or t...
	The other 5 consideration factors at A.R.S. § 41-1073(C) are not included in this list of because...
	R18-1-509. Licensing Time-frames Supplemental Request Agreements. This Section prescribes the ter...
	R18-1-510. Licensing Time-frames Extension Agreements. This Section prescribes the terms of time-...
	R18-1-511. Licensing Time-frames Changed Application Agreements. This Section prescribes the term...
	Subsection (A) identifies the nature of the agreement and explains that the agreement causes the ...
	Subsection (C) identifies the 3 factors that the Department must consider when determining whethe...
	R18-1-512. This Section is reserved.
	R18-1-513. Licensing Time-frames Opt-in Agreements. This Section prescribes the terms of opt-in a...
	Subsection (A) identifies the nature of the agreement. Subsection (B) prescribes the minimum term...
	Subsection (C) identifies the 3 factors that the Department must consider when determining whethe...
	R18-1-514. This section is reserved.
	R18-1-515. This section is reserved.
	R18-1-516. Reassignment of License Category. This Section prescribes the conditions under which t...
	Subsection (A) provides that the Department may reassign an application to a different category u...
	Subsection (B) requires the Department to reassign an application from a category not requiring a...
	Subsection (C) allows the Department to reassign an application from a standard to a complex cate...
	a license application category that requires a significant increase in Department resources in ex...
	Of the approximately 3,000 to 5,000 applications of the Model E and F (applicant-determined propo...
	Subsection (D) clarifies that reassignment under this Section changes only the dates that time-fr...
	R18-1-517. Application Withdrawal. This Section prescribes the operation and effect of withdrawn ...
	R18-1-518. Emergencies. This Section prescribes the conditions under which the Department may sus...
	This Section represents a balancing of the statutory mandate of Article 7.1 to impose sanctions o...
	R18-1-519. Public Hearings. This Section prescribes the applicability of the licensing time-frame...
	R18-1-520. Notice of Intent To Rely on the Application Components as Submitted. This Section resp...
	Receipt of the notice or request means that the application is dead unless the applicant does som...
	In response, the Department has proposed in a separate rulemaking the following new section at R1...
	R18-1-205. Notice of Intent To Rely on License Application Components as Submitted

	What these 2 sections do (R18-1-520 here and proposed R18-1-205) is provide the applicant an alte...
	Subsection (A) prescribes the conditions when an applicant may proceed under this Section and sub...
	R18-1-521. Notice of Intent To Rely on the License Category. This Section is similar to the notic...
	R18-1-522. Notice of Change of Applicant's Agent for Receipt of Licensing Time-frames Notices. Th...
	R18-1-523. Refunds, Fee Excusals, and Penalties. This section prescribes Department procedures fo...
	Subsection (B) identifies the 2 findings the Department must make in order to comply with its dut...
	These 2 subsections represent a reasonable balancing of Article 7.1's requirement that an agency ...
	Subsection (D) clarifies the amount and scope of the refund and fee excusal. For example, no refu...
	Subsections (E) and (F) govern the calculation and payment of penalties to the state general fund.
	R18-1-524. Site Inspections. This Section harmonizes the requirements of Article 7.1 and A.R.S. §...
	R18-1-525. Licensing Time-frames: Application Components. This Section references the license tab...
	Table 1: Class I Air Licenses. This table describes the 26 license categories administered by the...
	Table 2: Class II Air Licenses. This table describes the 19 license categories administered by th...
	Table 3: Open Burning Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office. This table describes the 1 license c...
	Table 3-N: Open Burning Licenses Issued by the Northern Regional Office. This table describes the...
	Table 3-S: Open burning licenses Issued by the Southern Regional Office. This table describes the...
	Table 4: Vehicle Emission Licenses. This table describes the 2 license categories administered by...
	Table 5: Safe Drinking Water Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office. This table descr...
	Table 5-N: Safe Drinking Water Construction Licenses By the Northern Regional Office. This table ...
	Table 5-S: Safe Drinking Water Construction Licenses Issued by the Southern Regional Office. This...
	Table 6: Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office. This table describes the ...
	Table 6-E: Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Enforcement Unit. This table describes ...
	Table 6-N: Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Northern Regional Office. This table de...
	Table 6-S: Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Southern Regional Office. This table de...
	Table 7: Subdivision Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office. This table describes the...
	Table 7-N: Subdivision Construction Licenses Issued by the Northern Regional Office. This table d...
	Table 7-S: Subdivision Construction Licenses Issued by the Southern Regional Office. This table d...
	Table 8: Safe Drinking Water Monitoring and Treatment Licenses. This table describes the 34 licen...
	Table 9: Water and Wastewater Facility Operator Licenses. This table describes the 8 license cate...
	Table 10: Water Quality Licenses. This table describes the 109 license categories administered by...
	Table 10, Group I: Wastewater treatment facility. Table 10, Group II: Wastewater treatment facili...
	Table 11: Surface Water Licenses. This table describes the 3 license categories administered by t...
	Table 12: Solid Waste Licenses. This table describes the 18 solid waste license categories admini...
	Table 13: Special Waste Licenses. This table describes the 25 special waste license categories ad...
	Table 14: Landfill Licenses. This table describes the 21 landfill license categories administered...
	Table 15: Medical Waste Licenses. This table is reserved and is intended to receive future medica...
	Table 16: Waste Tire, lead Acid Battery, and Used Oil Licenses. This table describes the 4 licens...
	Table 17: Hazardous Waste Licenses. This table describes the 32 license categories administered b...
	Table 18: Underground Storage Tank Licenses. This table describes the 9 license categories admini...
	Table 19: WQARF Remediation Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office. This table describes the 11 li...
	Table 19-S: WQARF Remediation Licenses Issued by the Southern Regional Office. This table describ...
	Table 20: Voluntary Program Remediation Licenses. This table describes the 3 license categories a...
	Table 21: Pollution prevention licenses. This table describes the 1 license category administered...
	Table 22: Multi-program licenses. This table describes the 1 license category administered jointl...
	H. License-by-license Explanation
	1) Table 1: Class I Air Licenses
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department issues the following licenses as part of the state's implementation of the Arizona...
	The Department issues the following Class I licenses in all 15 counties for certain sources ident...
	The following Class I air license categories appear on Table 1 with the same corresponding number...
	Individual Class I air permits.
	Group I: Individual Class I prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) licenses. Standard Clas...
	Group II: Individual Class I new source review (NSR) licenses. Standard/complex and with/without ...
	Group III: Individual Class I other major source licenses. Standard/complex and with/without a he...
	Group IV: Individual Class I renewal licenses. Standard/complex and with/without a hearing as in ...
	Group V: Individual Class I transfer, amendment, and revision licenses. Class I transfer (17). Cl...
	General Class I air permits.
	Group VI: Authority to operate (ATO) under Class I general permit licenses. Class I general permi...
	Group I: Individual Class I prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) licenses. These license...
	For the standard category with a public hearing (Category 2 below), Table 1 shows 41 business day...
	The Department has limited experience with these license categories. In all 12 new major source C...
	The Department expects that all applications for licenses in this category group would be receive...
	(1) Standard Class I PSD major source permit with no public hearing. This is a Model E (no hearin...
	(2) Standard Class I PSD major source permit with a public hearing. This is a Model F (with a hea...
	(3) Complex Class I PSD major source permit with no public hearing. This is a Model E license. Ta...
	(4) Complex Class I PSD major source permit with a public hearing. This is a Model F license. Tab...
	Group II: Individual Class I new source review (NSR) licenses. These licenses are authorized and ...
	(5) Standard Class I NSR major source permit with no public hearing. This is a Model E license be...
	(6) Standard Class I NSR major source permit with a public hearing. This is a Model F license bec...
	(7) Complex Class I NSR major source permit with no public hearing. This is a Model E license. Ta...
	(8) Complex Class I NSR major source permit with a public hearing. This is a Model F license. Tab...
	Group III: Individual Class I other major source licenses. These licenses are authorized and iden...
	(9) Standard Class I other major source permit with no public hearing. This is a Model E license ...
	(10) Standard Class I other major source permit with a public hearing. This is a Model F license ...
	(11) Complex Class I other major source permit with no public hearing. This is a Model E license....
	(12) Complex Class I other major source permit with a public hearing. This is a Model F license. ...
	Group IV: Individual Class I renewal licenses. These licenses are authorized and identified at A....
	(13) Standard Class I renewal permit with no public hearing. This is a Model E license because su...
	(14) Standard Class I renewal permit with a public hearing. This is a Model F license because sub...
	(15) Complex Class I renewal permit with no public hearing. This is a Model E license. Table 1 sh...
	(16) Complex Class I renewal permit with a public hearing. This is a Model F license. Table 1 sho...
	Group V: Individual Class I transfer, amendment, and revision licenses.
	(17) Class I transfer. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-429 and A.A.C. R...
	(18) Class I administrative amendment. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-4...
	(19) Class I minor revision. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-426.01 and ...
	Class I significant revision licenses. These licenses are authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 4...
	(20) Standard Class I significant revision with no public hearing. This is a Model E license beca...
	(21) Standard Class I significant revision with a public hearing. This is a Model F license becau...
	(22) Complex Class I significant revision with no public hearing. This is a Model E license. Tabl...
	(23) Complex Class I significant revision with a public hearing. This is a Model F license. Table...
	Group VI: Authority to operate (ATO) under Class I general permit licenses.
	(24) Class I general permit coverage petition. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S...
	(25) Class I general coverage ATO new permit. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S....
	(26) Class I general coverage ATO renewal permit. This license is authorized and identified at A....
	b. Class I-type air licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	(1) County air licenses. Licenses similar in nature to the Class I air licenses described above a...
	(2) Acid rain permit. An “acid rain permit” (CAA Title IV) in accordance with R18-2-333 (incorpor...
	(3) Facility change licenses. Several licenses associated with Class I sources are created by not...
	(4) Class I reopening. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-402 and A.A.C. R1...
	2) Table 2: Class II Air Licenses
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department issues the following licenses as part of the state's air pollution control program...
	Individual Class II air permits.
	Group I: Individual Class II new licenses. Standard Class II permit with no public hearing (1). S...
	Group II: Individual Class II renewal licenses. Standard/complex and with/without a hearing as in...
	Group III: Individual Class II transfer, amendment, and revision licenses. Class II transfer (9)....
	General Class II air permits.
	Group IV: Authority to operate (ATO) under Class II general permit licenses.
	Class II general permit coverage petition (16). Class II general coverage ATO new permit (17). Cl...
	Group I: Individual Class II new licenses. These licenses are authorized and identified at A.R.S....
	The Department has issued approximately 158 licenses in these Group I categories since 1994 and h...
	The Department expects that all applications for licenses in this category group would be receive...
	(1) Standard Class II permit with no public hearing. This is a Model E (no hearing) license. (See...
	(2) Standard Class II permit with a public hearing. This is a Model F (with a hearing) license. (...
	(3) Complex Class II permit with no public hearing. This is a Model E license. Table 2 shows this...
	(4) Complex Class II permit with a public hearing. This is a Model F license. Table 2 shows this ...
	Group II: Individual Class II renewal licenses. These licenses are authorized and identified at A...
	(5) Standard Class II renewal with no public hearing. This is a Model E license because substanti...
	(6) Standard Class II renewal with a public hearing. This is a Model F license because substantiv...
	(7) Complex Class II renewal with no public hearing. This is a Model E license. Table 2 shows thi...
	(8) Complex Class II renewal with a public hearing. This is a Model F license. Table 2 shows this...
	Group III: Individual Class II transfer, amendment, and revision licenses. The Department has iss...
	(9) Class II transfer. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-429 and A.A.C. R1...
	(10) Class II administrative amendment. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-...
	(11) Class II minor revision. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-426.01 and...
	(12) Standard Class II significant revision with no public hearing. This license is authorized an...
	(13) Standard Class II significant revision with a public hearing. This license is authorized and...
	(14) Complex Class II significant revision with no public hearing. This license is authorized and...
	(15) Complex Class II significant revision with a public hearing. This license is authorized and ...
	Group IV: Authority to operate (ATO) under Class II general permit licenses.
	(16) Class II general permit coverage petition. This license is authorized and identified at A.R....
	(17) Class II general coverage ATO new permit. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S...
	(18) Class II general coverage ATO renewal permit. This license is authorized and identified at A...
	(19) Class II general coverage ATO variance. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. ...
	b. Class II-type air licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	(1) County air licenses. Licenses similar in nature to the Class II air licenses described above ...
	(2) Facility change licenses. Several licenses associated with Class II sources are created by no...
	(3) Class II reopening. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-402 and A.A.C. R...
	3) Tables 3, 3-N, 3-S: Open Burning Licenses
	The Department issues the following open burning licenses as part of the state's implementation o...
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department issues the following open burning licenses as part of the state's implementation o...
	(1) Dangerous material open burning permit. This is a Model E license because substantive review ...
	b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-fra...
	Open burning licenses. These licenses are authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-501 and A.A.C....
	(1) Weed abatement, fire hazard prevention, or fire fighting instruction open burning permit. App...
	(2) Ordinary household trash open burning permit. Application components for this license are ide...
	Forest and range management burn licenses. These licenses are authorized and identified at A.R.S....
	(3) Daily burn request approval. Application components for this license are identified at R18-2-...
	(4) Prescribed natural fire plan approval. Application components for this license are identified...
	4) Table 4: Vehicle Emission Licenses
	The Department issues the following licenses as part of the state's implementation of the motor v...
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The following numbered license categories appear on Table 4 with the same corresponding number in...
	(1) Fleet station permit. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-546 and A.A.C....
	(2) Analyzer facility registration. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 49-542...
	b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-fra...
	(1) Vehicle inspection compliance certification. This license is authorized and identified at A.R...
	(2) Waiver certification. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-542 and A.A.C....
	(3) Alternative fuel certification. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§�28-580...
	(4) Exemption certification. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-542(J)(2) a...
	(5) Director's certification. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-542(N) and...
	(6) Fleet operator compliance inspection certificate. This license is authorized and identified a...
	(7) Fleet agent approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-546 and A.A.C....
	(8) Fleet inspector license. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-546(A)(3) a...
	(9) Contractor inspector license. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-545 an...
	(10) Analyzer repair technician certificate. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. ...
	(11) Emissions technician certificate. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-5...
	5) Tables 5, 5-N, 5-S: Safe Drinking Water Construction Licenses
	The Department issues the following licenses subject to licensing time-frame requirements as part...
	Group I: Drinking water approval-to-construct (ATC) licenses. Standard drinking water treatment f...
	Group II: Drinking water approval-of-construction (AOC) licenses. Standard/complex water treatmen...
	Group III: Other licenses. Standard/complex water new source approval (9-10). Drinking water time...
	The construction approval licenses of the safe drinking water program are often closely related t...
	Each application usually contains requests for 1 to 5 separate licenses identified on Tables 5, 6...
	Delegation agreements with counties to assume the issuance of a certain portion of these licenses...
	Except for Group V, licenses on this table are not subject to sanctions because they do not requi...
	Group I: Drinking water approval-to-construct (ATC) licenses. During the last fiscal year (1996-9...
	The Department also expects to make other changes in its current application review process for A...
	(1) Standard drinking water treatment facility, project, or well ATC. This license is authorized ...
	(2) Complex drinking water treatment facility, project, or well ATC. Tables 5, 5-N and 5-S show t...
	(3) Standard public and semi-public swimming pool design approval. This license is authorized and...
	(4) Complex public and semi-public swimming pool design approval. Tables 5, 5-N and 5-S show this...
	Group II: Drinking water approval-of-construction (AOC) licenses.
	(5) Standard drinking water treatment facility, project, or well AOC. This license is authorized ...
	(6) Complex drinking water treatment facility, project, and well AOC. Tables 5, 5-N and 5-S show ...
	(7) Standard public and semi-public swimming pool AOC. This license is authorized and identified ...
	(8) Complex public and semi-public swimming pool AOC. Tables 5, 5-N and 5-S show this category ba...
	Group III: Other drinking water construction licenses.
	(9) Standard drinking water new source approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R...
	(10) Complex drinking water new source approval. Tables 5, 5-N and 5-S show this category based o...
	(11) Drinking water time extension approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. ...
	6) Tables 6, 6-E, 6-N, 6-S: Wastewater Construction Licenses
	The Department issues the following licenses which are subject to licensing time-frame requiremen...
	Group I: Wastewater approval-to-construct (ATC) licenses. Standard/complex wastewater treatment f...
	Group II: Wastewater approval-of-construction (AOC) licenses. Standard/complex wastewater treatme...
	Group III. Other wastewater licenses. Wastewater time extension approval (21). Clean water act (C...
	The construction approval licenses of the wastewater collection and treatment program are often c...
	The following times are based on current Department experience, the assumption that the provision...
	Group I: Wastewater approval-to-construct (ATC) licenses. Wastewater ATC license application revi...
	(1) Standard wastewater treatment facility ATC. This license is authorized and identified at A.R....
	(2) Complex wastewater treatment facility ATC. Table 6, Table 6-E, Table 6-N and Table 6-S show t...
	(3) Standard sewerage collection system ATC. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. ...
	(4) Complex sewerage collection system ATC. Table 6, table 6-E, Table 6-N and Table 6-S show this...
	(5) Standard individual on-site wastewater facility ATC. This license is authorized and identifie...
	(6) Complex individual on-site wastewater facility ATC. Table 6, Table 6-E, Table 6-N and Table 6...
	(7) Standard non-individual on-site wastewater facility ATC. This license is authorized and ident...
	(8) Complex non-individual on-site wastewater facility ATC. Table 6, table 6-E, Table 6-N and Tab...
	(9) Standard reclaimed wastewater and sewage disposal facility ATC. This license is authorized an...
	(10) Complex reclaimed wastewater and sewage disposal facility ATC. Table 6, Table 6-E, Table 6-N...
	Group II: Wastewater approval-of-construction (AOC) licenses.
	(11) Standard wastewater treatment facility AOC. This license is authorized and identified at A.R...
	(12) Complex wastewater treatment facility AOC. Table 6, table 6-E, Table 6-N and Table 6-S show ...
	(13) Standard sewerage collection system AOC. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S....
	(14) Complex sewerage collection system AOC. Table 6, Table 6-E, Table 6-N and Table 6-S show thi...
	(15) Standard individual on-site wastewater facility AOC. This license is authorized and identifi...
	(16) Complex individual on-site wastewater facility AOC. Table 6, Table 6-E, Table 6-N and Table ...
	(17) Standard non-individual on-site wastewater facility AOC. This license is authorized and iden...
	(18) Complex non-individual on-site wastewater facility AOC. Table 6, Table 6-E, Table 6-N and Ta...
	(19) Standard reclaimed wastewater and sewage disposal facility AOC. This license is authorized a...
	(20) Complex reclaimed wastewater and sewage disposal facility AOC. Table 6, Table 6-E, Table 6-N...
	Group III: Other wastewater licenses.
	(21) Wastewater time extension approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §§ 4...
	(22) Clean water act (CWA) § 208 consistency review approval. This license is authorized and iden...
	7) Tables 7, 7-N, 7-S: Subdivision Construction Licenses
	The Department issues the following subdivision construction licenses which are subject to licens...
	The arrangement of Table 7, 7-N and 7-S is presented as follows.
	Standard/complex subdivision water and wastewater approval (1-2). Standard/complex water and on-s...
	These license categories require an administrative completeness component of evidence of prior ve...
	(1) Standard subdivision water and wastewater approval. This license is authorized and identified...
	(2) Complex subdivision water and wastewater approval. Table 7, Table 7-N and Table 7-S show this...
	(3) Standard water and on-site wastewater subdivision approval. This license is authorized and id...
	(4) Complex water and on-site wastewater subdivision approval. Table 7, Table 7-N and Table 7-S s...
	(5) Standard dry lot and on-site wastewater subdivision approval. This license is authorized and ...
	(6) Complex dry lot and on-site wastewater subdivision approval. Table 7, Table 7-N and Table 7-S...
	8) Table 8: Safe Drinking Water Monitoring and Treatment Licenses.
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department issues the following licenses as part of the Department's implementation of the st...
	Group I: Safe drinking water monitoring, sample, and sample site change and waiver licenses. Moni...
	Sodium multiple well sampling number reduction approval (8). Turbidity monitoring frequency reduc...
	Group II: Safe drinking water variance and exemption licenses. Maximum contaminant level or treat...
	Group III: Safe drinking water treatment and monitoring plan licenses. Maximum contaminant level ...
	Group IV: Lead and copper corrosion control licenses. Lead and copper optimal corrosion control t...
	Group I: Safe drinking water monitoring, sample, and sample site change and waiver licenses.
	(1) Monitoring frequency change approval. These licenses are authorized and required by A.R.S § 4...
	(a) Inorganic chemical groundwater monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approval. This lice...
	(b) Inorganic chemical surface water monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approval. This li...
	(c) Inorganic chemical monitoring frequency change approval. This license is identified at A.A.C....
	(d) Inorganic chemical groundwater monitoring frequency (triennial) reduction approval. This lice...
	(e) Inorganic chemical surface water monitoring frequency (annual) reduction approval. This licen...
	(f) Asbestos groundwater monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approval. This license is ide...
	(g) Asbestos surface water monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approval. This license is i...
	(h) Nitrate surface water monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approval. This license is id...
	(i) Nitrate groundwater monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approval. This license is iden...
	(j) Nitrate monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approval. This license is identified at A....
	(k) Volatile organic compound (VOC) initial monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approval. ...
	(l) Volatile organic compound (VOC) monitoring frequency (annual) reduction approval. This licens...
	(m) Volatile organic compound (VOC) groundwater monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approv...
	(n) Volatile organic compound (VOC) surface water monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction appr...
	(o) Volatile organic compound (VOC) groundwater monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approv...
	(p) Volatile organic compound (VOC) groundwater monitoring frequency (annual) reduction approval....
	(q) Volatile organic compound (VOC) surface water monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction appr...
	(r) Vinyl chloride monitoring (quarterly) reduction approval. This license is identified at A.A.C...
	(t) Trihalomethane groundwater source monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approval. This l...
	(u) Synthetic organic compound (SOC) monitoring (quarterly) reduction approval (for systems servi...
	(v) Synthetic organic compound (SOC) monitoring (quarterly) reduction approval (for systems servi...
	(w) Synthetic organic compound (SOC) monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approval. This li...
	(x) Radiochemical monitoring frequency (quarterly) reduction approval. This license is identified...
	(y) Man-made radioactivity monitoring frequency variance approval. This license is identified at ...
	(z) Lead and copper tap water monitoring frequency (biannual) reduction approval. This license is...
	(aa) Lead and copper tap water monitoring frequency (annual) reduction approval. This license is ...
	(bb) Lead and copper tap water monitoring frequency (semiannual) reduction approval. This license...
	(cc) Lead and copper tap water monitoring frequency (semiannual) reduction approval. This license...
	(dd) Lead and copper tap water monitoring frequency (semiannual) reduction approval. This license...
	(ee) Lead and copper tap water monitoring frequency (semiannual) reduction revision. This license...
	(ff) Lead and copper tap water monitoring frequency (annual) reduction approval. This license is ...
	(gg) Nickel groundwater monitoring frequency (triennial) reduction approval. This license is iden...
	(hh) Nickel surface water monitoring frequency (annual) reduction approval. This license is ident...
	(ii) Nickel groundwater monitoring frequency reduction approval. This license is identified at A....
	(jj) Nickel surface water monitoring frequency (annual) reduction approval. This license is ident...
	(2) Monitoring sample change approval. These licenses are authorized and required by A.R.S § 49-3...
	(a) Trihalomethane sample number reduction approval. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-2...
	(b) Lead and copper tap water sampling number reduction approval. This license is identified at A...
	(c) Lead and copper tap water sampling site number reduction approval. This license is identified...
	(d) Lead and copper tap water sampling site number reduction approval. This license is identified...
	(e) Lead and copper tap water sampling site number reduction approval. This license is identified...
	(f) Lead and copper tap water sampling site number reduction revision. This license is identified...
	(3) Residual disinfectant concentration sampling interval approval. This license is authorized an...
	(4) Interim monitoring relief determination. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S § 4...
	(5) Man-made radioactivity environmental surveillance substitution approval. This license is auth...
	(6) Consecutive public water system monitoring requirements modification approval. This license i...
	(7) Trihalomethane source basis for sampling purposes approval. This license is identified and re...
	(8) Sodium multiple well sampling number reduction approval. This license is identified and requi...
	(9) Turbidity monitoring frequency reduction approval. This license is identified and required at...
	(10) Monitoring waiver approval. These licenses are authorized and required by A.R.S § 49-353(A)(...
	(a) Cyanide monitoring waiver approval. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-206(L).
	(b) Asbestos monitoring waiver approval. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-207(L).
	(c) Asbestos monitoring waiver renewal. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-207(L)(2).
	(d) Volatile organic compound (VOC) monitoring waiver approval. This license is identified at A.A...
	(e) Volatile organic compound (VOC) surface water monitoring use waiver approval. This license is...
	(f) Volatile organic compound (VOC) groundwater monitoring use waiver approval. This license is i...
	(g) Volatile organic compound (VOC) surface water monitoring susceptibility waiver approval. This...
	(h) Volatile organic compound (VOC) groundwater monitoring susceptibility waiver approval. This l...
	(i) Volatile organic compound (VOC) surface water monitoring use waiver renewal approval. This li...
	(j) Volatile organic compound (VOC) groundwater monitoring use waiver renewal approval. This lice...
	(k) Volatile organic compound (VOC) surface water monitoring susceptibility waiver renewal approv...
	(l) Volatile organic compound (VOC) groundwater monitoring susceptibility waiver renewal approval...
	(m) Synthetic organic compound (VOC) monitoring use waiver approval. This license is identified a...
	(n) Synthetic organic compound (SOC) monitoring susceptibility waiver approval. This license is i...
	(o) Radium-228 monitoring waiver approval. This license is identified at A.A.C.
	R18-4-217(E)(2).
	Group II: Safe drinking water variance and exemption licenses.
	(11) Maximum contaminant level or treatment technique requirement variance with no public hearing...
	(12) Maximum contaminant level or treatment technique requirement variance with a public hearing....
	(13) Maximum contaminate level or treatment technique requirement exemption with no public hearing.
	This license as a maximum contaminant level (MCL) compliance exemption or a treatment technique r...
	(14) Maximum contaminant level or treatment technique requirement exemption with a public hearing...
	(15) Maximum contaminant level or treatment technique requirement compliance extension approval. ...
	(16) Maximum contaminant level or treatment technique requirement compliance additional extension...
	(17) Safe drinking water requirement exclusion approval. This license is identified at A.R.S. § 4...
	(18) Backflow-prevention assembly third-party certifying entity designation approval. This licens...
	Group III: Safe drinking water treatment and monitoring plan licenses.
	(19) Maximum contaminant level compliance blending plan approval (for 10 or fewer points-of-entry...
	(20) Maximum contaminant level compliance blending plan approval (for more than 10 fewer points-o...
	(21) Maximum contaminant level compliance blending plan change approval (with 10 or fewer points-...
	(22) Maximum contaminant level compliance blending plan change approval (with more than 10 points...
	(23) Maximum contaminant level compliance at subsequent downstream service connections monitoring...
	(24) Point-of-entry treatment device monitoring plan approval. This license is identified at A.R....
	(25) Point-of-entry treatment device design approval. This license is identified at A.R.S. § 49-3...
	(26) Lead and copper source water treatment determination modification. This license is identifie...
	(27) Lead and copper source water concentration determination modification. This license is ident...
	(28) Lead service line extent under system control determination. This license is identified at A...
	(29) Lead service line extent under system control rebuttable presumption determination. This lic...
	Group IV: Lead and copper corrosion control licenses.
	(30) Lead and copper optimal corrosion control treatment approval. This license is identified at ...
	(31) Large water system lead and copper corrosion control activities equivalency demonstration ap...
	(32) Small and medium water system lead and copper corrosion control activities equivalency demon...
	(33) Lead and copper optimal corrosion treatment determination modification. This license is iden...
	(34) Lead and copper water quality control parameters determination modification. This license is...
	b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-fra...
	(1) Initial monitoring year designation. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-101(44). This...
	(2) Record keeping requirements. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-103. This is a Model ...
	(3) Maximum contaminant level routine reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(A...
	(4) Maximum contaminant level violation reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104...
	(5) Filtration reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(C). This is a Model B li...
	(6) Disinfection reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(D). This is a Model B ...
	(7) Lead and copper tap water reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(E). This ...
	(8) Lead and copper tap water monitoring R18-4-309(A)(1) sample pool failure justification. This ...
	(9) Lead and copper tap water monitoring R18-4-309(A)(2) sample pool failure justification. This ...
	(10) Lead and copper tap water monitoring R18-4-309(A)(4) site location failure justification. Th...
	(11) Water quality parameter reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(F). This i...
	(12) Lead and copper source water reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(G). T...
	(13) Lead and copper service line replacement reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18...
	(14) Initial lead service line materials evaluation demonstration. This license is identified at ...
	(15) Initial lead service line replacement demonstration. This license is identified at A.A.C. R1...
	(16) Lead service line concentration sampling demonstration. This license is identified at A.A.C....
	(17) Special monitoring reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(I). This is a M...
	(18) Cross connection incident reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(K). This...
	(19) Emergency reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(L). This is a Model B li...
	(20) Waterborne disease outbreak reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(M). Th...
	(21) Confirmation sample results reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(N). Th...
	(22) Public notice representative sample submittal. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-10...
	(23) Record and document copy submittal. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(P). This ...
	(24) Completed analyses reporting. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-104(Q). This is a M...
	(25) General public notification requirements. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-105. Th...
	(26) Analytical methods requirements. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-106. This is a M...
	(27) Alternative analytical method approval. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-106(B). T...
	(28) Laboratory requirements. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-107. This is a Model A l...
	(29) Sample collection, preservation, and transportation requirements. This license is identified...
	(30) Sample collection, preservation, and transportation approval. This license is identified at ...
	(31) Bottled water monitoring program approval. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-110(K)...
	(32) Bottled water company approved source certification waiver. This license is identified at A....
	(33) Backflow prevention requirements. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-115. This is a ...
	(34) Emergency operation plan requirements. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-116. This ...
	(35) Sanitary survey requirement determination. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-118(A)...
	(36) Sanitary survey professional engineer or sanitarian approval. This license is identified at ...
	(37) Additives requirements. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-119. This is a Model A li...
	(38) Vending machine requirements. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-123. This is a Mode...
	(39) Operation and maintenance requirements. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-124. This...
	(40) Hauled water requirements. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-125. This is a Model A...
	(41) Asbestos sampling data consistency determination. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4...
	(42) Man-made radioactivity monitoring frequency variance approval. This license is identified at...
	(43) Man-made radioactivity monitoring frequency exemption approval. This license is identified a...
	(44) Best available technology de minimis reduction assessment approval. This license is identifi...
	(45) Lead and copper corrosion control monitoring demonstration. This license is identified at A....
	(46) Lead and copper corrosion control monitoring demonstration. This license is identified at A....
	(47) Lead and copper corrosion control steps compliance submission. This license is identified at...
	(48) Lead and copper inadequate number of Tier 1 sites materials survey explanation. This license...
	(49) Lead and copper inadequate number of sampling sites materials survey explanation. This licen...
	(50) Small or medium system lead and copper optimal corrosion control treatment approval. This li...
	(51) Small or medium system lead and copper optimal corrosion control treatment approval. This li...
	(52) Large system lead and copper optimal corrosion control treatment approval. This license is i...
	(53) Lead and copper water quality control parameters determination. This license is identified a...
	(54) Lead and copper water quality parameter point-of-entry pH value designation. This license is...
	(55) Lead and copper water quality parameter pH level requirement determination. This license is ...
	(56) Lead and copper corrosion inhibitor concentration determination. This license is identified ...
	(57) Lead and copper alkalinity concentration determination. This license is identified at A.A.C....
	(58) Lead and copper calcium concentration determination. This license is identified at A.A.C. R1...
	(59) Lead and copper other water quality parameters determination. This license is identified at ...
	(60) Lead and copper source water treatment approval. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-...
	(61) Lead and copper source water treatment installation and operation approval. This license is ...
	(62) Lead materials survey and annual replacement schedule compliance determination. This license...
	(63) Lead materials survey and annual replacement schedule compliance determination. This license...
	(64) Lead public education compliance demonstration. This license is identified at A.A.C. R18-4-3...
	9) Table 9: Water and Wastewater Facility Operator Licenses
	The Department issues the following operator licenses which are subject to licensing time-frame r...
	Group I: Drinking water operator licenses. Drinking water treatment or distribution facility oper...
	Group II: Wastewater operator licenses. Wastewater treatment or collection facility operator new ...
	Group I: Drinking water operator licenses.
	(1) Drinking water treatment or distribution facility operator new certification. This license is...
	(2) Drinking water treatment or distribution facility operator renewal certification. This licens...
	(3) Drinking water treatment or distribution facility operator reciprocity certification. This li...
	(4) Drinking water treatment or distribution facility operator certification without examination....
	Group II: Wastewater operator licenses.
	(5) Wastewater treatment or collection facility operator new certification. This license is autho...
	(6) Wastewater treatment or collection facility operator renewal certification. This license is a...
	(7) Wastewater treatment or collection system operator reciprocity certification. This license is...
	(8) Wastewater treatment or collection system operator certification without examination. This li...
	10) Table 10: Water Quality Licenses
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department issues the following licenses as part of the Department's implementation of the st...
	Group I: Wastewater treatment facility individual aquifer protection (AP) licenses. Standard wast...
	Group II: Wastewater treatment facility (with recharge component) individual aquifer protection (...
	Group III: Small BADCT wastewater treatment facility (with designs less than 250,000 gpd) individ...
	Group IV: Industrial facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses. Standard i...
	Group V: Mine facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses. Standard mine fac...
	Group VI: Other discharging facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses. Sta...
	Group VII: Reclaimed wastewater reuse licenses. Standard reclaimed wastewater reuse new permit wi...
	Group VIII: Noneffluent groundwater recharge licenses. Standard/complex noneffluent groundwater r...
	Group IX: Facility registration licenses. Dry well registration (105). Significant industrial use...
	Group X: Pesticide contamination prevention licenses. New pesticide approval (107). Active ingred...
	Although appearing complicated, this structure follows that of the statute and rules as well as D...
	The Department anticipates that AP permit applications will be accepted in the 1st instance as fa...
	The standard categories identified below all reflect the review times now in rule converted to bu...
	Applications in process at the time this rule goes into effect will not be subject to Article 7.1...
	Group I: Wastewater treatment facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses. T...
	(1) Standard wastewater treatment facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is ...
	(2) Standard wastewater treatment facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is a...
	(3) Complex wastewater treatment facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is a...
	(4) Complex wastewater treatment facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is au...
	(5) Standard wastewater treatment facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. T...
	(6) Standard wastewater treatment facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. Th...
	(7) Complex wastewater treatment facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. Th...
	(8) Complex wastewater treatment facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. Thi...
	(9) Standard wastewater treatment facility AP other modification permit. This license is authoriz...
	(10) Complex wastewater treatment facility AP other modification permit. This license is authoriz...
	(11) Wastewater treatment facility AP permit transfer approval. This license is authorized and re...
	(12) Wastewater treatment facility AP closure plan approval. This license is authorized and requi...
	(13) Standard wastewater treatment facility AP post-closure plan approval. This license is author...
	(14) Complex wastewater treatment facility AP post-closure plan approval. Table 10 shows this cat...
	(15) Wastewater treatment facility AP voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) ...
	(16) Wastewater treatment facility AP VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and...
	Group II: Wastewater treatment facility (with recharge component) individual aquifer protection (...
	(17) Standard wastewater treatment facility (with recharge component) AP new permit with no publi...
	(18) Standard wastewater treatment facility (with recharge component) AP new permit with a public...
	(19) Complex wastewater treatment facility (with recharge component) AP new permit with no public...
	(20) Complex wastewater treatment facility (with recharge component) AP new permit with a public ...
	(21) Standard wastewater treatment facility (with recharge component) AP major modification permi...
	(22) Standard wastewater treatment facility (with recharge component) AP major modification permi...
	(23) Complex wastewater treatment facility (with recharge component) AP major modification permit...
	(24) Complex wastewater treatment facility (with recharge component) AP major modification permit...
	(25) Standard wastewater treatment facility (with recharge component) AP other modification permi...
	(26) Complex wastewater treatment facility (with recharge component) AP other modification permit...
	Group III: Small BADCT wastewater treatment facility (with designs less than 250,000 gpd) individ...
	(27) Standard small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP new permit with no public hearing. Thi...
	(28) Standard small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This...
	(29) Complex small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This...
	(30) Complex small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This ...
	(31) Standard small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP major modification permit with no publ...
	(32) Standard small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP major modification permit with a publi...
	(33) Complex small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP major modification permit with no publi...
	(34) Complex small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP major modification permit with a public...
	(35) Standard small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP other modification permit. This licens...
	(36) Complex small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP other modification permit. This license...
	(37) Small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP permit transfer approval. This license is autho...
	(38) Small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP closure plan approval. This license is authoriz...
	(39) Standard small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP post-closure plan approval. This licen...
	(40) Complex small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP post-closure plan approval. Table 10 sh...
	(41) Small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and ...
	(42) Small BADCT wastewater treatment facility AP VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is au...
	Group IV: Industrial facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses. These AP l...
	(43) Standard industrial facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is authorize...
	(44) Standard industrial facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized...
	(45) Complex industrial facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized...
	(46) Complex industrial facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized ...
	(47) Standard industrial facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. This licen...
	(48) Standard industrial facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. This licens...
	(49) Complex industrial facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. This licens...
	(50) Complex industrial facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. This license...
	(51) Standard industrial facility AP other modification permit. This license is authorized and re...
	(52) Complex industrial facility AP other modification permit. This license is authorized and req...
	(53) Industrial facility AP permit transfer approval. This license is authorized and required by ...
	(54) Industrial facility AP closure plan approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R...
	(55) Standard industrial facility AP post-closure plan approval. This license is authorized and r...
	(56) Complex industrial facility AP post-closure plan approval. Table 10 shows this category with...
	(57) Industrial facility AP voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) request ap...
	(58) Industrial facility AP VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and required ...
	Group V: Mine facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses. These AP licenses...
	(59) Standard mine facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and ...
	(60) Standard mine facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and r...
	(61) Complex mine facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and r...
	(62) Complex mine facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and re...
	(63) Standard mine facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. This license is ...
	(64) Standard mine facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. This license is a...
	(65) Complex mine facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. This license is a...
	(66) Complex mine facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. This license is au...
	(67) Standard mine facility AP other modification permit. This license is authorized and required...
	(68) Complex mine facility AP other modification permit. This license is authorized and required ...
	(69) Mine facility AP permit transfer approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S....
	(70) Mine facility AP closure plan approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. §§...
	(71) Standard mine facility AP post-closure plan approval. This license is authorized and require...
	(72) Complex mine facility AP post-closure plan approval. Table 10 shows this category with subst...
	(73) Mine facility AP voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) approval. This l...
	(74) Mine facility AP VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R...
	Group VI: Other discharging facility individual discharging AP licenses. These AP licenses are de...
	(75) Standard other discharging facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is au...
	(76) Standard other discharging facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is aut...
	(77) Complex other discharging facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is aut...
	(78) Complex other discharging facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is auth...
	(79) Standard other discharging facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. Thi...
	(80) Standard other discharging facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. This...
	(81) Complex other discharging facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. This...
	(82) Complex other discharging facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. This ...
	(83) Standard other discharging facility AP other modification permit. This license is authorized...
	(84) Complex other discharging facility AP other modification permit. This license is authorized ...
	(85) Other discharging facility AP permit transfer approval. This license is authorized and requi...
	(86) Other discharging facility AP closure plan approval. This license is authorized and required...
	(87) Standard other discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. This license is authorize...
	(88) Complex other discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. Table 10 shows this catego...
	(89) Other discharging facility AP voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) app...
	(90) Other discharging facility AP VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and re...
	Group VII: Reclaimed wastewater reuse licenses. These wastewater reuse licenses are described as ...
	(91) Standard reclaimed wastewater reuse new permit with no public hearing. This license is autho...
	(92) Standard reclaimed wastewater reuse new permit with a public hearing. This license is author...
	(93) Complex reclaimed wastewater reuse new permit with no public hearing. This license is author...
	(94) Complex reclaimed wastewater reuse new permit with a public hearing. This license is authori...
	(95) Standard reclaimed wastewater reuse major modification permit with no public hearing. This l...
	(96) Standard reclaimed wastewater reuse major modification permit with a public hearing. This li...
	(97) Complex reclaimed wastewater reuse major modification permit with no public hearing. This li...
	(98) Complex reclaimed wastewater reuse major modification permit with a public hearing. This lic...
	(99) Standard reclaimed wastewater reuse other modification permit. This license is authorized an...
	(100) Complex reclaimed wastewater reuse other modification permit. This license is authorized an...
	(101) Reclaimed wastewater reuse permit transfer approval. This license is authorized and require...
	Group VIII: Noneffluent groundwater recharge licenses.
	(102) Standard noneffluent groundwater recharge approval. This license is authorized and required...
	(103) Complex noneffluent groundwater recharge approval. This license is authorized and required ...
	(104) Noneffluent groundwater recharge pilot project time extension approval. This license is aut...
	Group IX: Facility registration licenses.
	(105) Dry well registration. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-332. This lic...
	(106) Significant industrial user registration. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S....
	Group X: Pesticide contamination prevention licenses.
	(107) New pesticide approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-302(F) and g...
	(108) Active ingredient or pesticide criticality determination. This license is authorized and re...
	(109) Pesticide addition to or deletion from groundwater protection list approval. This license i...
	b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-fra...
	(1) AP permit applicability determination. This determination is authorized at A.R.S. § 49-241 th...
	(2) Transfer of owner or operator of a facility notice. This notice is required under A.A.C. R18-...
	(3) Temporary cessation notice. This notice is required under A.A.C. R18-9-104(A). This license i...
	(4) Intent to cease operations notice. This notice is required under A.A.C. R18-9-104(C). This li...
	11) Table 11: Surface Water Licenses
	The Department issues the following licenses which are subject to licensing time-frame requiremen...
	Clean Water Act (CWA) § 401 certification licenses. CWA § 401 state certification of a proposed C...
	(1) CWA § 401 state certification of a proposed CWA § 402 NPDES permit. This license is authorize...
	(2) CWA § 401 state certification of a proposed CWA § 404 permit. This license is authorized and ...
	(3) CWA § 401 state certification of a proposed nonpoint source activity for a federal permit. Th...
	12) Table 12: Solid Waste Licenses
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department issues the following licenses as part of the state's solid waste management progra...
	Group I: Solid waste variance licenses. Rule or standard variance request approval (1).
	Group II: Land application of biosolids licenses. Biosolid applicator registration request acknow...
	Group III: Nonlandfill solid waste facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licens...
	Nonlandfill solid waste voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) approval (17)....
	Group I: Solid waste variance licenses.
	(1) Rule or standard variance request approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S....
	Group II. Land application of biosolids licenses.
	(2) Biosolid applicator registration request acknowledgment. This license is governed by A.A.C. R...
	Group III: Nonlandfill solid waste facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licens...
	(3) Standard nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP new permit with no public hearing. T...
	(4) Standard nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP new permit with a public hearing. Th...
	(5) Complex nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP new permit with no public hearing. Th...
	(6) Complex nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP new permit with a public hearing. Thi...
	(7) Standard nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP major modification permit with no pu...
	(8) Standard nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP major modification permit with a pub...
	(9) Complex nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP major modification permit with no pub...
	(10) Complex nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP major modification permit with a pub...
	(11) Standard nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP other modification permit. This lic...
	(12) Complex nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP other modification permit. This lice...
	(13) Nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP permit transfer approval. This license is au...
	(14) Nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP closure plan approval. This license is autho...
	(15) Standard nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. This li...
	(16) Complex nonlandfill solid waste discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. Table 12...
	(17) Nonlandfill solid waste voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) approval....
	(18) Nonlandfill solid waste voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) cancellat...
	b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-fra...
	(1) Solid waste definition exemption. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-70...
	(2) Septage hauler license. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S § 49-104(B)(14) an...
	13) Table 13: Special Waste Licenses
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department issues the following licenses as part of the state's special waste management prog...
	Group I: Special waste licenses. Waste from shredding motor vehicles alternative sampling plan ap...
	Group III: Special waste facility plan licenses. Existing special waste facility plan approval (3...
	Group III: Special waste facility amendment licenses. Special waste facility plan type III substa...
	Group IV: Special waste facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses. Standar...
	Group I: Special waste licenses.
	(1) Waste from shredding motor vehicles alternative sampling plan approval. This license is autho...
	(2) Special waste temporary treatment facility approval. This license is authorized and identifie...
	Group II: Special waste facility plan licenses. The Department’s solid waste section administers ...
	(3) Existing special waste facility plan approval. This license is authorized and identified at A...
	(4) New special waste facility plan approval with no public hearing. This license is authorized a...
	(5) New special waste facility plan approval with a public hearing. This license is authorized an...
	(6) New special waste facility operation temporary authorization. This license is authorized and ...
	Group III: Special waste facility amendment licenses. The Department’s solid waste section admini...
	(7) Special waste facility plan type III substantial change. This license is authorized and ident...
	(8) Special waste facility plan type IV substantial change with no public hearing. This license i...
	(9) Special waste facility plan type IV substantial change with a public hearing. This license is...
	Group IV: Special waste facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses. These A...
	(10) Standard special waste discharging facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This licen...
	(11) Standard special waste discharging facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This licens...
	(12) Complex special waste discharging facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This licens...
	(13) Complex special waste discharging facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license...
	(14) Standard special waste discharging facility AP major modification permit with no public hear...
	(15) Standard special waste discharging facility AP major modification permit with a public heari...
	(16) Complex special waste discharging facility AP major modification permit with no public heari...
	(17) Complex special waste discharging facility AP major modification permit with a public hearin...
	(18) Standard special waste discharging facility AP other modification permit. This license is au...
	(19) Complex special waste discharging facility AP other modification permit. This license is aut...
	(20) Special waste discharging facility AP permit transfer approval. This license is authorized a...
	(21) Special waste discharging facility AP closure plan approval. This license is authorized and ...
	(22) Standard special waste discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. This license is a...
	(23) Complex special waste discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. Table 13 shows thi...
	(24) Special waste discharging facility AP voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VE...
	(25) Special waste discharging facility AP VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorize...
	b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department has determined that the following license is not subject to Article 7.1 time-frame...
	(1) Special waste generator identification number. This license is authorized and identified at A...
	(2) Special waste shipper identification number. The reason for the exclusion of this category fr...
	(3) Special waste receiving facility identification number. The reason for the exclusion of this ...
	(4) Special waste facility plan type II change. This license is authorized and identified at A.R....
	14) Table 14: Landfill Licenses
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department issues the following licenses as part of the state's landfill management program i...
	Group I: Solid waste landfill facility plan licenses. Existing landfill facility plan approval (1...
	Group II: Solid waste landfill facility amendment licenses. Solid waste facility plan type III su...
	Group III: Solid waste landfill facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses....
	Group I: Solid waste landfill facility plan licenses. Currently, the Department’s solid waste sec...
	(1) Existing landfill facility plan approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S....
	(2) New landfill facility plan approval with no public hearing. This license is authorized and id...
	(3) New landfill facility plan approval with a public hearing. This license is authorized and ide...
	(4) New landfill operation temporary authorization. This license is authorized and identified at ...
	Group II: Solid waste landfill facility amendment licenses. Currently, the Department’s solid was...
	(5) Solid waste facility plan type III substantial change (landfill). This license is authorized ...
	(6) Solid waste facility plan type IV substantial change (landfill) with no public hearing. This ...
	(7) Solid waste facility plan type IV substantial change (landfill) with a public hearing. This l...
	Group III: Solid waste landfill facility individual discharging aquifer protection (AP) licenses....
	(8) Standard landfill discharging facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is ...
	(9) Standard landfill discharging facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is a...
	(10) Complex landfill discharging facility AP new permit with no public hearing. This license is ...
	(11) Complex landfill discharging facility AP new permit with a public hearing. This license is a...
	(12) Standard landfill discharging facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. ...
	(13) Standard landfill discharging facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. T...
	(14) Complex landfill discharging facility AP major modification permit with no public hearing. T...
	(15) Complex landfill discharging facility AP major modification permit with a public hearing. Th...
	(16) Standard landfill discharging facility AP other modification permit. This license is authori...
	(17) Complex landfill discharging facility AP other modification permit. This license is authoriz...
	(18) Landfill discharging facility AP permit transfer approval. This license is authorized and re...
	(19) Landfill discharging facility AP closure plan approval. This license is authorized and requi...
	(20) Standard landfill discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. This license is author...
	(21) Complex landfill discharging facility AP post-closure plan approval. Table 14 shows this cat...
	b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-fra...
	(1) Landfill registration. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-747(A). This ...
	(2) Solid waste landfill facility plan type II change (MSWLF) determination. This license is auth...
	(3) Solid waste landfill facility plan type II change (non-MSWLF) determination. This license is ...
	15) Table 15: Medical Waste Licenses.
	This table is reserved.
	16) Table 16: Waste Tire, Lead Acid Battery and Used Oil Licenses
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department issues the following licenses as part of the Department's implementation of the st...
	Group I: Waste tire licenses. Waste tire collection site registration (1). Mining off-road waste ...
	Group II: Lead acid battery licenses. Lead battery collection or recycling facility authorization...
	Group III: Used oil licenses. Used oil collection center registration number (4).
	Group I: Waste tire licenses.
	(1) Waste tire collection site registration. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. ...
	(2) Mining off-road waste tire collection facility license. This license is authorized and identi...
	Group II: Lead acid battery licenses.
	(3) Lead battery collection or recycling facility authorization. This license is authorized and i...
	Group III: Used oil licenses.
	(4) Used oil collection center registration number. This license is authorized and identified at ...
	b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-fra...
	(1) Mining off-road waste tire burial notice. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S....
	(2) Used oil processor and re-refiner identification number. This license is authorized and ident...
	(3) Used oil burner identification number. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § ...
	(4) Used oil marketer identification number. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. ...
	(5) Used oil transporter identification number. This license is authorized and identified at A.R....
	17) Table 17: Hazardous Waste Licenses.
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department issues the following licenses as part of the department's implementation of the st...
	Group I: RCRA new and renewal licenses. Hazardous waste container or tank permit without/with a p...
	Group II: RCRA modification licenses. Hazardous waste permit transfer approval (21). Hazardous wa...
	Group III: Hazardous waste closure plan licenses. Hazardous waste interim status facility partial...
	Group IV: Hazardous waste voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) licenses. Ha...
	The following list compares the substantive review time-frames (SRTF) in this draft rule for the ...
	SRTF = 4 months. Emergency permit (2 weeks for administrative completeness). Temporary authorizat...
	SRTF = 4º months. Partial closure plan approval. Final closure plan approval.
	SRTF = 6 months. Permit transfer. Class 1 modification. Modification classification.
	SRTF = 12 months (1 year). Container only permit. Tank only permit.
	SRTF = 18 months. Surface impoundment permit. Pile permit. Land treatment permit. Miscellaneous u...
	SRTF = 24 months (2 years). Incinerator permit. Burning boiler and industrial furnace (BIF) permi...
	Group I: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) new and renewal licenses. The following 20...
	(1) Hazardous waste container or tank permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized a...
	(2) Hazardous waste container or tank only permit with a public hearing. This license is authoriz...
	(3) Hazardous waste surface impoundment permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized...
	(4) Hazardous waste surface impoundment permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized ...
	(5) Hazardous waste pile permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and identified...
	(6) Hazardous waste pile permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and identified ...
	(7) Hazardous waste incinerator or burning boiler and industrial furnace (BIF) permit with no pub...
	(8) Hazardous waste incinerator or burning boiler and industrial furnace (BIF) permit with a publ...
	(9) Hazardous waste land treatment permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and ...
	(10) Hazardous waste land treatment permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and ...
	(11) Hazardous waste landfill facility permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized ...
	(12) Hazardous waste landfill facility permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized a...
	(13) Hazardous waste miscellaneous unit permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized...
	(14) Hazardous waste miscellaneous unit permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized ...
	(15) Hazardous waste drip pad permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and ident...
	(16) Hazardous waste drip pad permit with a public hearing. This license is authorized and identi...
	(17) Hazardous waste emergency permit. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49-9...
	(18) Hazardous waste land treatment demonstration using field test or laboratory analysis permit....
	(19) Hazardous waste research, development, and demonstration permit. This license is authorized ...
	(20) Hazardous waste temporary authorization request approval. This license is authorized and ide...
	Group II: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) modification licenses. The following 6 RC...
	(21) Hazardous waste permit transfer approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S...
	(22) Hazardous waste Class 1 permit modification. This license is authorized and identified at A....
	(23) Hazardous waste Class 2 permit modification. This license is authorized and identified at A....
	(24) Hazardous waste Class 3 incinerator, BIF, or landfill permit modification. This license is a...
	(25) Hazardous waste Class 3 other permit modification. This license is authorized and identified...
	(26) Hazardous waste permit modification classification request. This license is authorized and i...
	Group III: Hazardous waste closure plan licenses.
	(27) Hazardous waste interim status facility partial closure plan approval. This license is autho...
	(28) Hazardous waste interim status facility final closure plan approval. This license is authori...
	(29) Hazardous waste post-closure permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and i...
	(30) Hazardous waste post-closure permit with no public hearing. This license is authorized and i...
	Group IV: Hazardous waste voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) licenses.
	(31) Hazardous waste facility VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. §...
	(32) Hazardous waste facility VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and require...
	b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-fra...
	(1) EPA identification number assignment. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 4...
	18) Table 18: Underground Storage Tank Licenses.
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department issues the following licenses as part of the state's underground storage tank (UST...
	Group I: Underground storage tank (UST) technical requirement licenses. UST temporary closure ext...
	Group II: UST service provider licenses. UST installation and retrofit service provider certifica...
	Group III: Leaking UST (LUST) licenses. LUST voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (...
	Group IV: State assurance fund (SAF) licenses. SAF firm pre-qualification approval (9).
	Group I: Underground storage tank (UST) technical requirement licenses.
	(1) UST temporary closure extension request approval. This license is authorized and required by ...
	Group II: UST service provider licenses. Each of these licenses is authorized and required by A.R...
	(2) UST installation and retrofit service provider certification. This license is identified spec...
	(3) UST tightness testing service provider certification. This license is identified specifically...
	(4) UST cathodic protection testing service provider certification. This license is identified sp...
	(5) UST decommissioning service provider certification. This license is identified specifically a...
	(6) UST interior lining service provider certification. This license is identified specifically a...
	Group III: Leaking underground storage tank (LUST) licenses.
	Categories 6(a) through 6(d) are not included in today's rule pending further discussion with sta...
	(6)(a) Standard LUST corrective action plan (CAP) approval with no public hearing. This license i...
	(6)(b) Standard LUST corrective action plan approval with a public hearing. This license is autho...
	(6)(c) Complex LUST corrective action plan approval with no public hearing. This license is autho...
	(6)(d) Complex LUST corrective action plan approval with a public hearing. This license is author...
	(7) LUST VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. §�49-152(B) and govern...
	(8) LUST VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-152(...
	Group IV: State assurance fund (SAF) licenses.
	(9) SAF firm pre-qualification approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. § 49...
	Categories 9(a) through 9(d) are not included in today's rule pending further discussion with sta...
	(9)(a) SAF pre-approval approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-1052 and...
	(9)(b) SAF direct payment approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-1052 a...
	(9)(c) Standard SAF reimbursement approval. This license is authorized and required at A.R.S. § 4...
	(9)(d) Complex SAF reimbursement approval. This license is authorized and required at A.R.S. § 49...
	b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department has determined that the following licenses are not subject to Article 7.1 time-fra...
	(1) UST notification. This Model B (notification) license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § ...
	(2) UST permanent closure or change-in-service notice of intent. This Model B (notification) lice...
	(3) UST permanent closure or change-in-service reports. This Model B (notification) license is au...
	(4) UST release or suspected release reports. These Model B (notification) licenses are authorize...
	(5) UST corrective action reports. These licenses are authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-1005...
	(6) Petroleum UST financial responsibility report. This Model B (notification) license is authori...
	(7) UST SAF corrective action phase notice. This Model B license is authorized and required under...
	(8) UST tax program. In addition, the Department administers the UST tax program authorized and r...
	(9) UST fee program. The Department also administers the UST fee program authorized and required ...
	(10) LUST risk assessment methodology approval request. This license is authorized by A.R.S. § 49...
	(11) LUST remediation close-out document request. This license is authorized by A.R.S. § 49-152 a...
	(12) SAF grant. This license is not subject to Article 7.1 time-frame requirements because it occ...
	(13) SAF grant application. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-1072 and gover...
	19) Table 19: WQARF Remediation Licenses
	The Department issues the following non-fee licenses which are subject to licensing time-frame re...
	WQARF preliminary investigation work plan approval (1). WQARF remedial investigation work plan ap...
	(1) WQARF preliminary investigation work plan approval. This license is authorized and identified...
	(2) WQARF remedial investigation work plan approval. This license is authorized and identified at...
	(3) WQARF feasibility study work plan approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R....
	(4) WQARF standard remedial action plan (RAP) approval. This license is authorized and identified...
	(5) WQARF complex remedial action plan (RAP) approval. This license is authorized and identified ...
	(6) WQARF determination of no further action approval. This license is authorized and identified ...
	(7) WQARF site rescoring approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §�49-287.0...
	(8) WQARF qualified business settlement approval. This license is authorized and identified at A....
	(9) WQARF financial hardship settlement approval. This license is authorized and identified at A....
	(10) WQARF voluntary environmental mitigation use restriction (VEMUR) approval. This license is a...
	(11) WQARF VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § 49-15...
	20) Table 20: Voluntary Program Remediation Licenses
	The Department issues the following licenses which are subject to licensing time-frame requiremen...
	Group I: Voluntary program acceptance license. Voluntary program eligibility determination (1).
	Group II: Voluntary program greenfields remediation license. Greenfields notice-to-proceed (NTP) ...
	Group III: Voluntary program brownfields remediation license. Voluntary program brownfields certi...
	The following groups and categories are not included in today's rule:
	Group IV: Voluntary program WQARF remediation licenses. Voluntary program WQARF remedial investig...
	Group V: Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste remediation licenses. Voluntary program standa...
	Group VI: Voluntary program special waste remediation licenses. Voluntary program standard/comple...
	Group VIII: Voluntary program leaking underground storage tank (LUST) remediation licenses. Volun...
	All applicants for review under the voluntary program are charged application review fees. These ...
	True volunteers have no A.R.S. Title 49 remediation obligations but still desire Department revie...
	Quasi-volunteers have A.R.S. Title 49 remediation obligations but have not yet been identified by...
	The Department recognizes that the distinction between “true volunteers” and “quasi-volunteers” w...
	The Department solicited comment in the October 23, 1998, notice of proposed rulemaking on whethe...
	Group I: Voluntary program acceptance license. This group consists of 1 license category which is...
	(1) Voluntary program eligibility determination. This license is authorized and identified at A.R...
	Group II. Voluntary program greenfields remediation license. This group consists of a remediation...
	(2) Greenfields notice-to-proceed (NTP) approval. This license is authorized and identified at A....
	Group III. Voluntary program brownfields remediation license. This group consists of a remediatio...
	(3) Voluntary program brownfields certification. This license is authorized and identified in the...
	The following categories were identified in the October 23, 1998, notice of proposed rulemaking b...
	Group IV. Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste remediation licenses.
	(4) Voluntary program WQARF remediation licenses. This group consists of remediation license cate...
	(5) Voluntary program WQARF remedial investigation work plan approval. This license is authorized...
	(6) Voluntary program WQARF feasibility study work plan approval. This license is authorized and ...
	(7) Voluntary program WQARF standard remedial action plan (RAP) approval. This license is authori...
	(8) Voluntary program WQARF complex remedial action plan (RAP) approval. This license is authoriz...
	(9) Voluntary program WQARF letter of completion. This license is authorized and identified at A....
	(10) Voluntary program WQARF VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and required by A.R.S. § ...
	(11) Voluntary program WQARF VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and required...
	Group V. Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste remediation licenses.
	(12) Voluntary program standard nonlandfill solid waste remediation work plan approval. This lice...
	(13) Voluntary program complex nonlandfill solid waste remediation work plan approval. This licen...
	(14) Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and ide...
	(15) Voluntary program nonlandfill solid waste VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is autho...
	Group VI. Voluntary program special waste remediation licenses.
	(16) Voluntary program standard special waste remediation work plan approval. This license is aut...
	(17) Voluntary program complex special waste remediation work plan approval. This license is auth...
	(18) Voluntary program special waste VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and identified at...
	(19) Voluntary program special waste VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and ...
	Group VII. Voluntary program hazardous waste remediation licenses.
	(20) Voluntary program standard hazardous waste remediation work plan approval. This license is a...
	(21) Voluntary program complex hazardous waste remediation work plan approval. This license is au...
	(22) Voluntary program hazardous waste VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and identified ...
	(23) Voluntary program hazardous waste VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized an...
	Group VIII. Voluntary program leaking underground storage tank (LUST) remediation licenses. This ...
	(24) Voluntary program standard LUST corrective action plan (CAP) approval with no public meeting...
	(25) Voluntary program standard LUST corrective action plan (CAP) approval with a public meeting....
	(26) Voluntary program complex LUST corrective action plan (CAP) approval with no public meeting....
	(27) Voluntary program complex LUST corrective action plan (CAP) approval with a public meeting. ...
	(28) Voluntary program LUST VEMUR approval. This license is authorized and identified at A.R.S. §...
	(29) Voluntary program LUST VEMUR cancellation approval. This license is authorized and identifie...
	21) Table 21: Pollution Prevention Licenses
	a. Licenses subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	The Department issues the following license as part of the state pollution prevention program in ...
	(1) State agency hazardous waste generation level pre-approval. This license is authorized and id...
	b. Licenses not subject to Article 7.1 licensing time-frame requirements.
	All other licenses issued by the Department’s Pollution Prevention Section of the Waste Programs ...
	22) Table 22: Multi-Program Licenses
	Application for the following license requires review by more than 1 Department program. This lic...
	(1) Airport construction & expansion certificate (air & water). This license is authorized and id...

	7. A reference to any study that the agency proposes to rely on in its evaluation of or justifica...
	Not applicable.

	8. A showing of good cause why the rule is necessary to promote a statewide interest if the rule ...
	Not applicable.

	9. The summary of economic, small business, and consumer impact:
	CONTENTS of this Summary:
	A. Rule identification
	B. EIS approach
	C. Introduction and summary of impacts
	D. Analysis of costs and benefits
	1) Applicants (public and private)
	2) Department (implementing agency)
	3) Other entities
	4) Employment and related impacts
	E. Small business impacts and reductions
	F. Data limitations
	Table 1: Cost-effectiveness analysis: general summary of costs and benefits
	G. Costs and benefits of specific rule provisions
	A. Rule Identification
	The Licensing Time-frames (LTF) rulemaking will be codified as follows in the A.A.C.:
	Title 18. Environmental Quality
	Chapter 1. Department of Environmental Quality - Administration
	Article 5. Licensing Time-frames
	B. EIS Approach
	The complete EIS is available through the Department. It consists of 7 parts (I - VII), 3 tables,...
	Relevant topics and theory have been introduced and included in this EIS, primarily in appendices...
	Because many of the impacts are unquantifiable or unclear, this EIS represents a cost-effectivene...
	C. Introduction and Summary of Impacts
	Regulated entities have expressed their concerns about government agencies not processing license...
	The central issue, at least with the Department, is to provide regulated entities with certain as...
	As a result of these assurances, there is a very likely probability that program efficiency will ...
	Applicants are expected to experience impacts in varying degrees, but with little or no impact fo...
	Applicants, including federal and state agencies, municipalities, and universities, who are apply...
	As a result of LTF and the numerous changes that must occur to the licensee-licensor relationship...
	Other entities impacted include the Department (implementing agency), the consulting industry, an...
	Private households, comprising the general public, are expected to experience secondary benefits ...
	The Department has incurred costs due to implementing LTF. In addition to rule promulgation costs...
	Expected program changes will result in certain benefits to the Department. For example, the Depa...
	The potential for cost-saving benefits, elevated program satisfaction, and improved quality of li...
	Based on information from a few commenters, it is very likely that long-term benefits could excee...
	D. Analysis of Costs and Benefits
	Table 1 presents a general summary of costs and benefits of this rulemaking. This table is not in...
	1) Applicants (Public and Private)
	LTF establishes new application standards and procedures that will impact applicants in varying d...
	The impact to applicants, mainly private businesses, could be significant although many applicant...
	On the negative side, some applicants could be impacted in a detrimental way. These could be appl...
	LTF’s potential impact on applications that are already pending with the Department on the effect...
	An analysis of the already received applications that have been pending for any length of time in...
	While LTF does not strictly apply to these existing applications, the Department must nevertheles...
	Several commenters have estimated that this rulemaking can potentially save significant costs to ...
	Another example cited by a commenter is that at least 90 hours per application could be saved und...
	The conclusion drawn from these illustrations is that even a relatively small savings per applica...
	2) Department (Implementing Agency)
	The Department expects to make (and is currently making) pervasive program changes as a result of...
	Department staff expects the various program changes which will need to be made as a result of LT...
	1. Receiving a licensing decision within a known time-frame (certainty), 2. Knowing for certain w...
	As a result of these changes, reduced delays and time spent on preparing applications (including ...
	This rulemaking will impose costs upon the Department. In addition to the opportunity cost of pro...
	Furthermore, Department staff anticipates it will need additional resources to effectively implem...
	Many Department costs are expected to be off-set somewhat by benefits accruing from improved work...
	Sanctions could be imposed if the Department fails to make timely licensing decisions by not deny...
	3) Other Entities
	The Department also expects these changes to generate costs and benefits both directly and indire...
	Political subdivision applicants (municipalities or counties) likely will incur increased costs f...
	Some long-term, indirect benefits could accrue to the general public without any anticipated cost...
	4) Employment and Related Impacts
	The expected impact of LTF upon employment, revenues, and payroll expenditures (both public and p...
	Even though the possibility does exist for cost savings in total hours spent preparing applicatio...
	Overall, this rule is expected to reduce costs and provide cost-saving benefits to many applicant...
	The Department has used considerable resources to develop, promulgate, and implement this rule. I...
	Some of these costs will be off-set by improvements and efficiency measures incorporated into the...
	E. Small Business Impacts and Reductions
	Small business is defined in statute as an independently owned and operated concern, including it...
	The Department is sensitive to the concerns of small businesses and the impact this rulemaking co...
	The Department could not provide additional regulatory relief for small businesses beyond what ha...
	F. Data Limitations
	The Department has evaluated information from commenters. In addition, applicants were contacted ...
	Other than anecdotal illustrations and comments from participants in the rulemaking process, the ...
	Table 1. Cost-Effectiveness Analysis: General Summary of Costs and Benefits
	KEY: Minimal < $250,000; Moderate $250,000 - 1,000,000; Substantial > $1,000,000.
	G. Costs and Benefits of Specific Mitigation Measures in the Rule.
	This summary was presented in October 23, 1998, notice of proposed rulemaking at §8(C) and contai...
	Mitigation contained in the proposed rule, but not specifically identified in the LTF statute, in...
	1) Pre-application and changed application agreements. These provisions were shown at R18-1-508 a...
	These provisions remained unchanged in today's rule.
	2) Reactivated and opt-in application agreements. These provisions were shown at R18-1-512 and R1...
	The opt-in agreement remains in today's rule but not the reactivation agreement. The reactivation...
	3) Suspension of time-frames pending payment of fees or receipt of applicant's signature. These p...
	These provisions are deleted from today's rule because GRRC has determined that these provisions ...
	4) Suspension of time-frames due to a changed application. This provision was shown at R18-1-515 ...
	These provisions are deleted from today's rule because GRRC has determined that these provisions ...
	5) Reassignment of license category. This provision was shown at R18-1-516 in the proposed rule a...
	This provision remains in today's rule.
	6) Application lapse, withdrawal, and lapse date extension request. These provisions were shown a...
	These provisions are deleted from today's rule because GRRC has determined that these provisions ...
	7) Emergencies and upset conditions. This provision was shown at R18-1-518 in the proposed rule a...
	The Department stated that it believed that the alternative to this provision was to extend all l...
	This provision remains substantially unchanged in today's rule except for some adjustment in the ...
	8) Notice of intent to rely on the application components as submitted. This provision was shown ...
	This provision remains essentially unchanged in today's rule.
	9) Notice of intent to rely on the license category. This provision was shown at R18-1-521 in the...
	This provision remains essentially unchanged in today's rule.
	10) Licensing time-frame periods. These provisions were shown on the license tables in the propos...
	The Department had subjected this concept and draft review times to 30 half-day informal public w...
	The 1 significant exception to this was the underground storage tank (UST) corrective action plan...
	The most significant general response given the Department during the workshops was a desire by t...
	The tables remain essentially unchanged in today's rule.

	10. A description of the changes between the proposed rules, including supplemental notices, and ...
	Table of Contents is revised as follows:
	R18-1-501. Definitions
	R18-1-502. Applicability; Effective Date
	R18-1-503. Administrative Completeness Review Time-frame Clock Operation; Administrative Deficien...
	R18-1-504. Substantive Review Time-frame Clock Operation; Requests for Additional Information
	R18-1-505. Overall Time-frame Clock Operation
	R18-1-506. Time-frame Extension Clock Operation
	R18-1-507. Ending of Time-frames Time-frame Clocks; Licensing Decisions; Lapse; Withdrawal; Notic...
	R18-1-508. Licensing Time-frames Pre-application Agreements
	R18-1-509. Licensing Time-frames Supplemental Request Agreements
	R18-1-510. Licensing Time-frames Extension Agreements
	R18-1-511. Licensing Time-frames Changed Application Agreements
	R18-1-512. Reserved Licensing Time-frames Reactivated Agreements
	R18-1-513 Licensing Time-frames Opt-in Agreements
	R18-1-514. Reserved Suspension of Time-frames Pending Payment of Fees or Receipt of Applicant's S...
	R18-1-515. Reserved Suspension of Time-frames Due to a Changed Application
	R18-1-516. Reassignment of License Category
	R18-1-517. Application Lapse and Withdrawal; Lapse Date Extension Request
	R18-1-518. Emergencies and Upset Conditions
	R18-1-519. Public Hearings; Public Meetings; Public Notice Periods
	R18-1-520. Notice of Intent to Rely on the Application Components As Submitted
	R18-1-521. Notice of Intent to Rely on the License Category
	R18-1-522. Notice of Change of Applicant's Agent for Receiving Licensing Time-frames Notices
	R18-1-523. Refunds, Fee Excusals, and Penalties
	R18-1-524. Site Inspections
	R18-1-525. Licensing Time-frames; Application Components License Tables
	Indenting of the tables is deleted. This means that the Tables are appended directly to Article 5...
	A new table is added:
	Table 6-E. Wastewater Construction Licenses Issued by the Enforcement Unit
	The titles of the following tables are revised:
	Table 7. Subdivision Sanitary Facility Construction Licenses Issued by the Phoenix Office
	Table 7-N. Subdivision Sanitary Facility Construction Licenses Issued by the Northern Regional Of...
	Table 7-S. Subdivision Sanitary Facility Construction Licenses Issued by the Southern Regional Of...
	.. .
	Table 15. ReservedThis table reserved.
	R18-1-501, “Definitions,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:

	The definition for “companion category” is added to clarify the meaning of “complex.” The definit...
	R18-1-502, “Applicability,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and understanding as follows:
	R18-1-505, “Overall Time-frame Clock Operation,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and underst...
	R18-1-506, “Time-frame Extension Clock Operation,” is revised for clarity, conciseness, and under...
	R18-1-514. Reserved Suspension of Time-frames Pending Payment of Fees or Receipt of Applicant's S...
	R18-1-515. Reserved Suspension of Time-frames Due to a Changed Application



	Table 13: Special Waste Licenses
	Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements
	Table 18: Underground Storage Tank Licenses
	Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements
	Table 20: Voluntary Program Remediation Licenses
	Subject to A.R.S. § 41-1073(A) Licensing Time-frame Requirements
	11. A summary of the principal comments and the agency response to them:
	Introduction to comments. The Department interprets a number of the following comments as request...
	During the informal public participation period of this rule making, the Department received nume...
	Although the Department received a number of comments on the proposed rule text and tables, the D...
	Comment 1. R18-1-501(1). Change this definition as follows:
	Response. The alternative word form should be added and the Department has made this change. The ...
	Comment 2. R18-1-501(2). Change this definition as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The 1st change alters the meaning of the term “applicat...
	Comment 3. R18-1-501(3). [Now deleted.] Delete this definition as unnecessary.
	Response. The Department agrees to this change. The reason the Department had included a definiti...
	Article 7.1 requires that “[a]ny public notice and hearings required by law shall fall within the...
	Comment 4. R18-1-501(3) [now deleted] and R18-1-503(A)(7). Delete this definition at R18-1-501(3)...
	Response: The Department has made several changes in today’s rule in response to this and the pre...
	The Department has also deleted the qualifier, “acceptable,” in today’s rule. The term probably d...
	In response to this comment, the Department has added a specific limitation at R18-1-503(I) on th...
	In regards to the objection to the requirement contained in R18-1-503(A)(7) that the applicant sh...
	Comment 5. R18-1-501(4). [Now deleted.] Instead of 3 separate definitions for administrative comp...
	Response. The Department has deleted these definitions. See Comment 3 above for more information.
	Comment 6. R18-1-501(4). [Was R18-1-501(6).] Change this definition as follows:
	Response. The Department has made other changes to subsection (4)(d) but, otherwise, no change to...
	Comment 7. R18-1-501(4). [Was R18-1-501(6).] The definition of “applicant response” is problemati...
	Response. The Department has modified the term, “information,” to “required information,” in subs...
	Comment 8. R18-1-501(6). [Was R18-1-501(8).] Change this definition as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department has determined that the suggested qualif...
	Comment 9. R18-1-501(9). [Was R18-1-501(10).] The definition of “complex” is not clear. The defin...
	Response. The Department has made several changes in response to this comment and agrees that ope...
	Changes made in today’s rule in response to this comment include a clarification of the definitio...
	Comment 10. R18-1-501(10). [Was R18-1-501(11).] The definition of “day” is confusing. It will be ...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department has strong reasons for using business da...
	Comment 11. R18-1-501(11)(c). [Was R18-1-501(12)(c).] Is notice to an electronic address reliable...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. This rule allows electronic notice only if specifically...
	Comment 12. R18-1-501(11) and R18-1-501(12) [was R18-1-501(12) and R18-1-501(13)]. There is an in...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule except minor clarification to R18-1-501(12) subsections ...
	In constructing these definitions, the Department started with the widely used business and legal...
	Comment 13. R18-1-501(12). [Was R18-1-501(13).] Change this definition as follows:
	Subsection (12)(d) should be deleted because R18-1-518 should also be deleted.
	Response. The Department disagrees and has not deleted subsection (12)(d) of the proposed rule. S...
	Comment 14. R18-2-501(13)(a). [Was R18-1-501(13)(a).] For an applicant’s submission to be conside...
	Response. The Department disagrees. In accordance with A.R.S. 41-1079, all prospective applicants...
	Department experience is that some degree of control must be maintained as to when the time-frame...
	Comment 15. R18-1-501(x). Add a new definition as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department has determined that the plain meaning of...
	Comment 16. R18-1-501(14). [Was R18-1-501(15). Change this definition as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department believes the proposed language is cleare...
	Comment 17. R18-1-501(14) [was R18-1-501(15)]. The term “fee excusal” should be “excused fee.”
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. “Excusal” is a plain English word as is defined in Webs...
	Comment 18. R18-1-501(17). [Now deleted.] Add a comma to the 1st sentence of this definition afte...
	Response. The Department has deleted this definition as explained in the next comment.
	Comment 19. R18-1-501(17). [Now deleted.] Delete this definition and all provisions of the rule t...
	Response. The Department has deleted this definition and all references to lapse in today’s rule ...
	The Department is aware that each agency has followed its own interpretation of Article 7.1 when ...
	Comment 20. R18-1-501(22). [Now deleted.] Change the 1st sentence of this definition as follows:
	Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in response to Comment...
	Comment 21. R18-1-501(22). [Now deleted.] The definition of “overall time-frame” misconstrues the...
	Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in response to Comment...
	Comment 22. R18-1-501(23). [Now deleted.] Change this definition, “overall time-frame clock,” to ...
	Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in response to Comment...
	Comment 23. R18-1-501(22). [was R18-1-501(26)]. This definition should not exist. “Pre-applicatio...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees with this interpretation of st...
	Comment 24. R18-1-501(25). [Was R18-1-501(28).] Add a comma to this definition before “caused” in...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule for the same reason given in the response to Comment 18.
	Comment 25. R18-1-501(33) through R18-1-501(35). [Now deleted.] Delete these definitions from thi...
	Response. The Department has deleted these 3 definitions even though it disagrees with this analy...
	These defined terms were used in the proposed rule text as follows:
	R18-1-501(34) was found used at R18-1-501(1) and R18-1-501(35).
	R18-1-501(35) was found used at R18-1-501(3).
	R18-1-501(36) was found used at R18-1-501(23).
	Comment 26. R18-1-501(29). [Was R18-1-501(36).] The definition of “substantive review” is confusi...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees that investigations are subjec...
	Comment 27. R18-1-501(29). [Was R18-1-501(36).] Change this definition as follows:
	Response. The Department has made some, but not all, suggested changes to the proposed rule. The ...
	Comment 28. R18-1-501(37). [Now deleted.] Change this definition as follows:
	Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in the response to Com...
	Comment 29. R18-1-501(37). [Now deleted.] The definition of “substantive review time-frame” impro...
	Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in the response to Com...
	Comment 30. R18-1-501(38). [Now deleted.] Change this definition to read in a manner similar to t...
	Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in the response to Com...
	Comment 31 [82]. R18-1-501(30). [Was R18-1-501(39).] Change the 1st sentence of this definition a...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule for the same reasons given in the response to Comment 5 ...
	Comment 32. R18-1-501(30). [Was R18-1-501(39).] The definition of “time-frame extension” is confu...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department understands the licensing time-frames st...
	Comment 33. R18-1-501(40). [Now deleted.] Change this definition as follows:
	Response. The Department has deleted this definition for the reasons given in the response to Com...
	Comment 34. R18-1-501(31). [Was R18-1-501(41).] The definition of “withdrawn application” referen...
	Response. Yes. The citation is corrected.
	Comment 35. R18-1-502(A). Section 502(A) sets forth the applicability of the Licensing Time-frame...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees with the above analysis. The s...
	Comment 36. R18-1-502(A)(1): This exemption applies a circular logic that has no conclusion. R18-...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. Without an application (written request to obtain a lic...
	Comment 37. R18-1-502(A)(2). This provision would appear to cover general permits that are trigge...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. Yes, all such individual licenses issued by the Departm...
	Comment 38. R18-1-502(A)(3). The statute requiring that the Department establish licensing time-f...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. One example of a license the Department issues on its o...
	Comment 39. R18-1-502(A)(4). Why is it necessary to include an exemption stating that time-frames...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. If the Department can never be late in making a licensi...
	Comment 40. R18-1-502(A)(5). It is unclear where the Department gets the authority to limit its b...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department understands its rulemaking obligations u...
	The exclusion stated above follows directly from the inevitable meaning of Article 7.1 in that (1...
	Comment 41. R18-1-502(A)(8). Why are license applications for which the applicant is not the pros...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. This comment touches on an area about which the Departm...
	There may well be 3rd-party licensees who do benefit passively from a Department approval. This m...
	This situation can also occur in the underground storage tank (UST) program and the superfund pro...
	Comment 42. R18-1-502(B). This section asserts that an application submitted under these rules wi...
	Response. The last 2 sentences are deleted. The Department agrees that state law prohibits statut...
	Comment 43. R18-1-502(B). Change the 1st sentence of this subsection as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. This is a close call but “becomes” has a more definite ...
	Comment 44. R18-11-502(C). A.R.S. § 41-1073(B) states that if statutory licensing time-frames alr...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees with this analysis. The APP ru...
	Comment 45. R18-1-503. Add “administrative deficiencies” to the section title.
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department believes that the provisions concerning ...
	Comment 46. R18-1-503(A). This section contradicts the statutory definition of administrative com...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. See Comment 4 above for discussion on this matter.
	Comment 47. R18-1-503(A). Change this subsection as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. In the stem, the Department believes the change to “[f]...
	Comment 48. R18-1-503(B). Change the stem of this subsection in the same manner as R18-1-502(A) d...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule for the same reason given in the response to Comment 47.
	Comment 49. R18-1-503(C). [Now deleted.] This section provides the Department with the authority ...
	Response. The Department has deleted this Section although the Department disagrees with this ana...
	Comment 50. R18-1-503(D). [Now deleted.] The rule proposes that an application will lapse if the ...
	Response. The Department has deleted this subsection as described in the response to Comment 19.
	Comment 51. R18-1-503(D). [Now deleted.] All provisions for lapse should be deleted from the rule.
	Response. The Department has deleted this subsection as described in the response to Comment 19.
	Comment 52. R18-1-503(D). [Now deleted.] Concerning the calculation of lapse dates, how is the la...
	Response. The Department has deleted this subsection as described in the response to Comment 19.
	Comment 53. R18-1-503(C). [Was R18-1-503(E).] When would a notice of administrative deficiencies ...
	Response. When it does not state that it is suspending the clock. This means that no grant of an ...
	Comment 54. R18-1-503(C). [Was R18-1-503(E).] Change this subsection as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees that a change from active to p...
	Comment 55. R18-1-503(D). [Was R18-1-503(F).] The failure to resume the time-frame when assessing...
	Response. The Department disagrees with this analysis. The clock does resume automatically under ...
	Comment 56. R18-1-503(E). [Was R18-1-503(G).] Same questions concerning lapse dates as expressed ...
	Response. The Department changed this provision for the reasons given in the response to Comment 19.
	Comment 57. R18-1-503(F)(1). [Was R18-1-503(H)(1).] This provision allows ADEQ to request additio...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees with this analysis. There is n...
	Comment 58. R18-1-503(G)(2). [Was R18-1-503(I)(2).] Change this subsection as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. Statute prohibits the Department from issuing by defaul...
	Comment 59. R18-1-503(H). [Was R18-1-503(J).] Delete this subsection concerning suspension and re...
	Response. The Department has deleted references to all section except for R18-1-518. In general, ...
	Comment 60. R18-1-504(A). Change this subsection as follows:
	The substantive review time-frame clock for an application begins on 1 of the following days:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. This change alters the meaning of the stem and adds unn...
	Comment 61. R18-1-504(C). [Now deleted.] What is the difference between a “request for additional...
	Response. The Department has deleted this Section although the definitions for these 2 terms have...
	Comment 62. R18-1-504(C). [Was R18-1-504(C)-(E).] This section appears to indicate that the Depar...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule except that the Department has deleted subsection (C) [a...
	Comment 63. R18-1-504(D) as proposed. Under A.R.S. §41-1075 “a request for additional information...
	Response. This subsection is deleted because its only purpose was to control the operation of lap...
	Comment 64. R18-1-504(D) as proposed. Same questions concerning lapse dates as expressed in Comme...
	Response. The Department has deleted this subsection for the reasons given in the response to Com...
	Comment 65. R18-1-504(c). [Was R18-1-504(E).] Change the 1st sentence of this subsection as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees that a change from active to p...
	Comment 66. R18-1-504(D). [Was R18-1-504(F).] This provision provides that the time clock continu...
	Response. No change in the proposed rule. The Department's response is the same as Comment 7.
	Comment 67. R18-1-504(D). [Was R18-1-504(F).] Same questions concerning lapse dates as expressed ...
	Response. The Department has deleted lapse provisions from today's rule for the reasons given in ...
	Comment 68. R18-1-504(E). [Was R18-1-504(G).] Delete this subsection concerning suspension and re...
	Response. Except for R18-1-518, references to all other sections have been deleted. In general, h...
	Comment 69. R18-1-505(B). Change this subsection as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The suggested change increases ambiguity and decreases ...
	Comment 70. R18-1-505(C)(2)(b). Change this subsection as follows:
	The actual number of days for the substantive review time-frame if the Department notifies the ap...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department believes the addition of these words unn...
	Comment 71. R18-1-505(C)(2)(c). This provision states that the duration of the overall time-frame...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The purpose of this section is to allow everyone to det...
	Comment 72. R18-1-506(A). Change “1" to “on the.”
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The proposed language follows a structure parallel to t...
	Comment 73. R18-1-506(C). This section implies that an extension of the time-frames establishes a...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule except that the Department has deleted “and 1 or more re...
	Comment 74. R18-1-506(E). Delete this subsection concerning suspension and resumptions described ...
	Response. Except for R18-1-518, references to all other sections have been deleted. In general, h...
	Comment 75. R18-1-507(A)(2). This section cannot grant the Department the authority to issue cond...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department agrees. This rule does not confer any au...
	Comment 76. R18-1-507(B). This section should also include a citation to the authority of the Dep...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The citations are referenced indirectly in the license ...
	Comment 77. R18-1-507(B). Change this subsection as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. “Department notification” is a defined term. The sugges...
	Comment 78. R18-1-507(C). The stem of this section is very confusing. It would be more readable i...
	Response. This subsection is revised. The Department's response is the same as Comment 75. Also n...
	Comment 79. R18-1-507(E). Change this subsection to delete the word “so.”
	Response. The Department has made this change and added additional words to retain the meaning of...
	Comment 80. R18-1-507(F). Why is this provision necessary (“the ending of time-frame clocks under...
	Response. This subsection is deleted for the reasons stated in Comment 3.
	Comment 81. R18-1-508(B)(2). Why must an applicant always waive its rights to the time-frames est...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. All agreements are by mutual agreement and for the bene...
	Comment 82. R18-1-508(B)(5). What is the statutory basis for requiring a fee adjustment as part o...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. Today's rule applies to all categories shown on the lic...
	Comment 83. R18-1-508(B)(3). Change this subsection as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. “Application component” is already a defined term. Incl...
	Comment 84. R18-1-508(C). Why does the pre-application agreement have to be longer than the origi...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The point of a pre-application agreement is to provide ...
	Comment 85. R18-1-508(C)(3). The 2nd sentence is confusing. It is unclear who has the 15-day revi...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The 15-day provision and the last sentence follow the p...
	Comment 86. R18-1-508(D)(2) and (3). These sections contain some vague language that makes the ru...
	Response. The Department has added the qualifier “detrimental” to the text although the Departmen...
	Comment 87. R18-1-508(D)(3). Simplify or break up the 2nd sentence into several sentences.
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. This sentence reads: “The Department shall not enter in...
	The Department has examined several alternatives to this sentence. In each, the meaning and inten...
	“[A] significant increase or change in the nature of the potential effects of the . . . .”
	“[O]n public health and safety or the environment.”
	Comment 88. R18-1-509(A). Why is “[a] request for additional time alone [] not a valid justificat...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The reason is because A.R.S. § 41-1075(A) so limits. Th...
	Comment 89. R18-1-509(B)(3). Change “suspend and resume” to “be suspended and resumed.”
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department does not believe a change from active to...
	Comment 90. R18-1-512(A). Why have a section providing for the reactivation of licensing time-fra...
	Response. This section is deleted for the reasons given in the response to Comment 19.
	Comment 91. R18-1-512(C)(3). Change the 2nd sentence of this subsection as follows:
	Response. This section is deleted for the reasons given in the response to Comment 19.
	Comment 92. R18-1-513(B)(2). Change this subsection to add a reference to R18-1-508.
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department does not see how a bare reference to R18...
	Comment 93. R18-1-513(B)(5). This provision states that a fee adjustment may be appropriate if an...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. Pending applications are not governed by today's rule n...
	Comment 94. R18-1-513(D)(3). Change this subsection in a manner similar to that expressed in Comm...
	Response. This Section is deleted for the reasons given in the response to Comment 19.
	Comment 95. R18-1-514. Is it appropriate to include in these rules provisions stating that permit...
	Response. This section is deleted in its entirety due to objections by GRRC that all suspensions ...
	Comment 96. R18-1-514(B). Same questions concerning lapse dates as expressed in Comment 52. In ad...
	Response. This section is deleted in its entirety.
	Comment 97. R18-1-515. Provision for a suspension of time-frames due to a changed application is ...
	Response. This section is deleted in its entirety. See response to Comment 95.
	Comment 98. R18-1-515(B). This section states that the Department “may” notify the applicant. Thi...
	Response. This section is deleted in its entirety.
	Comment 99. R18-1-515(B)(3). Same questions concerning lapse dates as expressed in Comment 88.
	Response. No change to the proposed rule for the reasons given in the response to Comment 52.
	Comment 100. R18-1-516(B). [Was R18-1-516(A).] Change the 1st sentence of this subsection as foll...
	If a public hearing or public meeting is requested for an application for a license that requires...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department does not believe that the suggested chan...
	Comment 101. R18-1-516(A). [Was R18-1-516(B).] There should be a requirement that the Department ...
	Response. This subsection is revised to make this change.
	Comment 102. R18-1-516(B) as proposed. Change the 1st 2 sentences of this subsection as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department does not believe the addition of the 2 c...
	Comment 103. R18-1-516(C) as proposed. Change this subsection as follows:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The suggested language changes the meaning of the provi...
	Comment 104. R18-1-517(E) as proposed. Change this subsection as follows:
	If the request is received by the Department before a lapse date, an applicant may request an ext...
	Response. This subsection is deleted.
	Comment 105. R18-1-517(F)(2) as proposed. Change this subsection in a manner similar to Comment 91.
	Response. This subsection is deleted.
	Comment 106. R18-1-517(F)(3) as proposed. In regards to the requirement that “[t]he applicant mak...
	Response. This subsection is deleted.
	Comment 107. R18-1-517(H) as proposed. This section fails to take into account the necessary comm...
	Response. This subsection is deleted.
	Comment 108. R18-1-518. Is there any case law that supports the Department’s authority to suspend...
	Response. The rule is modified to delete as a justification the lack of Department resources due ...
	The provision of the suspensions in this Rule for the matters listed is legal. If the Department ...
	The Department agrees that the legal basis is quite narrow. It must occur only for matters that a...
	Comment 109. R18-1-518(A). Change “[e]mergencies and upset conditions” to “other emergencies.”:
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. “Emergencies and upset conditions” is a term often used...
	Comment 110. R18-1-518(C). This section is without statutory authority. There is nothing in Artic...
	Response. The rule is modified as described in Comment 108. This provision is limited to categori...
	Comment 111. R18-1-520. This section anticipates that the applicant has no appealable rights unti...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees with this analysis. Today's ru...
	Comment 112. R18-1-520(A)(2). This section anticipates informational requests that are beyond the...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule except that the Department has deleted “a request for ad...
	Comment 113. Proposed R18-1-520(B). In regards to an applicant submitting a notice of intent to r...
	Response. The suspension is deleted.
	Comment 114. Proposed R18-1-520(B) and 520(B)(1). As written, this provision allows ADEQ to suspe...
	Response. The suspension is deleted. See additional discussion on these points at §§ 6(E)(3) and ...
	Comment 115. R18-1-520(B). [Was R18-1-520(C).] Delete this subsection and build the necessary tim...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. This provision is already occurring within the time-fra...
	Comment 116. R18-1-520(C). [Was R18-1-520(D).] Delete this subsection for the same reason given i...
	Response. The rule is modified for the reasons given in the response to Comment 114.
	Comment 117. R18-1-521(B). Change this subsection in a manner similar to that suggested in Commen...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule for the reasons given in the responses to Comment 47 and...
	Comment 118. R18-1-521(C). Delete this subsection for the same reason as given in Comment 115.
	Response. This subsection is modified to delete the lapse provision.
	Comment 119. Proposed R18-1-521(D). Same questions concerning lapse dates as expressed in Comment...
	Response. The subsection is deleted.
	Comment 120. R18-1-521(D). [Was R18-1-521(E).] There are no time-frames to “reset.”
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department disagrees with this comment because the ...
	Comment 121. R18-1-522(A). The cross-reference should be to 503(A)(3), not 503(A)(2).
	Response. The citation is corrected.
	Comment 122. R18-1-522(B). Change this subsection in a manner similar to that suggested in Commen...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule for the reasons given in the response to Comment 47 and ...
	Comment 123. R18-1-523. It is unclear why this section is necessary. The statute sets forth the d...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. Article 7.1 is silent on several important matters in t...
	Comment 124. R18-1-523(B)(2). This section is confusing. The sanctions provided for in statute ar...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The determination of the prospective licensee is one re...
	Comment 125. Reporting. A.R.S. §41-1078 does not preclude ADEQ from reporting compliance for thos...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department estimated that there may be in excess of...
	Comment 126. R18-1-525. Change this Section as follows:
	Response. “Time-frame clocks” is changed to “time-frames” as discussed in Comment 5. The other ch...
	Comment 127. Table 5, Groups I and II. These are for approval-to-construct (ATC) and approval-of-...
	Response. This categories are modified as shown in § 10 above. Generally, the administrative comp...
	Comment 128. Table 5, Group III [was Group V]. This covers approval of new drinking water sources...
	Response. This categories are modified as shown in § 10 above. Generally, the administrative comp...
	Comment 129. Tables 6, 6-E, 6-N, and 6-S, (categories 5-6). These categories for individual on-si...
	Response: The Department has reduced the times shown in the proposed rule for these categories to...
	Comment 130. Table 8, Group I (category 10). Monitoring waivers will require a total administrati...
	Number of POEs Number of Days
	1-10 42 business days (2 months)
	10-30 63 business days (3 months)
	30 plus 105 business days (5 months)
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. The Department expects that almost all waivers will be ...
	Comment 131. Table 8, Group III. These govern blending and monitoring plans. The total administra...
	Response. This table is revised and expanded to reflect a review time difference based on POEs wi...
	Comment 132. Tables 5 and 8. Although it is understood that some of these time periods are a wors...
	Response. These tables are modified are described above. The Department believes, however, that a...
	Comment 133. Table 10, Non-major APP modifications. With respect to APP time-frames, ADEQ has oft...
	A.R.S. § 49-201(19) includes within the category of major modifications activities that significa...
	A more reasonable time-frame would be 6 months (125 business days) to complete both administrativ...
	Response. No change to the proposed rule. Today's rule already requires the Department to enforce...
	Comment 134. Table 18. Pursuant to A.R.S. § 41-1073(B), if a statutory time-frame already exists,...
	Response: Categories 7-9 and 14-17 of the proposed rule are deleted from today's rule. The Depart...
	The Department agrees that initial overall time-frames set in rule may not exceed application rev...
	The Department, however, is deleting these categories from today's rule so that the remainder of ...
	Comment 135: Tables 18 and 20. Table 18, group III, 7-10, 14-17, and table 20, group VI, 21-24. A...
	Response: The Department disagrees and leaves the inclusion and times for these categories unchan...
	Second, the Department disagrees that the presence of an application review time in statute means...
	The Department agrees that the implementation of the licensing time-frames statute may tend to co...
	For the reasons given in the response to the preceding comment, the Department has deleted these ...
	GRRC comments made subsequent to the above comments. Comments 1 through 135 contain comments from...
	Public comments made subsequent to the above comments. After the above changes were made to the s...

	12. Any other matters prescribed by statute that are applicable to the specific agency or to any ...
	Not applicable.

	13. Incorporations by reference and their location in the rules:
	None.

	14. Was this rule previously made as an emergency rule?
	No.

	15. The full text of the rule follows:
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