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AGENDA 

Environmental Quality Conunission Meeting 

9:00 a.m. May 22, 1970 

Room 36 State Office Building, 1400 S.W. 5th, Portland, Oregon 

A. Minutes of April 24, 1970 meeting 

B. Project Plans for April 1970 

C. Harris Feedlot, Milton-Freewater, water pollution problem 

/ D. Douglas County Lumber Company, Roseburg 

E. L & H Lumber Company, Sutherlin 

F. Round Prairie Lumber Company, Dillard 

G. B & D Paving Company, Hood River 

H. Don H. Morris Company, Lincoln City 

~ I. Proposed Field Burning Schedule 

~ J. Proposed Regulations for Registration, Plan Review, Sampling and Testing 
of Air Contaminant Sources, and General Emission Standards for Particulate 
Matter 

2:00 p.m. 

K. Public Hearing regarding Proposed Emission Standards for Industrial Processes 

L. Western Farms Association, Milton-Freewater - WDP application 

M. Willamette Industries, Inc. (Duraflake) - Tax Credit Application No. T-97 



MINUTES OF TWELFTH MEETING 

of the 

Oregon Environmental Quality Commission 

May 22, 1970 

The twelfth regular meeting of the Oregon Environmental Quality 

Commission was called to order by the Chairman at 9:10 a.m., Friday, 

May 22, 1970, in Room 36, State Office Building, 1400 S. W. 5th Avenue, 

Portland, Oregon. Members present were B.A. McPhillips, Chairman, 

Edward C. Harms, Jr., George A. McMath, Herman P. Meierjurgen and Storrs S. 

Waterman. 

Participating staff members were Kenneth H. Spies, Director, E.J. 

Weathersbee, Deputy Director; Arnold B. Silver, Legal Counsel; Harold M. 

Patterson, Air Quality Control Division Director; Harold L. Sawyer, Super­

vising Engineer; James R. Sheetz and C. Kent Ashbaker, District Engineers; 

F. Glen Odell, C.A. Ayer, Harold w. McKenzie and F.A. Skirvin, Associate 

Engineers; Harold H. Burkitt, Assistant Engineer, and R. Bruce Snyder, 

Meteorologist. 

MINUTES OF APRIL 24, 1970 MEETING 

It was MOVED by Mr. Waterman, seconded by Mr. Meierjurgen iind carried 

that the minutes of the eleventh regular meeting of the Commission held on 

April 24, 1970 be approved as prepared by the Director. 

PROJECT PLANS 

It was MOVED by Mr. Meierjurgen, seconded by Mr. Waterman and carried 

that the actions taken by the staff during the month of April 1970 on the 

following 36 water pollution control and 1 air quality control projects be 

approved: 

Water Pollution Control 

Date Location Project Action 

Municipal Projects (35) 

4-2-70 Mosier Preliminary report Comm. sub. 
4-3-70 Oregon City L.I.D. #31 Prov. app. 
4-3-70 Salem Seventh Ave., S.E. project Prov. app. 
4-3-70 East Salem Sewer Parkdale No. 4 Subdivision Prov. app. 

District No. 1 sewers 

/-//Ji/~) 
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Water Pollution Control (continued) 

Date 

4-6-70 

4-8-70 
4-8-70 
4-8-70 
4-8-70 
4-9-70 
4-9-70 

4-13-70 
4-13-70 
4-13-70 

4-13-70 
4-14-70 

4-15-70 
4-15-70 

4-16-70 

4-16-70 

4-17-70 
4-20-70 
4-21-70 

4-22-70 
4-22-70 
4-22-70 
4-24-70 
4-27-70 
4-27-70 

4-27-70 
4-28-70 
4-28-70 

4-28-70 
4-29-70 
4-30-70 

Location 

Portland 

Rockaway 
Springfield 
Mult. County (E) 
The Dalles 
Oak Lodge San. D. 
Mult. County (E) 

Portland 
Winston 
Ontario 

Tualatin 
Lake Oswego 

Green San. Dist. 
Curry County 

Unified Sewerage 
Agency 
Unified Sewerage 
Agency 
Lincoln City 
Ontario 
Columbia County 

Eugene 
Pier Point Inn 
Salem 
Lake Oswego 
Lincoln City 
Unified S.ewerage 
Agency 
Salem 
Yachats 
Twin Rocks 

St. Helens 
Wallowa 
Astoria 

Industrial Projects (1) 

4-23-70 Glendale Plywood, 
Glendale 

Project 

Addenda No. 1-10 to site 
preparation plan 
Report on plant improvements 
Lindale Dr. & Down Terrace 
United Medical Lab.-sewers 
Small boat basin sewer 
Hanwood Terrace sewer 
Columbia Way Court system 
and treatment 
S.W. Montgomery Dr. sewer 
Park St. sanitary sewer 
Change Order #2 to sewage 
treatment plant 
Apache Bluff No. 5 
Spring Brook interceptor 
C0-0-4 
Sanitary sewer extension 
Comprehensive sewer and 
water study 
West Slope-Beaverton 
interceptor 
Beaverton-Rock Creek 
interceptor 
Addendum #1 to Phase 2 
L.I.D. #27 
Comprehensive sewer and 
water study 
Two sanitary sewer projects 
Sewage treat. plant revisions 
Glen Creek trunk 
L.I.D. #120 
Stage I, Dawson Development 
Aloha--Deepwell No. 2 

Park Avenue sewer 
System and treatment 
Change Orders B-10, 11, 12 
13 and 14 
Primary plant expansion 
System and treatment 
Pump station by-pass 

Plywood glue recirculation 
treatment facility 

Action 

Approved 

Comm. sub. 
Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 
Comm. sub. 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 
App. 

Prov. app .• 
App. 

Prov. app. 
Comm. sub. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Approved 
Prov. app. 
Comm. sub. 

Prov. app. 
Approved 
Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Final comments 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 



Air Quality Control 

Date Location 

4-22-70 Joseph 

HARRIS FEEDLOT, Milton-Freewater 

- 3 -

Project 

Boise Cascade Corp. Wigwam 
Waste Burner Modification 

Action 

Cond. app. 

Mr. Sheetz presented a staff report dated May 11, 1970 regarding the 

stream pollution caused by the operation of the Harris Feedlot located at 

Barrett Station near Milton-Freewater in Umatilla County. 

Mr. Archie Harris of 2009 N.E. 49th Street, Vancouver, Washington, 

operator of the feedlot was present and testified that the Archie Harris 

Corporation has been dissolved, that he no longer owns the property in 

question, that it now belongs to Sig Unander, but that he leases the 

property and operates the feedlot. 

He explained that the reason for the overflow of manure and drainage 

last January was because of the heavy snow and rain. He admitted that the 

wastes overflowed onto other private property. He denied that it had caused 

any pollution of downstream water supplies and claimed that because they are 

shallow wells they are not acceptable anyway. 

After several questions had been asked of Mr. Harris by the Commission 

members, it was MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by both Mr. McMath and Mr. 

Meierjurgen and carried that the owner and the lessee or operator be cited 

to appear at a formal hearing before the Commission at its .regularly 

scheduled meeting on June 26, 1970, to show cause why the Commission should 

not adopt an order compelling the immediate installation, in accordance 

with detailed plans and specifications to be submitted to and approved by 

the Department of Environmental Quality, of equipment, devices, structures 

or other controls which will assuredly prevent deleterious effects upon the 

ground or surface water resources from existing and potential feedlot run-off 

or associated feedlot operations, or otherwise remove the threat of run-off 

by other approved means. 
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DOUGLAS COUNTY LUMBER COMPANY, Roseburg 

Mr. Burkitt presented staff reports dated April 27 and May 8, 1970 re­

garding the problem of air pollution caused by the operations of the Douglas 

County Lumber Company plant located about 5 miles north of Roseburg. He 

recorrrrnended that an order be adopted directing the company to phase out of 

operation its two wigwam burners and to eliminate all waste burning activities 

by September 30, 1970. 

Mr. M.L. Hallmark was present to represent the company. He said they 

are proceeding to phase out the use of the wigwam burners by September or 

October, that delivery of certain necessary equipment is expected by June 15, 

but that they are still uncertain about a market for the bark and so they may 

have to store it. 

It was MOVED by Mr. McMath, seconded by Mr. Waterman and carried that 

an order be issued to the Douglas County Lumber Company directing it to 

continue to present by the first of each month progress reports, with docu­

mented evidence that the company is proceeding in good faith, and that the 

project to completely phase out of operation the two wigwam burners and to 

eliminate all waste burning activities be completed by September 30, 1970. 

L & H LUMBER COMPANY, Sutherlin 

Mr. McKenzie presented a staff report dated May 8, 1970 regarding the 

air pollution problem caused by the operations of the L & H Lumber Company 

sawmill located in Sutherlin. He also presented -photographs and Ringelrnann 

readings of the visible emissions observed by the staff during a recent 

inspection of the mill. 

Mr. Ken Forest, Sawmill Superintendent, was present to represent the 

company. He stated that 75 to 80% of the material being burned in the 

wigwam burner is wet hemlock sawdust and bark (moisture content about 70%). 

He said they initially had a 5 H.P. blower on the burner which was not 

adequate, that during the Christmas weekend in 1969 they installed a 

40 H.P. blower plus new grates, that with these changes they burned the 

fuel faster than it was produced and that in February 1970 they shut down 

the mill for more changes. He described the various operating problems that 
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they had experienced. He said that they installed over-fire blowers and 

a double screen over the top of the burner, that when operation was resumed 

it still produced too much steam and smoke, that their engineer then recom­

mended a complete change in the grate and underfire system, that they burn 

only bark and sawdust, that they have a verbal agreement with the Roseburg 

Lumber Company for purchase of the sawdust at a later date, and that they 

have spent over $9,000 in the last 4 months (prior to March 1) for improve­

ments to the wigwam burner which is 70 feet in diameter. He said further 

that the mill was being shut down on this date and he did not know when 

operations would be resurred, probably not for several months because of 

market and burner problems. 

It was MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried that an 

order be issued to the L & H Lumber Company to cease operation of its wig­

wam burner by no later than July 15, 1970 unless it has been modified in 

accordance with plans approved by the Department prior to construction, and 

thereafter operated in such a manner as to comply with then applicable 

standards; provided that an automatic variance from the above terms be 

granted until September 1, 1970 if by that date complete termination of the 

use of the burner can be accomplished by approved·alternative methods of 

disposal. 

In making the above motion Mr. Harms corrunented that he sympathizes with 

the problems of the company, but that air quality in this area cannot be 

sacrificed because of economic considerations. 

ROUND PRAIRIE LUMBER COMPANY, Dillard 

Mr. McKenzie presented a staff report dated May 8, 1970 pertaining to 

the air pollution problem of the Round Prairie Lumber Company of Dillard. 

He also showed photographs taken May 13 and 14 and presented Ringelmann 

readings of emissions observed on those dates. 

Mr. Ralph Sanstede, Manager, was present to represent the company. 

He said that since May 11 they have been removing a high percentage of 

the sawdust from their waste which has improved the efficiency of their 

wigwam burner, and that as a consequence they now have to restart the fire 

every morning. He had a photograph taken of the burner at 4:30 p.m. on 
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May 21, 1970, which showed no smoke being emitted. He claimed that in 

January he had contacted the Mill owners Construction Company for· plans 

for improving or modifying the burner but that thus far no plans had been 

received. He explained that they produce about 32 units of sawdust per 

shift, that of that amount some 6 to 8 go to the burner, and that no market 

has yet been found for the bark and so that must be burned. In response to 

a question he said they use fine saws to keep the sawdust production to a 

minimum but he claimed that requires the use of more water which in turn 

makes the waste sawdust more difficult to burn. 

Mr. Jack Clark of Mill Owners Construction Company was also present 

and said they had proposed to modify the wigwam burner so that it would 

operate within state standards. He mentioned the installation at Joseph 

which allegedly operates very satisfactorily with fuel of about 60% moisture 

content. 

It was MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by both Mr. McMath and Mr. Waterman 

and carried that an order be issued to the Round Prairie Lumber Company of 

Dillard to cease operation of, its wigwam burner by no later than July 15, 

1970 unless it has been modified in accordance with plans approved by the 

Department prior to construction, and thereafter operated in such a manner 

as to comply with then applicable standards, provided that an automatic 

variance from the above terms be granted until September 1, 1970 if by 

that date complete termination of the use of the burner can be accomplished 

by approved alternative methods of disposal. 

TUALATIN VALLEY SEWER CONNECTIONS 

The Chairman read a policy statement dated May 22, 1970 which had been 

prepared by the staff regarding sewer connections in the Tualatin Basin. A 

copy of this statement has been made a part of the Department's files in 

this matter. 

Pursuant to the order entered by the Conunission on April 24, 1970 the 

statement announced that additional sewer connections could be made im­

mediately to the Aloha, Cedar Hills, Cornelius, Forest Grove, Hillsboro 

Rock Creek, King City, Oak Hills, Sherwood, Somerset West, Sunset Valley, 

Tektronix and Tualatin sewerage systems. 
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Mr. Dan Potter, General Manager of the Unified Sewerage Agency of 

Washington CoW1ty, was present and assured the Commission that the USA 

would cooperate fully with the Conunission and Department in this matter. 

The Chairman pointed out that the April 24 order would remain in 

effect. 

It was MOVED by Mr. Waterman, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried that 

the policy statement read by the Chainnan be adopted. 

PROPOSED FIELD BURNING SCHEDULE 

Mr. Snyder in a memorandum dated May 11, 1970 had surrunarized the 

testimony presented at the April 23, 1970 hearing on Proposed Field Burning 

Schedule and also surnrnarized the staff 1 s reaction to such testimony. As a 

result of April 23 hearing certain minor changes in the proposed schedule 

were suggested by Mr. Snyder. They included modifications to Sections I(3), 

I (4)' I (5)' III 3 (b)' III 3 (c) and III (4) (e). 

Mr. Snyder also reported that since the April 23 hearing 43 letters 

from Eugene area residents and 22 letters from grain and grass seed growers 

had been received. The letters from the Eugene area residents in general 

requested an immediate reduction in the acreage burned and the growers' 

letters opposed any reduction in acreage until suitable alternative methods 

can be found. The 65 letters were then entered in the record of the hearing. 

Mr. Snyder reported further that a study of weather data for an 18-year 

period showed an average of 13 days of southwest wind with no rain during 

the field burning season. 

In a letter dated May 20, 1970 the Mayor and City Manager of the city 

of Eugene requested that copies of all field burning permits issued by the 

counties and fire districts be filed with the DEQ as a routine matter at 

the time of issuance. Mr. Silver pointed out that the Commission probably 

could not require such filing and furthermore that it might be a real 

burden. 

After further discussion of this item it was MOVED by Mr. Harms, 

seconded by both Mr. McMath and Mr. Wa~erman and carried that the staff 

develop a triplicate form to be furnished to all permit issuing agencies 

and that they be requested to submit copies to the DEQ at least weekly. 
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It was then MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried 

that subsection III(2) on page 2 of the proposed schedule be amended to 

read as follows: "On any marginal day, priorities for. burning shall 

follow those set forth in ORS 449.840, Section 2, which give perennial 

grass seed fields first priority and annual grass seed fields second 

priority. Grain fields and other burning shall not be permitted. 11 

Next it was MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. Waterman and car­

ried that the proposed field burning schedule as amended be adopted. 

A copy of the adopted schedule is attached to and made a part of 

these minutes. 

B & D PAVING COMPANY, Hood River 

Mr. Ayer read a staff report dated May 7, 1970 regarding the air 

pollution problem caused by the B & D Paving Company plant located some 

two 1ni les from the city of Hood River. 

Mr. Francis Gatchel was present to represent.the company. He claimed 

that their only water supply is from a 3/4-inch connection to the Eastside 

Water District,' s system and that because of the lack of sufficient water 

they have been unable to install an adequate scrubber system to control 

atmospheric emissions. He claimed that prevailing winds carry the emissions 

seven miles eastward to Mosier and away from the center of population. He 

blamed the Hood River County Road Department for much of the dust. He stated 

that in response to the March 30, 1970 letter from the DEQ they are in the 

process of getting bids for control equipment, that they may have to provide 

water storage, that capacity of their plant is rated at 60 tons per hour but 

normal operation is only 40 to 45 tons per hour, and that their production 

is mostly for local work (about 100 tons/day) with occasionally some for 

state highway maintenance. He said the nearest residence to their plant 

site is three-fourths of a mile east. 

Mr. Ashbaker pointed out that if they obtain sufficient water to run 

a scrubber system they will also need to provide facilities for disposal of 

the water or else recirculate it. Mr. Gatchel stated that recirculation 

would be possible. Mr. Ashbaker pointed out further that any settling ponds 

would have to be sealed. 

It was MOVED by M+. Meierjurgen, seconded by Mr. Waterman and carried 

that an order be issued to B & D Paving Company of Hood River requiring it 
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to submit by June 15, 1970 a proposal for complete control of dust emis­

sions from the plant and to achieve compliance with Subdivision 6, 

Chapter 340 Oregon Administrative Rules by July 15, 1970. 

DON H. MORRIS co. HOT MIX ASPHALT PLANT, Lincoln City 

Mr. Ayer reviewed the staff report dated May 7, 1970 regarding the 

air pollution problem caused by operations of the Don H. Morris Company 

hot mix asphalt plant located some 6 miles from Lincoln City. 

Mr. George Green, manager and plant superiritendent, was present and 

stated that they have sufficient water available and enough land area to 

provide storage and recirculation so there is no reason why they cannot 

comply with the state's regulations. 

It was MOVED by Mr. Waterman, seconded by Mr. Meierjurgen and carried 

that an order be issued to the Don H. Morris Company directing it to sub­

mit a proposal by J·une 15, 1970 for controling dust emissions from its 

plant by July 15, 1970. 

PROPOSED REGULATIONS FOR REGISTRATION, PLAN REVIEW, SAMPLING AND TESTING 
OF AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES, AND GENERAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR PARTICULATE 
MATTER 

Mr. Odell discussed the tes·timony presented at the April 24, 1970 hear­

ing regarding the above proposed regulations and standards. Referring to 

a staff memorandum dated May 12, 1970 he outlined the changes that had been 

made in the proposal considered at the April 24 hearing. These changes are 

contained in a draft dated May 4, 1970, a copy of which has been made a part 

of the Department's files in this matter. 

He than suggested the following additional changes to the proposed 

regulations: (1) In Subdivision I: Registration, I, line 4, change the 

word "January" to the word 11 March". (2) In Subdivision I add a new section 

as followS: 11 IV. Effective Date: The effective date of this Subdivision 

shall be September 1, 1970." (3) In Subdivision II: Notice of Construction 

and Approval of Plans, III 4 (a) add the sentence "Said order is to be for­

warded to the owner by certified mail." (4) In Subdivision II: Notice of 

Construction and Approval of Plans add a new section as follows: "IV. 

Effective Date: The effective date of this Subdivision shall be September 1, 

1970. 11 (5) In Subdivision III: Sampling, Testing and Measurement of Air 
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Contaminant Emissions, I(3) insert the word "specified" after the word 

"of" and ahead of the word "air". 

Mr. Mike Huddleston, Manager of the Asphalt Pavement Association of 

Oregon, was present and requested the opportunity to express the concern 

of his Association regarding the proposed regulations and standards and 

particularly the definition of "new source." He was requested to confer 

with the staff during the luncheon recess regarding this matter. 

The meeting was then recessed at 11:50 a.m. and reconvened at 2:00 p.m. 

Mr. Odell reported that after conferring with Mr. Huddleston it had 

been determined that the matter could be resolved by amending the regulations 

pertaining to hot mix asphalt plants and that such a proposal would be sub­

mitted for hearing at a future meeting of the Commission. 

It was then MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. Waterman and carried 

that the proposed Regulation for Registration, Approval of Plans, and 

Sampling and Testing of Air Contaminant Sources as considered at the public 

hearing on April 24 and with the changes as since reconunended by the staff 

be adopted. 

Next it was MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried 

that the proposed General Emission Standards for Particulate Matter as 

considered at the public hearing on April 24,1970 be adopted. 

Copies of the adopted regulations and standards are attached to and 

made a part of these minutes. 

WESTERN FARMERS ASSN., Milton-Freewater 

Mr. Sheetz read a staff memorandum dated May 22, 1970 regarding the 

application of the Western Farmers Association for a permit to discharge 

asparagus processing waste water into the Walla Walla River. 

Based on the staff's recommendation it was MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded 

by Mr. McMath and carried that the Department be authorized to notify the 

Western Farmers Association that it is the intent of the Department to deny 

the Association's application for a permit and that the Department proceed 

with such denial as provided by OAR Chapter 340, Section 45-045. 
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PUBLIC HEARING REGARDING PROPOSED EMISSION STANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES 

Proper notice having been given as required by statute and copies of the 

proposal h'aving been sent to all interested parties, a public hearing in the 

matter of adoption of proposed emission standards for industrial proces·ses 

was called to order by the Chairman at 2:15 p.m. on Friday, May 24, 1970 

in ROom 36, State Office Building, 1400 S. W. 5th Avenue, Portla·na, Oregon, 

with all Conunission members being present. 

Mr. F. Glen Odell presented the staff report dated May 11, 1970 and re­

viewed the proposed standards. He pointed out that the proposed, standards, 

if adopted, would apply to all industrial particulate emission sources other 

than fuel or refuse burning equipment, kraft pulp mills and hot mix asphalt 

plants whiCh are already covered by other specific regulations. 

Mr. Patterson entered in the record the informational report prepared 

by the staff. He also" entered letters of comment from Joseph L. Byrne of 

Harvey Aluminum Company dated May 19, 1970 and E. J. Maney, Manager of Riddle 

Operations, Hanna Nickel smelting Company, both registering objections to 

the proposed standards as wr.itten. 

Mr. Joseph L. Byrne of Harvey Aluminum Co. was the next person to testify. 

He said he had no particular conunent to make if it is the intention of the 

Corrunission to adopt special regulations for aluminum reduction plants. Later 

he stated that the aluminum plant at The Dalles could not possibly meet the 

emission standards being considered at this hearing. 

Mr. Tom Donaca then presented a written statement for the Associated 

Oregon Industries registering several ·objections to the proposed standards. 

He asked specifically that legal counsel for the Corrunission and Department 

prepare information and instructions for· maintaining confidentiality of 

information submitted by industry. 

Mr. Michael D. Roach, Director of the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution 

Authority, read his letter dated May 21, 1970 recommending adoption of the 

proposed standards. 

Mr. W.A. Aschoff, Chief Engineer for Wah Chang Albany Corporation, 

presented a written statement objecting to the standards as proposed. 
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There being no one else present who wished to make a statement it was 

MOVED by Mr. Waterman, seconded by Mr. Harms and carried that action on 

the proposed standards be delayed until the next meeting of the Conunission 

and that in the meantime the record be kept open for two weeks for receipt 

of additional information which anyone may wish to submit. 

The staff was requested to prepare written comments covering the points 

raised in the testimony presented at this hearing. 

Note: Subsequent to the hearing further objections to the proposed 

standards were received from (1) F.A. Kosciolek, Plant Manager, National 

Metallurgical Corporation by letter dated June l, 1970, (2) E.J. Maney, 

Manager of Riddle Operations, Hanna Nickel Smelting Company by letter dated 

June l, 1970, (3) W.E. Campbell, Plant Manager, Reynolds Aluminum Corporation 

by letter dated June l, 1970, (4) Joseph L. Byrne, Ha.rvey Aluminum Corporation 

by letter dated June 2, 1970, (5) William Swindells, Jr., Vice President, 

Will.amette Industries, Inc. by letter dated June 2, 1970, and (6) Vincent J. 

Tretter, Jr., Environmental Engineer, Georgia Pacific Corporation by letter 

dated June 3, 1970. 

All statements made at the hearing were recorded on tape. Copies of 

the written statements received prior to, during and subsequent to the 

hearing have been made a part of the Department's permanent files in this 

matter. 

WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES, INC. (DURAFLAKE), Albany 

At the April 24, 1970 meeting of the Commission a motion was adopted 

deferring action on application No. T-97 submitted by the Willamette 

Industries, Inc. for tax credit for air pollution control facilities instal­

led at a cost of $40,710.21. The company was requested to appea• at this 

meeting to support the claims made in its application. 

Mr. Sawyer presented the staff's report regarding this matter. Mr. 

Skirvin also su·brni tted comments. 

Mr. Max Ross was present to represent the company. He stated that the 

facilities in question had been installed strictly for pollution control 

purposes and that they had resulted in no change in production capacity. 
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It was MOVED by ~1r. Waterman, seconded by Mr. Harms and carried 

that a tax credit certificate be issued to the Willamette Industries, 

Inc. (Duraflake) at Albany pursuant to Application T-97 in the amount 

of $40, 710. 21. 

POLICY RE: TAX CREDIT FOR WIGWAM BURNERS 

It was MOVED by Mr. Waterman, seconded by Mr. Meierjurgen and carried 

that it be the policy of the Co1TUT1ission that control devices that are used 

on refuse burners, wigwam burners or incinerators and which substantially 

reduce atmospheric emissions be given serious consideration for tax credit 

on an· individual, situation by situation basis. 

There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 3:15 p.m. 

submitted, 

ff ~ 
Kenneth H. Spies, Director 
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ADOPTED May 22, 1970 

Pft8F88B~ SUMMER FIELD BURNING SCHEDULE, AS AMENDED 

This Schedule and Regulation are adopted in lieu of Sections 28-020, 
28-025, 28-030, 28-035, Chapter 34o, OAR. 

I. DEFINITIONS: As used in this regulation and schedule, 

1. "Northerly winds" means winds coming from directions in the 
northern half of the compass. 

2. "Southerly winds" means winds coming from directions in the 
southern half of the compass. 

3. "South Valley" means all fire permit issuing agencies in Benton, 
Linn, or LanA r.ounties, with the exception of the Linn County 
portion of the Stayton Rural Fire Protection District. 

4. "North Valley" means all other fire permit issuing agencies in 
the Willamette Valley. 

5. "Priority Areas~ means the following areas in the Willamette Valley: 

a) Areas in or within 3 miles of the city limits of incorporated 
cities of populations of 10,000 or greater, 

b) Areas within 1 mile of airports serving regularly scheduled 
airline flights, 

c) 'Areas within 1/4 mile of U. S. Interstate Highway 5, U. S. 
Highway 99W, u. s. Highway 99E, U. s. Highway 99, and State 
Highway 34. 

d) Areas in Lane County south of the line formed by U. s. Highway 
126 and State Highway 126. 

II. SCHEDULE OF METEOROLOGICAL CONDITIONS: 

Class of Day 

Prohibition: 

Marginal Class S: 

Marginal Class N: 

Meteorological Conditions 

Forecast of northerly winds and maximum nu.xing 
depth less than or equal to 3500 feet mean sea 
level (MSL). 

Forecast southerly winds. 

Forecast northerly winds and maximum mixing 
depth greater than 3500 feet MSL. 

III. SCHEDULE OF EXTENT AND TYPE OF BURNING: 

1. Burning Hours. Burning may begin at 9:30 a.m. PDT, and all fires 
must be out by sunset. 
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2. Priority for Burning. On any marginal day, priorities for burning 
shall follow those set forth in ORS 449.840, 
Section 2, which give perennial grass seed fields 
first priority and annual grass seed fields second 
priority. Grain fields and other burning shall not 
be permitted. 

3. Allowed Burning. 

a) Prohibition: 

Under prohibition conditions no burning shall be allowed except 
where a fuel such as propane is used such that combustion is 
essentially complete. 

b) Marginal Class S: 

North Valley: Burning in priority areas only. 

South Valley: One or more basic quotas.as authorized by the 
Department in accordance with Schedule "A" 
attached. 

Priority Areas: Location, timing, and amount of burning shall 
be determined by the local permit authority, 
provided that no field shall be burned on the 
upwind side of any city, highway, or airport 
within priority areas. No weekend burning. 

c) Marginal Class N: 

North Valley: One or more basic quotas as authorized by the 
Department in accordance with Schedule "A". 

South Valley: Burning in priority areas only. 

Priority Areas: Location, timing , and amount of burning shall 
be determined by the local permit authority, 
provided that no field shall be burned on the 
upwind side of any city, highway, or airport 
within priority areas. No weekend burning. 

4. Further Provisions. 

a) Permits shall be issued on a day-to-day basis and each permittee 
shall have a current valid written permit for that day issued 
in accordance with this schedule and regulation. · 
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b) The staff of the Department of Environmental Quality may 
authorize burning in excess of that permitted by the schedule 
where conditions in their judgment warrant it, or, by express 
written permit, burning on an experimental basis, and may also, 
or a fire district by fire district basis, issue limitations 
more restrictive than those contained in the schedule, when in 
their judgment it is necessary to attain air quality. 

c) In no instance shall the total acreage of permits issued by 
each permit issuing agency exceed that of the schedule for the 
marginal day, except as provided for 50 acre quotas as follows: 
Wh.en the established daily acreage quota is 50 acres or less, 
a permit may be issued to include all the acreage in one field 
providing that field does not exceed 100 acres and provided 
further that no other permit is issued for that day. For those 
districts with a 50 acre quota, permits for more than 50 acres 
shall not be issued on 2 consecutive days. 

d) All Willamette Valley fire permit issuing agencies not specific­
ally named in Schedule "A", shall follow a 50 acre daily 
limitation. 

e) The staff of the Department of Environmental Quality may designate 
additional areas as Priority Areas, and may adjust the basic 
acreage quotas of any permit jurisdiction, where conditions in 
their judgment warrant such action. 

IV. Sections 28-020, 28-025, 28-030, and 28-035, Chapter 340 OAR, are 
hereby repealed. 



SCHEDULE "A" 

NORTH VALLEY 

County and District Basic Acreage Qilotas for Specified Years 

Clackamas 

Monitor 

All other permit issuing agencies 

Marion 

Aumsville 

Marion #1 (Fourcorners,Brooks, 
Keizer) 

Jefferson 

St. Paul 

Silverton 

Stayton 

Sublimity 

Woodburn 

All other permit issuing agencies 

Polk 

Southeast Polk 

Southwest Polk 

Washington 

All permit issuing agencies 

Yamhill 

McMinnville 

All other permit issuing agencies 

Benton 

County jurisdiction 

Corvallis 

Monroe 

Philomath 

North Albany) 

SOUTH VALLEY 

100 

50 

100 

100 

100 

100 

225 

200 

200 

75 

50 

225 

100 

50 

75 
50 

300 

225 

275 
100 

Palestine 
) 
) 

Included in Albany Quota 

All other permit issuing agencies 50 

75 

50 

100 

75 

100 

75 
175 

150 

150 

75 

50 

175 
100 

50 

50 

250 

200 

250 

75 

50 

50 

75 
50 

75 

50 

150 

125 

125 

50 

50 

150 

75 

50 

50 

50 

150 

125 

150 

50 

50 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



SOUTH VALLEY (Cont.) 

Countol'. and District Basic Acre!!lle ~uotas for S£ecified Years 

1970 1971 1972 1973 

Lane -
Alvadore 175 150 100 0 

Coburg 150 150 100 0 

Creswell 100 75 50 0 

Junction City 425 375 225 0 

All other permit issuing agencies 50 50 50 0 

Linn 

Albany 875 775 500 0 

Brownsville 750 675 425 0 

Halsey-Shedd 1250 1100 695 0 

Harrisburg 1275 1150 725 0 

Lebanon 950 850 525 0 
Scio 225 200 125 0 

Tangent 6oo 550 350 0 

All other permit issuing agencies 50 50 50 0 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

Adopted May 22, 1970 

REGULATION FOR 
REGISTRATION, APPROVAL OF PLANS, AND SAMPLING AND TESTING 

OF AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES 

SUBDIVISION I: REGISTRATION 

I. Registration in General - The following air contaminant sources, 

not under the jurisdiction of a regional air pollution control 

authority, shall register with the Department no later than 

March 1, 1971 and annually there!).fter as required by this section: 

1. Aluminum Reduction plants 6~ Plywood, particleboard and 
2. Hot Mix Asphalt plants fiberboard plant sites 
3. Rendering plants 7. Open burning refuse disposal 
4. Kraft and sulfite pulp mills sites receiving more than 
5. Installations operating 500 tons/year of refuse 

wigwam waste burners 8. Thermal-electric power 
generating plants 

Other contaminant sources shall register with the Department when 

so requested. 

II. Registration Requirements: 

1. Registration shall be completed within 30 days following the 

mailing date of the request by the Department. 

2. Registration shall be made on forms furnished by the Department 

and completed by the owner, lessee of the source, or agent. 

3. The following information shall be reported by registrants: 

a. Name, address and nature of business. 

b. Name of local person responsible for compliance with these 
rules. 

c. Name of person authorized to receive requests for data and 
information. 

d. A description of the production processes and a related 
flow chart. 

e. A plot plan showing the location and height of all air 
contaminant sources. The plot plan shall also indicate the 
nearest residential or commercial property. 

f. Type and quantity of fuels used. 
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g. Amount, nature and duration of air contaminant emissions. 

h. Estimated efficiency of air pollution control equipment under 
present or anticipated operating conditions. 

i. Amount and method of refuse disposal. 

III. Re-Registration: 

1. Once a year upon the annual date of registration, a person 

responsible for an air contaminant source shall reaffirm in 

writing the correctness and current status of the information 

furnished to the Department. 

2. Any change in any of the factual data reported under Section 

II-3 shall be reported to the Department, at which time re­

registration may be required on forms furnished by the Depart­

ment. 

IV. 8ffective Date: The effective date of this Subdivision shall be Sept. 1, 1970. 
SUBDIVISION II: NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION AND APPROVAL OF PLANS 

I. Requirement: 

No person shall construct, install, or establish a new source of 

air contaminant emission of any class listed in Subsection II(l) 

and not under the jurisdiction of a regional air quality control 

authority without first notifying the Department in writing. 

II. Scope: 

1. This regulation shall apply to the following classes of sources 

of air contaminant emissions: 

a. Air pollution control equipment 

b. Fuel burning equipment rated at 400,000 BTU per hour or 
greater 

c. Refuse burning equipment rated at 50 pounds per hour or 
greater 

d. Open burning operations 

e. Process equipment havinc; emissions to the atmosphere. 

2. New construction, installation or establishment includes: 

a. Addition to or enlargement or replacement of an air contam­
ination source,. 

b. A major alteration or modification of an air contamination 
source that may significantly affect the emission of air 
contamination. 

c. A significant increase in process capacity. 
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III. Procedure: 

1. Notice of Construction 

Any person intending to construct, install, or establish a new 

source of air contaminant emissions of a class listed in Sub­

section II(l) shall notify the Department in writing on a form 

supplied by the Department. 

2. Submission of Plans and Specifications 

The Department may within 30 days of receipt of a Notice of 

Construction require the submission of plans and specifications 

for air pollution control equipment and facilities and their 

relationship to the production process. The following information 

may also be required. 

a. Name, address and nature of business. 

b. Name of local person responsible for compliance with these 
rules. 

c. Name of person authorized to receive requests for data and 
information. 

d. A description of the production processes and a related flow 
chart. 

e. A plot plan showing the location and height of all air 
contaminant sources. The plot plan shall also indicate 
the nearest residential or commercial property. 

f. Type and quantity of fuels used. 

g. Amount, nature and duration of air contaminant emissions. 

h. Estimated efficiency of air pollution control equipment under 
present or anticipated operating conditions. 

i. Amount and method of refuse disposal. 

The Department may require corrections and revisions to the plans 

and specifications to insure compliance with applicable rules, 

orders and statutes. 

3. Notice of Approval 

a. The Department shall upon determining that the proposed 
construction is in the opinion of the Department in accordance 
with the provisions of applicable rules, order, and statutes, 
notify the person concerned that construction may proceed. 

b. A Notice of Approval to proceed with construction shall not 
relieve the owner of the obligation of complying with 
applicable emission standards and orders. 
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4. Order Prohibiting Construction 

a) If within 60 days of receipt of the items set forth in 

Subsection III (2) the Environmental Quality Commission 

determines that the proposed construction is not in 

accordance with applicable statutes, rules, regulations 

and orders, it shall issue an order prohibiting the construction, 
installation or establishment of the air contamination source. Said 

order is to be forwarded to the owner by certified mail. 

b) Failure to issue such order within the time prescribed 

herein shall be considered a determination that the pro­

posed construction, installation, or establishment may 

proceed, provided that it is in accordance with plans, 

specifications, and any corrections or revisions thereto, 

or other information, if any, previously submitted, and 

provided further that it shall not relieve the owner of 

the obligation of complying with applicable emission 

standards and orders. 

5. Hearing 

Pursuant to law, a person against whom an order prohibiting 

construction is directed may within 20 days from the date of 

mailing of the order, demand a hearing. The demand shall be 

in writing, state the grounds for hearing, and be mailed to 

the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality. The 

hearing shall be conducted pursuant to the applicable provisions 

of ORS Chapter 183. 

6. Notice of Completion 

Within thirty (30) days after any person has constructed an 

air contamination source as defined under Subsection II(l), he 

shall so report in writing on a form furnished by the Depart­

ment, stating the date of completion of construction and the 

date the source was or will be put in operation. 

IV. Effective Date: 

The effective date of this Subdivi.sion shall be September 1, 1970. 
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SUBDIVISION III: SAMPLING, TESTING AND MEASUREMENT OF AIR CONTAMINANT EMISSIONS 

I. Program: 

As part of its coordinated program of air quality control and preventing 

and abating air pollution, the Department of Environmental Quality may: 

1) Require any person responsible for emissions of air contaminants 

to make or have made tests to determine the type, quantity, quality, 

and duration of the emissions from any air contamination source. 

2) Require full reporting of all test procedures and results furnished 

to the Department in writing and signed by the person or persons 

responsible for conducting the tests. 

3) Require continual monitoring of specified air contaminant emissions and 

periodic regular reporting of the results of such monitoring. 

II. Methods: 

1. Any sampling, testing or measurement performed under this regulation 

shall conform to methods on file at the Department of Environmental 

Quality or to recognized applicable standard methods approved in 

advance by the Department. 

2. The Department may approve any alternative method of sampling provided 

it finds that the proposed method is satisfactory and complies with 

the intent of these regulations and is at least equivalent to the 

uniform recognized procedures in objectivity and reliability, and 

is demonstrated to be reproducible, selective, sensitive, accurate 

and applicable to the program. 

III. Department Testing: 

The Department, instead of requesting tests and sampling of emis.sions 

from the person responsible for an air contamination source, may conduct 

such tests alone or in conjunction with said person. If the testing or 

sampling is performed by the Department, a copy of the results shall 

be provided to the person responsible for the air contamination source. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENV.IRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

May 4, 1970 

ADOPTED May 22, 1970 

GENERAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR PARTICULATE MATTER 

I. Definitions: 

1. "Existing source" means any air contaminant source in existence 

prior to June 1, 1970. 

2. "Fuel burning equipment" means. equipment, other than internal 

combustion engines, the principal purpose of which is to produce 

heat or power by indirei:t heat transfer. 

3. "New source" means a:ny air contaminant eource installed, constructed, 

or modified after June 1, 1970. 

4. "Opacity" means the degree to which an emission reduces trans­

mission·. of light and obscures the view of an object in the 

background. 

5. "Particulate matter" means any matter, except uncombined water, 

which exists as a liquid or solid at standard conditions. 

6. "Refuse" means unwanted matter. 

7. "Refuse burning equipment" means a device designed to reduce the 

volume of solid, liquid, or gaseous refuse by combustion. 

8. "Ringelmann Smoke Chart" means the Ringelmann Smoke Chart with 

instructions for use as published in May, 1967, by the U. s. 
Dept. of Interior, Bureau of Mines. 

9. "Standard conditions" means a temperature of 6o° Fahrenheit 

and a pressure of 14.7 pounds per square inch absolute. 

10. "Standard cubic foot" means the amount of gas that would occupy 

a volume of one cubic foot, if the gas were free of uncombined 

water at standard conditions. When applied to combustion flue 

gases from fuel or refuse burning, "Standard cubic foot" also 

implies adjustment of gas volume to that which would result at 

a concentration of 12% carbon dioxide or 50% excess air. 
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II. Special Control Areas: 

The following areas of the State are established as Special Control 

Areas, and are deemed applicable to these Regulations and to Emission 

Standards for Industrial Processes. 

a) Willamette Valley, defined as all areas within counties of the 
State under the jurisdiction of a regional air pollution control 
authority as of June 1, 1970, including: 

1) The Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority, which includes 
the counties of Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and Washington, 

2) The Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority, which includes 
the counties of Benton, Linn, Marion, Polk and Yamhilll. 

3) Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority, which includes Lane 
County. 

b) Umpqua Basin, defined as the area bounded by the following line: 

Beginning at the SW corner of Sec. 2, Tl9S, R9W., on the Douglas­
Lane County lines and extending due South to the SW corner of 
Sec. 14, T32S., R9W, on the Douglas-Curry County lines; thence 
Easterly on the Douglas-Curry and Douglas-Josephine County lines 
to the intersection of the Douglas, Josephine and Jackson County 
lines; thence Easterly on the Douglas-Jackson County line to 
the intersection of the Umpqua National Forest boundary on the 
NW corner of Sec. 32, T32S, R3W, thence Northerly on the Umpqua 
National Forest boundary to the NE corner of Sec. 36, T25S, 
R2W, thence West to the NW corner of Sec. 36, T25S, R4W, thence 
North to the Douglas-Lane County line, thence Westerly on the 
Douglas-Lane County line to the starting point. 

c) Rogue Basin, defined as the area bounded by the following line: 

Beginning at the NE corner of T32S, R2E, W.M.; thence South along 
Range line 2 E to the SE corner of T39S, R2E; thence West along 
Township line 39S to the NE corner of T4os, R7W; thence South 
to the SE corner of T40S, R7W; thence West to the SE corner of 
T4os, R9W; thence North on Range line 9W to the NE corner of 
T39S, R9W; thence East to the NE corner of T39S, R8W; thence 
North on Range line 8W to the SE corner of Sec. 1, T33s, R8W 
on the Josephine-Douglas County line; thence East on the Josephine­
Douglas and Jackson-Douglas County lines to the NE corner of 
T32S, Rl W; thence East along township line 32S to the NE corner 
of T32S, R2E to the point of beginning. 

d) Within incorporated cities having a population of four thousand 
(4ooo) or more, and within three (3) miles of the corporate limits 
of any such city. 
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III. Visible Air Contaminant Limitations: 

1. Existing Sources Outside Special Control Areas: 

No person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit the emission 

of any air contaminant into the atmosphere from any existing 

air contaminant source located outside a Special Control Area 

for a period or periods aggregating more than 3 minutes in any 

one hour which is: 

al As dark or darker in shade as that designated as No. 2 on the 

Ringelmann Chart, or 

b) Equal to or greater than 4o% opacity. 

2. New Sources in All Areas and Existing Sources Within Special 
Control Areas: 

No person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit the emission of 

any air contaminant into the atmosphere from any new air contam­

inant source, or from any existing source within a Special Control 

Area, for a period or periods aggregating more than 3 minutes in 

any one hour which is: 

a) As dark or darker in shade as that designated as No. 1 on the 

Ringelmann Chart, or 

b) Equal to or greater than 20% opacity. 

3. Exceptions to III(l) and III(2): 

a) Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason for 

failure of any emission to meet the requirements of Sections 

III(l) and III(2), such sections shall not apply. 

b) Existing fuel burning equipment utilizing wood wastes and 

located within Special Control Areas shall comply with the 

emission limitations of Subsection III(l) in lieu of Sub­

section III(2). 

IV. Fuel Burning Equipment Limitations: 

No person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit the emission of partic­

ulate matter, from any fuel burning equipment in excess of: 

a) 0.2 grain per standard cubic foot for existing sources; or 

b) 0.1 grain per standard cubic foot for new sources. 
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V. Refuse Burning Equipment Limitatiolll>: 

No person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit the emission of 

particulate matter from any refuse burning equipment in excess of: 

a) For equipment designed to burn 200 pounds of refuse per hour 

or less, 0.3 grain per standard cubic foot; or 

b) For equipment designed to burn more than 200 pounds of refuse 

per hour, 

1) 0.2 grain per standard cubic foot for existing sources, or 

2) 0.1 grain per standard cubic foot for new sources. 

VI. Section 21-011, Smoke Discharge, OAR Chapter 34o, is repealed. 



Table 3 

PROJECT PLANS 

During the month of April, 1970, the following project plans and specifica­
tions and/or reports were reviewed by the staff. The disposition of each 
project is shown, pending ratification by the Environmental Quality Commission. 

Date .-- Location Project 

Municipal Projects (35) 

4-2-70 

4-3-70 

4-3-70 

4-3-70 

4-6-70 

4-8-70 

4-8-70 

4-8-70 

4-8-70 

4-9-70 

4-9-70 

4-13-70 

4-13-70 

4-13-70 

4-13-70 

4-14-70 

4-15-70 

Mosier 

Oregon City 

Salem 

East Salem Sewer 
District No. l 

Portland 

Rockaway 

Springfield 

Preliminary report 

L.I.D. #31 

Seventh Ave., S.E. project 

Parkdale No. 4 SUbdivision 
sewers 

Addenda No. 1-10 to site 
preparation plan 

Report on plant improvements 

Lindale Dr. & Down Terrace 

Multnomah County (E) United Medical Lab.-sewers 

The Dalles Small boat basin sewer 

Oak Lodge San. D. Hanv.Jood Terra:ce sewer 

Multnomah County (E) Columbia Way Court system 
and treatment 

Portland 

Winston 

Ontario 

Tualatin 

Lake Oswego 

Green San. Dist. 

s.w. Montgomery Dr. sewer 

Park St. sanitary sewer 

Change Order #2 to sewage 
treatment plant 

Apache Bluff No. 5 

Spring Brook interceptor 
C0-0-4 

Sanitary sewer extension 

Action 

Comments submitted 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Approved 

Comments subri~tted 

Prov. approval 

Prov. apprf'.'Val 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 
• 

Comments submitted 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Approved 

Prov. approval 

Approved 

Prov. approval 



Table 3 (Cont.) 

Date 

4-15-70 

4-16-70 

4-16-70 

4-17-70 

4-20-70 

4-21-70 

4-22-70 

4-22-70 

4-22-70 

4-24-70 

4-27-70 

4-27-70 

4-27-70 

4-28-70 

4-28-70 

4-29-70 

4-30-70 

Location 

Curry County 

Unified Sewerage· 
Agency 

Unified Sewerage 
Agency 

Lincoln City 

Ontario 

Columbia County 

Eugene 

Pier Point Inn 

Salem 

Lake Oswego 

Lincoln City 

Unified Sewerage 
Agency 

Salem 

Yachats 

Twin Rocks 

St. Helens 

Wallowa 

Astoria 

'· Industrial Projects (1) 

4-23-70 Glendale Plywood, 
Glendale 

Project 

Comprehensive sewer and 
water study 

West Slope-Beaverton 
interceptor 

Beaverton-Rock Creek 
interceptor 

Addendum #1 to Phase 2 

L.I.D. #27 

Comprehensive sewer and 
water study 

Two sanitary sewer projects 

Sewage treat. plant revisions 

Glen Creek trunk 

L.I.D. #120 

Stage I, Dawson Development 

Aloha--Deepwe.11 No. 2 

Park Avenue sewer 

System and treatment 

Change Orders B-10, 11, 12, 
13 and 14 

Primary plant expansion 

System and treatment 

Pump station by-pass 

Plywood glue recirculation 
treatment facility 

Action 

Comments submitted 

Prov. ·approval 

Prov. approval 

Approved 

Prov. approval 

Comments submitted 

Prov. approval 

Approved 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 
• 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Final comments 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 
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PROJECT PLANS AND REPORTS 

The following project pJ.ru1s or reports were received and processed 

by the Air Quality Control Division staff durj_ng the month of April 1970: 

Date Location 

22 Joseph 

Project 

Boise Cascade Corp. 
Wigwam Waste Burner 
Modification 

Action 

Conditional 
Approval 



TO : MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs s. Waterman 

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

E. c. Harms, Member 
George A. McMath, Member 

DATE May 8, 1970 for the May 22, 1970 Meeting 

SUBJECT: STATUS REPORT, OOUGLAS COUNTY LUMBER COMPANY, WINCHESTER 

Attached is a status report prepared by the staff dated April 27, 1970. 
In view of the status report and recommendations, Douglas County Lumber 
Company was advised by the staff by letter dated April 28, 1970, also attached, 
of the intended actions of the Department and was requested to reply by 
May 15, 1970. 

On May 4, 1970, in a letter to the Department, also attached, Mr. Hallmark 
forwarded the requested progress report which informed the staff that both 
wigwam waste burners would be phased out by September or October 1970, and 
furthermore, that they would then be torn down. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Since the company has now responded by furnishing the Department staff 
with the requested progress report, it is recommended that the Environmental 
Quality Commission issue an order to Douglas County Lumber Company "to continue 
to present progress reports, with documented evidence that the company is pro­
ceeding in good faith, by the 1st of each month, and that the project to com­
pletely phase' out the two wigwam waste burners and to eliminate all waste 
burning activities be completed by September 30, 197011 • 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

KENNETH H. SPIES 
Dire·ctor 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
COMMISSION 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

EDWARD C. HARMS, JR. 
Springfield 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIT"I( 

STATE OFFICE BUILDING • 1400 S.W. 5th AVENUE • PORTLAND, OREGON • 97201 

Douglas County Lwnber Company 
Post Office Box 1306 
Roseburg, Oregon 97470 

May 8, 1970 

HERMANP.MEIERJURGEN Attention: Mr. M.L. Hallmark 
Nehalem 

STORRS S. WATERMAN 
Portland 

GEORGE A. McMATH 
Portland 

President 

Gentlemen: 

We are in receipt of your status report dated May 4, 1970, on the 
progress and documentation of your program to eliminate your wigwam 
burners by September 1970. 

This is to notify you that your phase-out date for both wigwam waste 
burners of September 1970, in accordance with the attached letter, 
will be presented to the Commission for acceptance at the meeting 
on May 22, 1970, at 10:00 a.m. in Room 36 of the State Office Building 
located at 1400 S.W. 5th Avenue, Portland, Oregon. 

It is possible that the Commission may desire to ask some questions 
concernin9 your present schedule sine~ a hearing had been authoriz.?d. 
Therefore, it is requested that a representative of your company be 
present to respond to any questions from the Commission. 

HHB:vt 

cc Mr. Leo Baton 
Medford District 

cc Environmental Quality 
Conunissi·on Members 

Harold Ivl. Patterson, Director 
Air Quality Control Division 
Department of Environmental 
Quality 



May 4, 1970 

Department of Environ.~ental Quality 
St.o.t c O:::.'f:1.. '::J ~ ui.l,:~~.~;; 

1400 s. W, Sth Avenue 
Pol:'tland, Oregon 97201 

Attention: YJI', Patterson 

Dear Hr. Patterson, 

At your request we enclose copi.es of purchsse orders in connection i-tlth 
the plan to elinine.te our wigwam burners, You will note that the large 
items cover the chip handling system which will be nore than double in 
capacity. ~~h.i3 equi:;:::icnt is to be fur11ishcd b:r ;u:c11sr BlO"'.·rer ;:.,._ Pipe Cc;-i;p£:!i)re 

OthGr ma,jor i terns inc li:de a large chipper purch'1sed from Slack Clawson- ~'wnwr. 
The large chipper is rer.:nired so that all u:lde sl;:ibs can te chipped. You 
lrill nlso note th:1t 1.:e hDvc pi.::.rch~~s8d a J..?1'2e Jeffre;y· :.-Ooct ("':1.. BP..rk Ffo.g_, 
a Jeffrey Conyeyor, ~.cd ntur:e:cous rnotors aJ.1ci a n&":·,r a~ce bin6 1\lso it ";-;ill 
be neccse.;J.7 to p11rch.:tse sorne ;idd.i.. tion-?.1 bi·::1s, but we are 1'7ei tin:; lU1til" 
after so:;;.e pending auctio11s to s 1:;e if we can rr1ake an b.dv-antc.geous pui-·chaue. 

We also enclose a general plan shoJTlng the new installation of equipment. 
It is not pr<:ctics.l and I feel sure you do not cei·e for the actu.d plms, 
"Ile .nre cor.rrr2nci11~ no1,.,~ i;.ri th tf1e rx:,urir1g of found.ntior1s for the bj_ns end 

·will ende2vor to h~<YG all foundaticns poured before o:rrj_yal of the equipment, 
ThcYe hc:s been a cl<:~!-D;l in the chipper delivery 1-:hich is no1·1 estin12.ted to 
be about the :"idciJ.e of June, 

It is j_::;:_-·D::r:;i~)lo tc ~ ·"'-~/ e::>:.~ctl~r i;-:}1en t'.-Jis Bcp.ii!'.r:ient ..,~-1.11 t.e in cp:::rr:.tio11 
r..r ... -i th:; ~·:~1·.~~~-:~~c 3 e lj ::::Lr: c.. tncl b~:. t i ·~ :::_: r;~::_cJ_:~:-3:._~:L ~· ~~--=· ,._ ~ ·_ J:. ___ t::.::__;2_5·:-: t:..:~-, :_-.,:·.}-::.___ o~ 

· Oc_~ber t)1e c.e~ .. 1 eqttipmertt 1.;4l be in ope1~ation ,~-t<l t.ne ~l}X'ners phased 
, .QUte C::.::,c _!-_b_~t :. ccuJ_.f!:}Gnt i0 in~3:tsJ.J.cd ·~-'-~,:~r~ 1rj~J.1. bo r;o c::r .. ;:ect.ion :.:.t 
all rrith ~r~~---k~-1:~5'.£.f~- z~nd i)181f 1;ri.l:L be l~c::~s1 clo\-:n. 'i!1Dro i-rill aboolutel.,v 
Pe no burrUn.::: on these pre;;Liscse t-:e hc~~e the foregoing explanc.ticn is 
satisfactory, 

Very truly yours, 

DOUGLAS COUNTY LU/.113:it. COcIPANY 

//?zj~:cfcc:L« .:L'~ 
M. L, llallmark · ----i 
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April 28, 1970 

Douglas County Lumber Company: 
P. O. Box 1306 
Roseburg, Oregon 97470 

Attn: Mr. M. L. Hallmark, President 

Gentlemen: 

The hearing as authorized.by the Commission on July 14, 1969, 
·was held in abeyance because of your letter, dated September 3, 
1969, which, in effect outlined a program to eliminate all burning 
on the premises and to furnish the Department with progress reports 
and documents of proof that the company was proceeding in "good 
faith". In accepting the additional conditions of Mr. A. B. Sllver's 
letter, dated September 10, 1969, you obligated the company to begin 
reporting on a monthly basis. 

The above summarizes in brief what you were committed to comply with 
and to date the Department has received the following: 

.1. Progress report, dated September 29, 1969 for the month 
of September. • 

2. Progress report, dated October 31, 1969 for the month of 
October. 

3. Progress report, dated December 4, 1969 for the month of 
November. 

4. Progress report, elated February 3, 1970 for the month of 
January. 

These reports have contai::1'.3d no documentation to indicate thf'.-t 
your_ corr1par1y is, in fact, proceedin.3 i~l [;ood. faith, nor have any 
plans been received for the staff to evaluate. Also, your reports 
have not been submitted on the tirr.ely basis as agreed, ti1e l,.;:i of 
each month. Progress reports for December 1969, February and 
March of 1970 have not been received. 
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Douglas County Lumber Co •. 
April 28, 1970 
Page 2 

Because of these facts, it is my duty to inform you that the 
Department will proceed with the abatement hearing against 
Douglas County Lumber Company if a complete report, with copies 
of purchase orders, time schedules, delivery schedules, and 
approved copies of all sets of plans by an engineer are not 
received by this office by May 15, 1970. 

Your immediate cooperation regarding this matter will be most 
appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 

H;.M. Patterson, Director 
. Air Quality Control Division 

lll-!P: HHB: h 

cc: Leo Baton 

• 



TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs S. Waterman, Member 

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION STAFF 

DATE April 27, 1970 

E. C. Harms, Jr., Member 
George A. McMath, Member 

SUBJECT: STATUS REPORT, DOUGLAS COUNTY LUMBER COMPANY, WINCHESTER 

BACKGROUND 

Douglas County Lumber Co. operates a sawmill, planing mill, and veneer 
plant west of the Interstate Freeway approximately five miles north of 
the Roseburg city limits. Sources of emissions are two wigwam waste 
burners, a boiler plant, and an open burning dump immediately north of 
the plant. 

Complaints from residents with homes along the Umpqua River from JI+ to /(, 
mile southwest of the operation concerning smoke and fallout of burned 
and unburned particles date from August 1963. On August 10, 1965, a 
petition bearing 75 signatures was received and on December 14, 1965, 
another petition bearing 66 names was received. 

On June 29, 1966, the problem was brought to the attention of the Members 
of the State Sanitary Authority. The staff report of that date stated 
that staff activity had included 12 plant surveys and interviews with 
personnel in responsible charge, that 10 letters had been written to 
Douglas County Lumber Co. and that 6 replies had been received. It also 
stated that nothing had been done by the company to achieve compliance 
with the .original wigwam burner regulation. 

After considerable discussion, Sanitary Authority action was then to 
accept the proposal of Mr. M. L. Hallmark, President, Douglas County 
Lumber Co. to hire a consulting engineer to cause a study to be made and 
to provide a copy of the engineering report to the Authority. However, 
Mr. Hallmark stated that he might not necessarily agree with the engineer's 
findings, but that if he considered them reasonable and economical, he 
would follow them. 

At the next meeting of the Authority on September 13, 1966, Mr. Hallmark 
reported that he had just that day received the report from the engineers 
and that he had not had an opportunity to study it. 

In subsequent staff surveys it was determined that the engineering firm 
had provided recommendations only concerning the wigwam burners and that 
over a considerable period of time a portion of these recommendations were 
put into practice, utilizing the project to provide "fill-in" work for 
the plant maintenance personnel. 
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The staff was advised by Mr. Hallmark that the problem of black smoke 
emissions from the boiler stack was expected to be corrected by the 
installation of a variable speed motor on the fuel conveyor system which 
had been ordered and was on hand. On subsequent visits it was determined 
that it had not been installed, and in fact the plant superintendent was 
completely unaware of such a project. 

The staff was at ·one time informed that the practice of open burning on 
"Mt. Hallmark", immediately north of the plant, had been ordered terminated; 
however the practice has since been observed to continue with almost no 
interruption. 

Because of the above facts which were presented at the Commission Hearing 
in Roseburg on July 25, 1969, it was moved and seconded "that a hearing 
be scheduled before a Hearings Officer whereby the Company will be required 
to appear and show cause why the use of its wigwam waste burners and the 
practice of open burning should not be terminated". The letter from 
Mr. Kenneth H. Spies, dated August 1, 1969, to Mr. M. L. Hallmark confirmed 
this action and informed the company that 15 days notice would be given in 
advance of the heari~g. 

Mr. Hallmark then responded to this action on September 3, 1969 with a 
letter outlining a new approach to the company air pollution problems. 
This was agreeable to the Department Staff and the letter from Mr. Arnold B. 
Silver dated September 10, 1969, accepted the company's proposals, and 
therefore, the scheduled hearing was held in abeyance. 

Since that time the Department has received only four (4) progress reports 
which, in text, state that a 7811 chipper has been purchased from Black 
Clawson, Inc. for delivery by May 31, 1970, that all work is progressing 
satisfactorily, and that Mr. Floyd Crenshaw has been retained as a consultant. 
Investigation by the staff would indicate that Mr. Crenshaw is not a registered 
engineer and a telephone call to the company revealed that he is not employed 
by the company in any capacity. 

CURRENT STATUS 

The sawmill was destroyed by fire in 1968. As a part of its reconstruction, 
the bark grinder was eliminated so that bark is now delivered to the burner 
in larger pieces. A steel contractor is reported to have done some work 
on the south burner, but no appreciable reduction in emissions have been 
observed as a result. 

The boiler plant has been converted to natural gas and is now apparently 
no longer in violation of smoke discharge regulations. 

Observations by the staff and District Engineer indicate that the open 
burning practices have been terminated to date. 
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The monthly status reports, copies of purchase orders, and formal plans 
have not been submitted by the company to the Department for review. 
Status reports were received for September, October, November and January, 
but were incomplete in that no finalized plans were submitted for review. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Since the company has failed to show good faith in complying with the 
terms stated in the letters dated September 3 and 10, 1969, it is 
recommended that the order for the hearing, as authorized by the Commission 
on July 14, 1969, be initiated and that the company be required to show 
cause why the use of its wigwam waste burners should not be terminated. 



DOUGLAS COUNTY LUMBER RESUME' (As of 13 April 1970) 

Complaints date from August 7, 1963. 

Reports before Commission: 

Aug. 26, 1965 - Report and petition with 74 signatures (HMP) 

Dec. 17, 1965 - Report and petition with 66 signatures (HMP) 

Feb. 17, 1966·- Report to Commission II 

June 29, 1966 - Detailed reports to Commission 

Sept.13, 1966 - Progress report with promise to start 

.11 and Hallmark 

engineering ft It II 

July 25, 1969 - Status report AQC Staff 

Progress and/or situation reports from Douglas County Lumber - 21 letters. 

Sept. 3, 1963 - Re open burning - has been discontinued (Hallmark) 

June 15, 1964 - Changing operators, testing and boiler 
operations 

Sept.18, 1964.- Situation report - lack of chip cars 

Aug. 17, 1965 - Petition advise, blowers on WWB. 

Sept.20, 1965 - Complaint, Reduction of fallout, unfair 

Nov. 8, 1965 - Progress report on smoke and fallout 
reduction 

Sept.12, 1966 - CH2M (c4305.o) Report 

Oct, 17, 1966 - Reason for delay - Hallmark in East 

Oct. 25, 1966 - CH2M (c4305.o) Delay due to business 

Nov. 2, 

Dec. 14, 

1966 - Re: CH2M survey by Reeder 

1966 - Cover letter with detailed CH2M report 
and recommendations 

Jan. 6, 1967 - Report that CH2M recommendations are 
underway 

Feb. 3, 1967 - Progress report 

Mar. 16, 1967- Progress report 

May 26, 1967- Progress report 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

(Evanson) 

(Hanks) 

(Evanson) 

(Hanks) 

(Hanks) 

(Hanks) 

II 

II 

" 
June 17, 1968- Mill destroyed by fire-Medford Mail Tribune 

Sept. 3, 1969- Progress report and proposed plans (Hallmark) 

Sept.29, 1969- Progress report and reson for some delay II 

Oct. 31, 1969- Progress report and management disagreement 11 

Dec. 4, 1969 -Progress report, purchase of chipper 
and retain. consultant 

Feb. 3, 1970- Progress report, Del. of equip. May 31,70 

II 

II 

Correspondence with Douglas County Lumber Company from DEQ = 25 letters 
Investigations, observations, consultations = 37 



2.0 HISTORY 

DOUGLAS COUNTY LUMBER COMPANY 

April 14, 1970 

In chronological order, the following is a brief of the records 
concerning air pollution generated by Douglas County Lumber Company. 

August 7, 1963. Memo from Ken Spies to R. Hatchard referring to complaint· 
from John Amacher, a resident of Winchester, about sawdust, 
cinders and fly-ash from Douglas County Lumber Company. 

August 13, 1963. Memo from R. R. Ott to R. E. Hatchard regarding a 
staff investigation and survey on August 9, 1963 of the open 
burning activities of Douglas County Lumber Company. R. R. Ott 
informed Mr. A. H. Jewell, the office manager, that these 
activities were a nuisance and in violation of OAR 22-011(3) 
based on Chapter 449.765 ORS. A copy of these rules were 
furnished the company for their information. 

August 14, 1963. Letter from the State Sanitary Authority to 
Mr. M. L. Hallmark, Plant Manager of Douglas County Lumber Co., 
referring to the complaint and the staff investigation of 
August 9, 1963, and requesting a response as to the measures 
the company planned to take to eliminate this source of pollution 
by September 6, 1963. 

September 3, 1963, Letter from Mr. M. L. Hallmark of the Douglas County 
Lumber Company to the Oregon State Sanitary Authority referring 
to the fact that no open burning had taken place in recent weeks 
and that plans call for no open burning in the future. 

April 16, 1964. Letter from Avery W. Thompson, District Attorney, 
Douglas County, to Dr. Richard H. Wilcox, State Health Officer, 
and Director of the State Board of Health, concerning a complaint 
regarding Douglas County Lumber Company as an air pollution source. 

April 21, 1964. Letter from Dr. Wilcox to Mr. Thompson stating that 
Mr. T. M. Gerow, Southern Oregon District Engineer, would be in 
Douglas County shortly to investigate whether or not the company 
was in violation of State air pollution control laws and would 
be in contact with him regarding this situation. Also reference 
was made to the staff investigation of August 9, 1963 which was 
made in response to the complaint of August 7, 1963 and that the 
letter from the company, dated September 3, indicated that no 
more open burning would. take place. 

April 29, 1964. Memo from T. M. Gerow to H. M. Patterson referring 
to the conference held with Mr. Hallmark of Douglas County 
Lumber Company on 23 April 1964 regarding the complaint received 
through the District Attorney's office. Mr. Gerow and Mr. Hallmark 
discussed the problem of not enough chip cars and consequently 
chips were piled and burned creating a considerable amount of smoke. 
Of particular note was the fa.ct that the two (2) WWB and the steam 
power plant were producing a tremendous amount of smoke and it is 
recommended that some better controls be installed to prevent this 
condition. 
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May 18, 1964. Staff report of the power plant and wood burner 
survey by R. F. Wood. 

June 4, 1964. 
complaint 
conducted 

Memo from R. F. Wood to H. M. Patterson regarding a 
investigation and the power plant and wood burner survey 
on May 18, 1964. 

June 8, 1964. Letter from H. M. Patterson to M. L. Hallmark regarding 
complaints and staff surveys of May 18 and 19, 1964. Letter 
referred to and included copies of Sec. 21-011 of OAR Chapter 334, 
OAR 334 - 21-016, and Engineering Experiment Station Bulletin 
No. 39, and requested that the company notify the Authority of 
the changes to be made and the dates of completion so that 
another survey could be scheduled. 

June 15, 1964. Letter from M. L. Hallmark to the Authority acknowledging 
letter and enclosures dated June 8, 1964, and explaining that until 
these changes in the operation are made and tested no one will 
know what the faliout problem will be. An explanation of the 
boiler house problem is included and Hallmark does not know what 
can be done. 

June 25, 1964. Letter from H. M. Patterson to M. L. Hallmark acknow­
ledging his letter of June 15, 1964 and requesting notification 
of the completion dates for the contemplated changes. Also 
Patterson advised the company that the boiler stack problem 
regarding fallout "would necessitate a study of the combustion 
unit, fuel mixture and total combustion process to determine 
the factors that might be altered to improve complete combustion" 
prior to the purchase of a new boiler unit. 

September 17, 1964. Letter from H. M. Patterson to M. L. Hallmark 
regarding complaint concerning fallout from Douglas County Lumber 
Co. Also, L. Baton, the District Sanitary Engineer would be in 
contact with him as soon as travel schedule permitted to discuss 
the WWB's and other air pollution problems. 

September 17, 1964. Memo and copies of letters dated 17 Sept. and 
June 25 from H. M. Patterson to L. Baton explaining recent events 
and requesting him to inspect and discuss air pollution problems 
to try to bring Douglas County Lumber into compliance. 

September 18, 1964. Letter from H. M. Hallmark to Oregon State Sanitary 
Board, Attn: H. M. Patterson, explaining that the barker and 
chipper as previously discussed, are in operation and that the 
air pollution situation is improved. Unfortunately, because of 
the lack of chip cars the chips have had to be burned. 

September 21, 1964. Letter from H. M. Patterson to M. L. Hallmark 
thanking him for the letter of Sept. 18 and reporting that there 
was still a shortage of chip cars. Also, what was the disposition 
of the three-way valve on the pneumatic feed lines for diverting 
the chips to either the waste burner or the fuel house and what is 
going to be done about the WWB 1s? (Copy's of this letter and letter 
of September 18 to L. Baton.) 
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October 2, 1964. Memo from L. Baton to.H. M. Patterson explaining 
that on his September 23 survey of Douglas County Lumber Co. and 
discussions with M. L. Hallmark, he found conditions about the 
same as original report. The south burner was Ringelmann #1 to #2 
while the north burner was indicating #2 to #3. However, later 
in the P.M., the north burner was indicating Ring. #3 to #4. 
Several small fires were burning in the parking lot around the 
parked cars. While his car was parked on the lot that A.M. during 
the survey, a considerable amount of sawdust was deposited on 
it. The condition of the burners is bad and they need repair. 

October 26, 1964. Memo from H. M. Patterson to L. Baton thanking him 
for his report on survey conducted on September 23 and that it 
would appear that it would be necessary to establish fallout 
jars to establish a violation of regulations. 

December 8, 1964. Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson reporting that 
on December 2, he observed heavy black smoke from both boiler 
stacks and both WWB's. 

August 10, 1965. Receipt of petition containing 74 signatures, request­
ing action from the Sanitary Authority to prevent further air 
pollution from Douglas County Lumber Co. 

August 11, 1965. Letter from H. M. Patterson to M. L. Hallmark advising 
that a petition had been received on August 10 complaining that 
Douglas County Lumber Co.'s operation was responsible for sawdust 
and ashes having recently been deposited on land and water near 
Winchester, Oregon. Enclosed with this letter were copies of 
ORS Chapter 449 and Administrative Rules, Chapter 334, and a 
copy of the July issue of the Oregon State Board of Health Bulletin 
with the article on the operation and maintenance of Wi/B's. 

August 17, 1965. Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson relating details 
of his visit to Douglas County Lumber Co. on August 10, and that 
very little was being done about the smoke problems. 

August 17, 1965. Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson informing of 
an aerial survey he made of the general area over the Douglas 
County Lumber Co. on August 11 and that the smoke problem created 
by this company and others was so bad that the Roseburg Airport 
to the south was obscured. 

August 17, 1965. J,etter from H. M. Hallmark to Oregon State Sanitary 
Authority acknowledging receipt of the letter dated August 11 and 
that they were surprifled that the Authority had received a petition 
charging Douglas County Lumber Co. with air pollution. An explanation 
then follows as to the modifications that have been made to the 
main burner; that these modifications are such as recommended by 
the staff, but are, in fact, much better; that the fallout is only 
a fraction of what it formerly was; that they are chipping all 
suitable waste for chips; and that they are selling most of the 
shavings and some of the bark. Mr. Hallmark feels that he has 
been unduly singled out as a violator and that others are also 
responsible for air quality problems. 
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August 19, 1965. Letter from H. M. Patterson to M. L. Hallmark 
acknowledging receipt of letter dated August 17 and informing him 
that the state files are open to the public and upon written 
request he could obtain a copy of the petition. Also, the other 
firms mentioned in the petition was installing control equipment 
to bring their operation into compliance. 

September 17, 1965. Letter from H. M. Patterson to M. L. Hallmark 
referring to previous complaints and an additional complaint. 
In reviewing the Douglas County· Lumber Co. situation - no 
further progress reports have been received relative to their 
air pollution problems. A request is thereby made that Douglas 
County Lumber Co. advise the Authority of their plans and the 
progress made relative to these problems. 

September 20, 1965. Letter from H. M. Hallmark to Oregon State Sanitary 
Authority stating that he is sorry that another complaint had 
been received and that he feels that considerably progress has 
been made in regard to their fallout problem. An explanation of 
the modification that was made to the main WWB follows with an 
expression that these air pollution problems are probably not 
coming from Douglas County Lumber Co., but rather from a rock 
crushing plant. Hallmark feels that he should be entitled to 
know the location of the property of the people complaining so 
that he can know what the situation is. Otherwise, there is 
nothing that can be done. 

September 22, 1965. Letter from H. M. Patterson to M. L. Hallmark 
acknowledging his letter dated September 20 pertaining to the 
WWB improvements and enclosing a copy of the petition received 
on August 10 as requested. Also., Mr. Patterson informed Hallmark 
that the rock crushing plant would probably be removed from the 
site on September 24 to a new location. A request was again made 

. to keep the Authority informed of their progress. 

November 3, 1965. Complaint filed with the Douglas County Health Dept. 
by Ted Moriche concerning the "extremely heavy flyash fallout 
for several months." Mr. Moriche stated that he talked with the 
mill owner about this situation and was told that "he would have 
to learn to live with this condition." 

November 8, 1965. Letter from M. L. Hallmark to Oregon State Sanitary 
Auth.reporting the pi:o gress that has been made and of the company's 
future plans to rebuild a portion of their operation so as to 
eliminate one of the WWB•s. 

November 9, 1965. Letter from H. M. Patterson to M. L. Hallmark 
thanking him for the progress report dated November 8. 
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December 14, 1965. Receipt of a petition dated November 20, 1965 
with 66 signatures regarding the air pollution problem created 
by Douglas County Lumber Co. A cover letter from Mr. Theo F. 
Mouche (who filed the complaint dated November 3) explaining 
his situation accompanies the petition. 

December 16, 1965. Letter from H. M. Patterson to M. L. Hallmark 
advising him that the Authority had received another petition 
with 66 signatures relative to air pollution caused by Douglas 
County Lumber Co. Mr. Patterson will have Mr. H. McKenzie from 
the Portland Office and Mr. L. Baton, the District Engineer, 
call at the plant to assist Douglas County Lumber Co. as soon 
as travel schedules can be arranged. 

December 16, 1965. 
acknowledging 
pertaining to 
Lumber Co. 

Letter from H, M. Patterson to Theodore F. Mouche 
receipt of his letter and petition dated November 20 
air pollution problems created by Douglas County 

December 26, 1965. Memo from H. W. McKenzie to H. M. Patterson 
regarding his plant survey on December 22. The bark and slab 
wigwam waste burner is the principal offender. 'J'he veneer 
plant wigwam waste burner, according to M. L. Hallmark, is 
expected to be discontinued after February 1, 1966. The boiler 
plant stack emissions have been due to batch-firing. 

January 4, 1966. Memo from H. W. McKenzie to H. M. Patterson reporting 
that, in conversations with M. L. Hallmark on December 3C, 
Hallmark is not very optimistic about markets for the barkdust. 
Hallmark expects to phase-out the veneer plant wigwam waste 
burner in approximately one month. The company was proceeding 
with the installation of a variable speed conveyor drive to 
even out the materials flow into the boiler which should reduce 
stack emissions. 

February 10, 1966. Memo from H. W. McKenzie to H. M. Patterson reporting 
that by February 15 the compai1y will install ground bark collector 
at the south burner and by March 11 the north burner and remanufac­
turing operations will be phased-out. Mr. Hallmark agrees that 
if this program does not solve the smoke and fallout problem, 
then the company will install a Medford type underfire system and 
if this does not work, they will then eliminate the hog grinder. 

April 15, 1966. Memo from H. W. McKenzie to H. M. Patterson reporting 
that on April 1; Douglas County Lumber Co. was again surveyed 
and that 35 mm Ektochromes were talrnn from the ground and by 
aerial survey. On April 5 Mr. McKenzie was conducted on an 
inspection of the boiler plant by Mr. Hanks, the mill superintendent. 
It was noted that the only control of the fue1 feed rate was by 
starting and stopping the feed conveyor. When Mr. McKenzie 
suggested that the company install a variable speed drive for 
this purpose, l'ir. Hanks stated "We 're thinking about doing that." 
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After returning to his office, Mr. McKenzie reviewed the files 
and found that on December 22 Mr. Hallmark had stated the variable 
speed drive was on order for the fuel feed conveyor, and on 
December 30 he reported that this variable speed drive was in 
the process of being installed and that it should be in operation 
within about 5 days. Also, on April 5, Mr. Hanks reported to 
Mr. McKenzie that the wigwam waste burner had had a cyclone 
mounted on it to accept the ground bark but some adjustments 
were needed and that the other burner would not be phased-out 
until this was operating properly. 

June 13, 1966. Memo from H. W. McKenzie to H. M. Patterson reporting 
that the survey conducted on May 24 revealed that both burners 
were smoking badly, that they needed considerable maintenance, 
and that the boiler plant emissions were still Ringelmann #4 
to #5 continuously. 

June 22, 1966. l.€tter from Kenneth Spies, the Secretary and Chief 
Engineer of the State Sanitary Authority to M. L. Hallmark 
scheduling the June 29 meeting of the Authority for consideration 
of Douglas County Lumber Co. as a source of air pollution and 
requesting that the company be represented. 

June 29, 1966. Staff report presented to the State Sanitary Authority. 

July 7, 1966. Letter from Mr. Kenneth Spies to M. L. Hallmark inform­
ing him of the action taken by the Authority and that if the 
company does not proceed in good faith then the Authority will 
cite the company for a formal hearing. 

August 23, 1966. Memo from K. Spies to H. M. Patterson referring to 
a telephone call from M. L. Hallmark. Mr. Hallmark reported 
that CH

2
M had been retained to make a study of their air pollu­

tion problems, that automatic stokers had been installed at the 
boiler plant which had improved the operations of that facility, 
and that negotiations were underway with Roseburg Lumber Co. 
to use the bark residues for power generation. 

September 7, 1966. Letter from K. Spies to M. L. Hallmark notifying 
him that the next meeting of the Authority was scheduled for 
September 13, and requesting that he be present since he had 
failed to comply with the requirements of the Authority. 

September 12, 1966. Initial report from Austin E. Evanson, an engineer 
with CH2M to M. L. Hallmark making initial recommendations. 

September 12, 1966. Memo from L. Baton to H. 11. Patterson noting that 
on September 9 he had observed Douglas County Lumber Co. 's north 
wigwam burner emitting a considerable amount of black smoke and 
sawdust (about Ringelmann #4), the boiler stack belched black 
smoke for about 11 minutes and some light colored smoke coming 
from the south wigwam burner. 
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September 13, 1966. Memo from Air Quality Control staff to the 
members of the State Sanitary Authority advising them of the 
events concerning Douglas County Lumber Co. since the last meeting 
on June 29, 1966. 

September 16, 1966. Letter from Ely J. Weathersbee, Acting Secretary 
State Sanitary Authority confirming the action taken by the 
Authority on September 13, that the company keep the staff 
advised as to progress and that the company will be scheduled 
before the authority at the next meeting. 

September 23, 1966. Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson pointing 
out that in reviewing the CH2M letter dated September 12, Mr. 
Evanston of CHM didn't realiy offer much of a solution to the 
present air pollution problems and that it appeared that Mr. 
Hallmark has no definite plan for early implementation to correct 
the bad situation. Mr. Hallmark has never committed the company 
to authorize CH2M to go ahead with plans and specifications that 
would lead to construction. 

September 27, 1966. Memo from E. J. Weathersbee to K. Spies and 
H. M. Patterson confirming M. L. Hallmark's telephone call 
reporting that Douglas County Lumber Co. was not getting satis­
factory service from CH2M concerning his waste disposal problem. 
Also, according to Hallliinrk, it appears that the company is on 
the verge of finalizing an agreement with Roseburg Lumber Co. for 
the bark residues. 

September 30, 1966. Memo from H. M. Patterson to K. H. Spies and 
E. J. Weathersbee reporting his conversation with Austin Evanson 
of CH2M about a proposed visit on October 10, and that since 
Mr. Evanson was also a consultant for Roseburg Lumber Co., he 
would be able to verify some of Mr. Hallmark's other disposal 
plans. 

October 17, 1966. Letter from William C. Hanks, sawmill superintendent 
of Douglas County Lumber Co. advising the Authority that Mr. 
Hallmark will be on a business trip in the East and will not 
return prior to mid-November. Mr. Hanks advises that Mr. Evanson 
has failed to make the promised appearances at the plant during 
the week of October 10-15 to review the conditions and to submit 
a complete analysis and recommendation. The company is agree­
able to terminate CH2M and hire a new consultant if the Authority 
wishes. 

October 25, 1966. Letter from A. 1'. Evanson of CH2M to M. L. Hallmark 
regretting the circumstances of bad scheduling and work loads 
which have prevented his being able to meet with Douglas County 
Lumber Co •• A visit will be made by another engineer from CH2M, 
Mr. Harry Reeder, on November 1 to gather the detailed information 
necessary to make specific recommendations. 



-8-

November 2, 1966. Letter from W. c. Hanks to OSSA enclosing the 
CH2M letter and reporting that Mr. Reeder did survey the company 
on November 1. 

November 9, 1966. Letter from K. H. Spies to W. C. Hanks acknowledging 
letters of October 17 and November 2, and advising that as soon 
as a schedule for implementation is received it will be presented 
to th~ Authority. 

November 18, 1966. Complaint from Theo F. Mouche to H. M. Patterson 
regarding the fallout collected from his patio. Also, he was 
under the impression the Authority had given Douglas County 
Lumber Co. two (2) months to make improvements in their air 
pollution problems and to date none have been made. 

November 21, 1966. Letter from H. M. Patterson to T. F. Mouche 
acknowledging his complaint dated November 18 and explaining 
to him the actions taken by the Authority. 

December 9, 1966. Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson regarding 
observations he made of Douglas County Lumber Co. on December 6. 
The north.burner was emitting a white plume with very little 
fallout noticed and the south burner appeared to have been 
inactive for the last several weeks. 

December 9, 1966. ·Letter from H. M. Patterson to W. C. Hanks requesting 
a progress report and, if possible, a copy of the engineering 
report be submitted prior to Dec. 15 so that it would be included 
on the agenda for the Sanitary Authority meeting on December 20. 

December 13, 1966. Letter from W. c. lianks to II. M. Patterson.enclosing 
a copy of the CH

2
M engineering report and advising that one of 

the company mechanics had been assigned to this project. 

December 16, 1966. Letter from K. H. Spies to M. L. Hallmark acknow­
ledging receipt of the letter dated December 13 with the engineering 
report and advising the representation of the company would not 
be necessary at the Authority meeting on December 20 since the 
staff could report the current progress. However, it was requested 
that an implementation schedule, in accordance with the CH}1 
report, be furnished to the staff for evaluation prior to the 
first meeting of the Authority in 1967. 

December 21, 1966. Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson advising 
the observation of open burning activities near Douglas County 
Lumber Co. on December 21 and that the south burner had no 
smoke while a moderate amount was being emitted from the north 
burner. 

January 6, 1967. Letter from W. C. Hanks to K. H. Spies advising that. 
Mr. Clyde Johnson, the construction foreman, had been assigned to 
proceed with the implementation of the CHi1 report and that 
additional personnel had been hired and tne steel for repair and 
alteration had been purchased. 
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February 3, 1967. Progress report W. C. Hanks to K. H. Spies advising 
that four overfire air fans along with the tangential openings in 
the south burner had been relocated and that the base of the burner 
had been repaired. 

February 7, 1967. Letter from K. H. Spies to W. C. Hanks acknowledging 
receipt of the February 3 progress report and advising that as 
soon as travel schedules permit, a staff survey will be conducted to 
assess the degree of improvements. 

February 27, 1967. 
reporting that 
are as bad, if 

Complaint from Douglas County Health Department 
Mrs. Edward Adams is complaining that fallout conditions 
not worse, since January 1, 1967. 

March 8, 1967. Letter from H. W. McKenzie to Mrs. Edward Adams bringing 
her up to date on the actions taken by the Autho'rity and the progress 
being made by Douglas County Lumber Co. 

March 16, 1967. Progress report from W. C. Hanks to K. H. Spies advising 
that a pyrometer and thermocouple have been installed in the south 
burner and that a temperature log is being kept. The screen in the 
top of the north burner will be replaced shortly, depending upon 
delivery schedules. 

March 27, 1967. 
March 22 he 
by Douglas 
of smoke. 

Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson reporting that on 
noted a considerable amount of open burning being conducted 

County Lumber Co. The burners were emitting moderate amount 

May 8, 1967. Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson 
"Mount Hallmark", as referred to in an earlier 
was still afire, that new fuel was being added 
by a dozer and that three (3) other open fires 
southes.st of this mound. The north burner was 
amount of fallout material and not much smoke. 
appeared inactive. 

advising that on May 3, 
memo from H. W. McKenzie, 
and pushed on the pile 
were going to the 
emitting a considerable 

The south burner 

May 26, 1967. Progress report from W. C. Hanks to K. H. Spies advising 
that the major portion of the fallout material is fine, light, charred 
wood particles. This material is coming from the chip screens at 
the veneer plant by pneumatic conveyor to the burner. It is apparently 
caught in the updraft and carried into the atmosphere in this partially 
burned state. ArraJ1gements have been made to sell this material to 
a local particleboard manufacturer and this should alleviate this 
problem. Also, the dampering of the tangential openings in the south 
burner is completed. 

June 1, 1967. Letter from H. W. McKenzie to W. c. Hanks thanking him for 
the progress report dated May 26 and calling attention to the fact 
that the open burning activities as noted by the district engineer, 
were not in compliance to either the Authority rulings or the new 
company policy. 
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October 2, 1967. Memo from L. Baton to H. M.' Patterson reporting heavy 
smoke was observed from both burners on September 29 at about 2 p.m. 

January 30, 1968. Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson reporting that on 
an inspection of Douglas County Lumber Co. on January 16, the smoke 
from all sources, including open burning, was as bad as he had ever 
seen it. 

February 27, 1968. Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson reporting that 
on February 20 Douglas County Lumber Co. had emissions from the north 
burner of #3 Ringelmann and from the south burner of #2 Ringelmann 
plus three (3) open fires and "Mount Hallmark" was still smoking. 

March 18, 1968. Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson reporting that on 
his inspection of the company on March 8 he noted that the doors were 
open on the south burner and a light colored smoke was being emitted. 
The north burner showed very little signs of smoke discharge. 

April 19, 1968. Memo from H. W. McKenzie to AQC files noting that on this 
date, the north burner was emitting a #1+ Ringelmann continuously 
while the south burner was discharging a #5 Ringelmann continuously 
both from the top and at the conveyor opening. Also, construction 
was underway on the installation of a chain conveyor from the barker 
to the burner which will eliminate the pneumatic conveyor. 

May 10, 1968. Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson advising of the 
conversation with a reporter doing an article on air and water pollu­
tion and that the reporter desires photos of the fallout station at 
the Roseburg Gun Club. The reporter asked many questions about Douglas 
County Lumber Co. which L. Baton answered. 

June 18, 1968. Heme from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson with newspaper article 
conc~rning the fire at Douglas County Lumber Co. 

June 24, 1968. Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson advising that it 
appeared that the damage and loss to Douglas County Lumber Co. due to 
the fire would be about $700,000. 

July 9, 1968. Wigwam waste burner review report form for Douglas County 
Lumber Co. conducted by Ron Householder. 

July 22, 1968. Memo from L. Baton to II. M. Patterson that he noticed the 
"Hallmark Mound" was afire on July· 5 and that dozers were moving trash 
and debris around on the mound. It was first thought to be remains 
from the recent fire, however, this was later proven not to be the case. 

October 18, 1968. Memo from L. Baton to H. H. Patterson reporting that on 
October 14 the smoke discharge from Douglas County Lumber Co. was in 
excess of Ringelrnann 115 and that because of this the sources were 
completely obscured. 
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July 7, 1969. Letter from K. H. Spies to Douglas County Lumber Co. advising 
that the next meeting of the EQC will be held in Roseburg on July 25~ 
and that they have been included on the agenda. Because of this the 
company should plan to have a representative at the meeting to answer 
any questions the Commission may ask. 

July 25, 1969. Status report on Douglas County Lumber Co. presented to 
the Commission at the meeting. 

August 1, 1969. ~emo from Ron Householder to AQC files reporting that on 
July 30 four (4) fallout stations were established for evaluating 
fallout from Douglas County Lumber Co. Also, smoke observations were 
made of the burners and both were in violation. A small amount of 
smoke was coming from the open burning activities on the "Mound". 

August 1, 1969. Letter from K. H. Spies to M. L. Hallmark confirming the 
official action taken by the Commission in Roseburg in that the company 
will be required to appear at a hearing to show cause why they should 
not be required to terminate the wigwam burners and cease open burning 
practices. 

August 6, 13, 20 and 27. Ringelmann chart readings by Householder and 
Savaugeau of th~ wigwam burners at Douglas County Lumber Co. 

August 25, 1969. 'Memo from L. Baton to H. M. Patterson of observations 
made on August 13 regarding excessive smoke - Ringelmann #4 continuously. 
And on August 15 both burners were at least Ringelmann #4 continuously. 

September 3, 1969. Letter from M. L. Hallmark to EQC outlining a course 
of action which they hope will be acceptable to all parties. The goal 
of this action is to eliminate all burning of any kind on the premises 
except, of course, the gas fired boilers. Bei.ng committed to this, 
the company will furnish the Commission with proof of purchaser of 
materials and equipment and progress reports. 

September 10, 1969. Letter from Arnold B. Silver, Assistant Attorney General 
for the DEQ, acknowledging receipt of the letter dated September 3 and 
notifying the company that the hearing will be held in obeyance provided 
certain conditions are fulfilled to the satisfaction of the staff. 

September 29, 1969. Letter from M. L. Hallmark to A. B. Silver accepting 
the conditions of his letter dated September 10 and reporting on the 
progress made to date. 

October 10, 1969. Letter from H. M. Patterson to M. L. Hallmark acknow­
ledging receipt of his letter dated September 29. 

October 31, 1969. Progress report from M. L. Hallmark to A. B. Silver 
explaining that a recent meeting with Mr. Ken Ford of Roseburg Lumber 
Co. revealed that the use of some of the wood residues would probably 
be required by the new particleboard. plant being constructed in Dillard. 
However, completion of this plant might possibly be delayed because of 
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present market conditions. If this falls through, then some other 
method of disposal, other than burning, will be found. A problem 
exists in the sizing of a new chipper and because of this a disagree­
ment in management has resulted, but this will be resolved shortly 
and an order for the equipment will be placed. 

December 4, 1969. Progress report from M. L. Hallmark to A. B. Silver 
confirming the purchase of a 78 11 chipper from Black Clawson, Inc. 
The company is proceeding as rapidly as possible to eliminate the burners 
and has hired Floyd Crenshaw as a consultant. 

February 3, 1970. Progress report from M. L. Hallmark to A. B. Silver 
stating that the company is progressing satisfactorily with the plan to 
eliminate all burning. The exact date for completion is uncertain 
but the equipment has been promised for delivery by May 31 and it is 
expected to be completely installed by October 1. 

April 22, 1970. Complaint from Mrs. Sines through the Douglas County Health 
Department concerning excessive smoke and flyash coming from Douglas 
County Lumber Co. 

April 28, 1970. Letter from H. M. Patterson to M. L. Hallmark summarizing 
the obligations that the company was committed to comply with when 
the Department advised that the scheduled hearing be held in abeyance, 
and outlining how they had failed to meet these obligations. Because 
of these failures the abatement hearing would be scheduled if the 
company did not furnish a complete progress report, with documented 
evidence that the company was proceeding in good faith, by May 15, 1970. 

April 30, 1970. Letter from M. L. Hallmark to H. M. Patterson stating 
that the company would respond to letter dated April 28, 1970 by 
May 15, 1970. 

May 4, 1970. Progress Report from M. L. Hallmark to H. M. Patterson with 
documented copies of purchase orders and plans to eliminate both 
wigwam waste burners by September or October, 1970 and that both 
burners would be torn down. 



TO 

FROM 

DATE 

SUBJECT 

BACKGROUND 

MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs S. Waterman, Member 

E. C. Harms, Jr., Member 
George A. McMath, Member 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION STAFF 

May 8 1 1970 for Meeting of May 22, 1970 

STATUS REPORT, L & H LUMBER CO., SUTHERLIN 

L & H Lumber Company operates a sawmill and planing mill on Central 
Avenue, near the center of the populated area of Sutherlin. The bark 
and sawdust from this operation are burned in a wigwam burner, which 
has been the subject of numerous complaints from the citizens of 
Sutherlin. Staff observations indicate that this burner has been operated 
in almost continuous violation: of smoke discharge standards. 

On October 14, 1969, the company was requested to submit a program and 
schedule for attaining compliance with·regulations within one month. 

On October 30, we were informed by Mr. Sidney Leiken, President, L & H 
Lumber Company, that they had retained Paul Hyde of the O.S.U. Forest 
Research Laboratories for consultation and recommendations, and that 
his report was expected within two weeks. Mr. Leiken stated that upon 
receipt of the recommendations it was their intent to proceed as rapidly 
as possible to relieve the situation to the best of their ability. 

On December 3 1 we requested that plans covering the proposed modifications 
be forwarded to us for review, and that we be advised of the schedule for 
their installation. Mr. Leiken replied that about half of Mr. Hyde's 
recommendations had been installed over the Thanksgiving holiday and that 
all remaining recommendations would be installed over· the Christmas 
Holidays, with the exception of the auxiliary burners. He further stated 
that he hoped improvement would then be sufficient to take care of the 
problem. No plans or the text of Mr. Hyde's recommendations were included 
with the transmittal. 

On January 5, we advised the Company that excessive smoke emissions were 
still being observed, and reiterated our request for plans and an item 
by item schedule covering their installation. In reply, Mr. Leiken 
advised that Mr. Hydes recommendations had been followed and that auxiliary 
gas burners were to be installed by February 15. No plans or recommendations 
were included. 

On February 20, the company forwarded to us a copy of Mr. Hyde's recommenda­
tions dated January 20, 1970, together with 6 sketches covering various 
items of construction. 
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On March 4 we advised the company that excessive smoke observations and 
citizen complaints indicated that the modifications thus far installed 
had not solved the problem. We forwarded a copy of our review criteria 
(copy attached) and requested that any items listed which had not been 
installed be incorporated as early as possible, and that a schedule for 
their installation be forwarded to us by March 16, 1970. We further 
requested that drawings and specifications covering this work be forwarded 
to us by no later than March 23. 

On March 5, M.r. Leiken replied to the effect that some experimentation 
would be required to attain best results from extensive modifications 
which had been accomplished in February. He also advised that any 
information we wished regarding drawings and specifications we could 
obtain from Mr. Paul Hyde. 

CURRENT STATUS 

Our current information from Mr. Hyde is that the following modifications 
have been completed: 

1. The burner shell has been repaired to present reasonably airtight 
integrity. 

2. Forced overfire air blower nozzles have been installed. 

3. Minor modifications to the underfire air system have been 
accomplished, but Mr. Hyde's recommendations are that 
additional underfire air volume will be necessary. 

4. Baffles have been installed around the perimeter of the burner 
outlet. 

Mr. Hyde's recommendations are that the following steps next be accomplished 
in the order of priority listed: 

1. Modify underfire air system to provide additional air volume. 

2, Install exit damper at top of burner. 

3. Install auxiliary burners. 

The company is currently negotiating for the sale of all sawdust and the 
possibility of selling the bark as well. If successful in both categories, 
further use of the burner should not be necessary. 

DISCUSSION 

It is the opinion of the staff that the attached criteria represent the 
best current state-of-the-art in wigwam burner combustion technology, 
and that only by modification in complete accordance with these criteria 
can a wigwam burner be made capable of performance within regulatory limits. 
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A step-by-step program of incorporating these modifications has been 
recommended to L and H Lumber Company by its consulting engineer for 
the stated purpose of reducing the investment to the minimum necessary 
to achieve compliance. Staff observations and citizen complaints indicate 
that the steps so far accomplished have resulted in little improvement. 

The position of the staff is that those modifications necessary to completely 
satisfy our criteria should be accomplished as early as possible, and that 
drawings and specifications covering all modifications be submitted for our 
review and approval, as have been requested, prior to further construction. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The staff recommends that the Commission authorize legal counsel to draft 
an order stipulating: 

(a) That L and H Lumber Company cease operation of its wigwam 
burner by no later than July 15, 1970 unless it has been 
modified j_n accordance with plans approved by the Department 
prior to construction, and thereafter operated in such manner 
as to comply with then applicable standards, provided 

(b) That an automatic variance from the above terms be granted 
until September 1, 1970 if by that date complete termination 
of the use of the burner can be accomplished by approved 
alternative methods of disposal. 



3/3/70 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
P.O. Box 231, Portl•nd, Oregon 97'107 - Telephone1 (503) 226-2161 

WIGWAM WASTE BURNER PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA 

The following is a brief outline of the criteria to be applied by the 
Department in the review of plans and specifications covering the 
construction or modification of wigwam waste burners. It is the 
experience of the staff that the potential capability of a wigwam 
burner complying with Oregon Administrative Rules pertaining to air 
pollution can only be realized by correctly engineered design and 
installation in accordance with these criteria, together with correct 
and conscientiously applied operational and maintenance practice~. 

1. Repair to the burner shell to provide reasonably airtight 
integrity, particularly in the upper portions of the shell. 
Suitable means shall be incorporated to reduce leakage at the 
point of conveyor entry to a minimum. 

2. A damper at the top of the burner to provide adjustable area 
restriction to 100% closure. 

3. Overfire air introduction by forced-air means, consisting of an 
arrangement of blowers and high velocity jets or nozzles of 
appropriate capacity discharging tangentially, with provision for 
convenient volume adjustment. 

4. A forced underfire air distribution system to supply air to all 
portions of the base area of the fuel pile, of capacity appropriate 
to the burner size, with provisions for convenient volume adjust­
ment. Individual air outlets must be of a design to provide maximum 
diffusion and to preclude plugging by ash or clinker. 

5. Auxiliary burners, gas or oil fired, at least three in number, 
arranged to direct flame radially toward the fuel pile at ground 
level. 

6. An automatic controlling-recording system to provide multi-step or 
modulating control of auxiliary burners and exit damper to maintain· 
a burner exit gas temperature of 800 to 1200 degrees F. The tempera­
ture sensing element shall be of the chromal-alumel thermocouple 
type. From startup, control sequence shall provide the following: 

a) Auxiliary burner activation until exit temperature reaches 
800°F. Manual restart. 

b) Automatic exit damper modulation or nulti-step control within 
the range to 800°F to 1200° F, depending upon fuel character­
iStics. 

Recorder may be circular seven day maximum, or strip chart - 30 day. 
Charts must be. forwarded to the Department of Environmental Quality 
for their permanent records at the end of each month. 



TO : MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL Q.U.ALITY COMMISSION 

FROM 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Hennan Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs S. Watennan, Member 

: AIR QUALITY CONTROL STAFF 

E. C. Harms, Jr. , Member 
George A. McMath, Member 

DATE : May 8, 1970 (For presentation at Meeting of May 22) 

SUBJECT: STATUS REPORT, Round Prairie Lumber Co., Dillard 

BACKGROUND 

The wigwam waste burner at Round Prairie Lumber Co., is located approx­
imately 11 miles south of Roseburg immediately adjacent to the Interstate 
Freeway and with its top about the same elevation as the southbound 
lanes of the freeway. 

At the July 25, 1969 Commission meeting in Roseburg, Mr. Ralph Sanstede 
Manager, Round Prairie Lumber Company, presented a plan to eliminate 
use of the burner by utilizing the incinerated residues as fuel in a 
new boiler installation. He stated that an engineer had been retained 
to prepare designs for the installation. 

Action of the Commission was then to request that the staff and Round 
Prairie Lumber Company present a progress report at the Commission's 
September meeting regarding: (a) design and installation of the boiler, 
and, (b) more efficient interim operation of the wigwam burner to reduce 
its emissions. 

At the September meeting, it was reported that the only satisfactory 
solution appeared to be through sale of the sawdust and use of the 
remaining resiCiue (bark) as boiler fuel; and· that the company appeared 
to be progressing satisfactorily in its program to eliminate the burner 
by this means and to achieve interim improvement of the burner's operation. 

CURRENT STATUS 

On December 1, 1969, we were informed verbally by Round Prairie Lumber 
Company that the boiler installation was being held in abeyance due to 
lack of capital and that the plan was to bring performance of the burner 
into compliance with regulations by its modification in accordance with 
methods developed by the OSU Forest Research Laboratories. The company 
had retained Tiuss Bonlie, then of the Forest Research Laboratories, to 
prepare plans for the modifications, and Mr. Bonlie had guaranteed to 
achieve compliance with regulations. 

Preliminary plans were received from Mr. Bonlie for our review on January 26, 
and our comments forwarded on January 27. 
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To date no further plans have been received, although the company has 
received a proposal and quotation from Mill Owner's Construction· Company 
of Eugene, apparently based on the preliminary plans. 

On March 17, the company was requested by letter to forward a definite 
program and schedule for the solution of the problem. We stated that the 
following schedule wo~ld be considered acceptable: 

Preliminary plan submittal 
Final plan submittal 
Installation complete 
Check out and inspection 

COMPLETE BY· (date) 

Completed 
March 30, 1970 
April 20, 1970 
April 24, 1970 

In subsequent transmittals Gordon G. Carlson, Attorney for Round Prairie 
Lumber Co. has advised that efforts to obtain plans have continued without 
success, and that the above schedule thus could not be met. We have in 
turn advised that resolution of this problem is the responsibility of 

.Round Prairie Lumber Com~any, and that ample time has elapsed for its 
solution. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The staff recommends that the Commission authorize legal counsel to draft 
an order stipulating 

(a) That Round Prairie Lumber Company cease operation of its wigwam 
burner by no later than July 15, 1970 unless it has been 
modified in accordance with plans approved by the Department 
prior to construction, and thereafter operated in such manner as 
to comply with then ·applicable standards, provided 

(b) That an automatic variance from the above terms be granted until 
September 1, 1970 if by that date complete termination of the 
use of the burner can be accomplished by approved alternative . 
methods of disposal. 



Phone 672-4742 

GORDON G. CARLSON 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

329 $. E. JACKSON STREET 

ROSEBURG, OREGON 97470 

May 13, 1970 

Mr. Kenneth H. Spies, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1400 s. W. 5th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Dear Mr. Spies: 

P. O. Box 357 

Round Prairie Lumber Co. has asked me to reply to your 
letter of May 11. 

Mr. Sandstede wi·ll attend your meeting at 9: 00 a.m. on 
Friday, May 22. 

In the memorandum addressed to the members of the Environ­
mental Quality Commission from the Air Quality Control Staff, it 
is stated in the paragraph headed "Current Status" that "Mr. 
Bonlie had guaranteed to achieve compliance with regulations". 
Neither Mr. Bon lie, nor Mill Owners Construction, Inc. , the 
company for whom Mr. Bonlie now is employed, has submitted plans 
nor submitted to Round Prairie Lumber Co. any meaningful 
guarantee. In a document accompanying a letter of March 17, 
1970, Mill Owners Construction, Inc. stated that certain gener·­
ally described equipment would be operating within the state air 
pollution standards when installation is complete, This state­
ment is followed by the following language: "However, due to 
the fact that we have no control over the operation of this unit 
after installation, there is no guarantee of the results". · Since 
Round Prairie will be operating the unit after its installation, 
the guarantee is meaningless unless it guarantees results after 
installation. Round Prairie would, of course, expect to follow 
manufacturer's instructions and would not expect the guarantee 
to be operative unless such instructions were followed, but 
would expect the guarantee to cover its operations if they com­
plied with directions. 

As I mentioned earlier in this letter, and as Mr. Sandr;tede 
and I have mentioned repeatedly in prior correspondence, there 
have been no plans submitted by Mill Owners Construction, Inc. 
or any other company, despite requests by Round Prairie, which 
could be submitted to your office for approval. 
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Mr. Spies May 13, 1970 

You will be· happy to learn, however, that despite the prob­
lems with the burner equipment, the burner itself is causing 
very little problem at the present time. Hanna has contracted 
to purchase the saw dust, and the saw dust is now all being 
hauled away rather than burned. Mr. Sandstede estimates that 
the smoke and fallout have been reduced by about 90%. 

Mr. Sandstede would like to have you or some other repre­
sentative of the department visit the plant and see for your­
self what wonders have been accomplished by eliminating the saw 
dust. 

Mr. Sandstede is still attempting to 
refuse by some mean~ other than burning. 
keep you advised. as progress is made. 

dispose of the other 
We will, of course, 

Ve(,•:/ truly yOtll'Sl~' /.i ;/ 
' _.,/') .(; . /) { c,. LL .. •-F 

_.,,.,,.,- ,1/ ~\ 1 __ /Lc: ..,__,._~/,(/- .....-C.'- -; - -::.--< -----._ __ _ 
__ __.- (/~c/ -•' - ._._...- v -

GORDON G. CARLSON 

GGC/nc 

cc: Ralph Sandstede 
Round Prairie Lumber Co. 



TO . . MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

FROM 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs S. Waterman, Member 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION STAFF 

E. c. Harms, Jr., Member 
George A. McMath, Member 

DATE May 7, 1970 for Meeting of May 22, 1970 

SUBJECT: B & D PAVING, Hood River (ti' 

This plant is located within two miles of the city limits of Hood River, 
and therefore is within a Special Control Area as defined by OAR 34o, 
Section 26-010 (2)(d), and must comply with the process weight table 
which is a part of that regulation. The plant has a capacity of 6o tons 
per hour, so that its maximum allowable emission is 4o pounds per hour. 
T'ne present emissions from the main exhaust are estimated to be between 
150 and 200 pounds per hour. In addition, control of ancillary sources 
has been unsatisfactory. 

The history of controls at this plant has been a matter both of getting 
devices installed and getting sufficient water to enable using efficient 
controls. There has been sufficient water since May 1969. The present 
controls are a pair of multiple-cyclone units and four sprays in the 
ductwork leading to the stack plus six more in the stack. No plans or 
overall program have ever been submitted for review and approval for 
any controls at this plant. 

The plant was last inspected on March 10, 1970. After that inspection, 
the plant was requested (by letter dated March 30, 1970) to submit a 
proposal for an adequate scrubber, with a reply requested by April 15, 
1970. • 
A letter from the company, dated April 15, 1970, has been received, 
stating that the control of ancillary sources has been completed, and 
also that the four sprays referred to above have been installed without 
prior review or approval. A request was made for a list of plants to 
"look at for reference". 

CONCLUSIONS: 

1. The plant in its present configuration is incapable of complying with 
the asphalt plant emission regulations. 

2. The company has not engaged the services of a qualified consultant 
or submitted an acceptable proposal and schedule. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That the Environmental Quality Commission issue an order for B & D Paving, 
at Hood River to submit a proposal for complete control of dust emissions 
by June 15, 1970, and to achieve compliance with OAR 340-26 by July 15, 1970. 



TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPHILLIPS, Chairman 
HERMAN MEIERJURGEN, Member 
STORRS S. WATERMAN, Member 

E. C. HARMS, JR., Member 
GEORGE A. McMATH, Member 

FROM: AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION STAFF 

DATE May 7, 1970 for Meeting of May 22, 1970 

SUBJECT: DON H. MORRIS CO. HOT MIX ASPHALT PLANT, LINCOLN CITY 

This plant is located within six miles of the city limits of Lincoln City, 
and therefore is within a special control area as defined by OAR 340, 
Section 26-010(2) (d), and must comply with the process weight table which 
is a part of that regulation. The plant has a design capacity of 90 tons 
per hour, although the company has indicated it is generally operated at 
a rate of 25-30 tons per hour. Its emissions are therefore limited to 
no more than 4o pounds per hour. 

The present emissions of this plant are estimated from the following 
expression, which was developed by a manufacturer of asphalt batching 
equipment: 

(Production rate, tons/hour) x (% fines in raw feed) x (entrainment factor) 
equals the amount of dust emitted from the dryer. 

The 11% fines" is defined as the weight percent of the cold, raw feed which 
will pass the smallest (200 mesh) of a standard screen series. 

The entrainment factor is based on the conversion from "tons per hour" to 
"pounds per hour", but altered to reflect the difference in amount of fine 
dust entrained by differe11t gas velocities through the drier. Thre"e ranges 
of operation are recognized, and the factors used are: 

Factor: 

Low range, below design capacity and hence low gas 1025 
velocity (600 feet per minute) 

Mid-range, at design capacity (700 fpm) 1530 

Over capacity, high gas velocity through the drier (800 fpm) 2180 

For this plant, running below design capacity, the expression is: 

(30)(0.07)(1025) = 2150 lb/hr. from the dryer. 

This dust is treated by one cyclone, of a size 
expected to have a maximum efficiency of 70%. 
from the plant are: 

and type which may be 
Hence the final emissions 

(1.0 - 0.7) (2150) = (0.3) (2150) = 645 lb/hr. 
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That the emissions are grossly in excess of those allowed by the regula­
tions is also indicated by the appearance of the plume when the plant is 
operating, in that the plume is of a Ringelmann 5 opacity. 

The plant was first surveyed on April 14, 1969. By a letter dated 
May 6, 1969, the company was notified that the plant was not in compliance, 
and proposal for control was requested. ·No written answer was received, 
but from a phone call and subsequent office conference October 23, 1969, 
it was concluded that progress was being made toward a proposal. Office 
conferences on February 3 and March 19, 1970 revealed that no more progress 
had been made than there was in October 1969. The company was requested, 
by letter dated March 24, 1970, to submit a proposal by April 15, 1970. 
The staff's feeling was that if real progress in selecting controls had 
been made in the last year, it should be possible to summarize the 
decisions and present a proposal in the time allotted. No reply has 
been received. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. This plant is in violation of OAR 34o, Section 26 by emitting a greater 
amount of dust than is allowed by the Process Weight Table which is a 
part of that section. 

2. The appearance of the plume violates OAR 34o, Section 21-011, "Smoke 
Discharge". 

3. The staff has been conciliatory and cooperative for a year with no 
improvement in emission control and no firm prospect for improvements 
in the foreseeable future. 

RECOMMENDATIONS· 
• 

That the Environmental Quality Commission issue an order for the Don H. 
Morris Co. to submit a proposal for controlling dust emissions from its 
plant by June 15, 1970, and that the project be complete by July 15, 1970. 
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TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

FROM 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs s. Waterman, Member 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

E. C. Harms, Jr., Member 
George A. McMath, Member 

DATE May 20, 1970 for Meeting of May 22, 1970 

SUBJECT: FIELD BURNING COMPLAINTS 

Since the April 23rd Hearing, 22 letters regarding the proposed 

regulations have been received from farmers, and 41 letters have 

been received from Eugene area residents. The letters from the 

Eugene area residents in general i·equest an immediate reduction 

in the acreage burned, while· the growers'· letters oppose any 

reduction in acreage until suitable alternative methods have been 

proven in the field. These letters are herewith offered in evidence 

to become a part of the record of this meeting. 
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TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B • A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs S. Waterman, Member 

E. c. Harms, Jr., Member 
George A. McMath, Member 

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION STAFF 

DATE May 11, 1970 for Discussion at Meeting of May 21, 1970 

SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF APRIL 23, 1970 HEARING ON PROPOSED FIELD BURNING 
SCHEDULE, AND STAFF REACTION . 

I. HEARING SUMMARY: 

Attached for your review are a summary of the salient points of 
testimony at the hearing and copies of statements which were supplied 
to the Secretary at that time. Some additional lette1·s from seed 
growers have been received. They presented the same points as the 
141 letters received earlier and summarized at the hearing. 

II. SU~IT1ARY OF STAFF COMMENTS: 

Although the basic conclusions presented by the staff in its report 
to the hearine; remain the same, some comments on certain points of 
the testimony are warranted. 

Comment on seed industry testimony 

1. Regarding the proposal to base quotas on registered acreae;e, 
the "registered acreage" being that amount registered by the 
Seed Council in its local programs, the staff concludes that 
the best method of resolving possible inequities in quota 
allocation is to allow the Department to adjust quotas where 
it concludes such adjustments are justified, based on informa­
tion available from the Seed Council, the County Extension Agent 
or Oregon State University. Such adjustments may result in 
either an increase or a decrease in the acreage quota for w.1y 
given district. 

2. Regarding a period of unlimited burning or a possible variance, 
the staff can only say it is in steadfast opposition to any 
uncontrolled burning at this time. 

3. Regarding priority areas, the only need may be for some flexi­
bility at the Department level in making decisions about which 
areas do or do not command a: real ":;iriority 11 for burning. 
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4. Some confusion and conflict remain in the area of cereal 
grain burning. The staff feels that as a practical matter, 
the grower who wants to burn cereal grain stubble to prepare 
a seedbed for seed grasses or legumes faces exactly the same 
situation as the grower who wants to burn his annual ryegrass 
straw in preparation for reseeding annual ryegrass. The 
priorities set forth in the statute, however, definitely place 
cereal grain burning below annual ryegrass burning, and the 
quotas set by the staff were designed to get the perennial 
and annual burned in a normal season with only a slight chance 
for burning any cereal grain. 

Comment on Fire Chiefs testimony 

1. Regarding weekend burning, it is felt that any day on which 
burning could be accomplished should be utilized. However, 
the staff agrees with the suggestion by the Fire Chiefs 
that weekend burning in priority areas should not be permitted. 

Amendments to Proposed Schedule 

Based on the testimony presented at the hearing, the staff dis­
cussions subsequent to the hearing, certain amendments have been 
made to the proposed schedule. Copies of the original and amended 
proposed schedule are attached for your consideration. 

The amendments to the definitions of North and South Valley and to 
III 4.d are the result of legal points brought up by Senator Fadeley 
during the hearing recess. 

The new section III 4.e under "Further Provisions" is proposed by 
the staff to allow some flexibility in making any necessary and 
justifiable adjustments in quotas or priority area boundaries. 



5/8/70. 

PROPOSED SUH1'1ER FIELD BURNING SCHEDULE, AS AMENDED 

This Schedule and Regulation are adopted in lieu of Sections 28-020, 
28-025, 28-030, 28-035, Chapter 340, OAR. 

I. DEFINITIONS: As used in this regulation and schedule, 

1. 11Northerly wj.nds'1 means winds coming from directions in the 
northern half of the compass. 

2. "Southerly winds" means winds coming from directions in the 
southern half of the compass. 

3. "South Valley" means all fire permit issuing agencies in Benton, 
Linn, or Lane Counties, with the exception of the Linn County 
portion of the Stayton Rural Fire Protection District. 

4. 11North Valley" means all other fire permit issuing agencies in 
the Willamette Valley. 

5. "Priority Areasra means the following areas in the Willamette Valley: 

a) Areas in or within 3 miles of the city limits of incorporated 
cities of populations of 10,000 or greater, 

b) Areas within l mile of airports serving regularly scheduled 
airHne flights, 

c) Areas within 1/4 mile of U. S. Interstate Highway 5, U. S. 
Highway 99W, U. S. Highway 99E, U. S. Highway 99, and State 
Highway 34. 

d) Areas in Lane County south of the line formed by U. S. Highway 
126 and State Highway 126. 

II. SCHEDULE OF METEOROLOGICAL CONDITIONS: 

Class of Da;t, 

Prohibition: 

Marginal Class S: 

Marginal Class N: 

Meteorological Conditions 

Forecast of northerly winds and maximum mixing 
depth less than or equal to 3500 feet mean sea 
level (HSL). 

Forecast southerly winds. 

Forecast northerly winds and maximum mixing 
depth greater than 3500 feet HSL. 

III. SCHEDULE OF EXTENT AND TYPE OF BURNING: 

1. Bur~j~nz;, Hour~. Burning may begin at 9:30 a.m. PDT, and all fires 
must be out by sunset. 
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2. Priority for Burning. On any marginal day, priorities for burning 
shall follow those set forth in ORS 449.840, 
Section 2, which give perennial grass seed fields 
first priorityJ annual grass seed fields second 

3. Allowed Burning. 

a) Prohibition: 

priority 1 ain fields an .. d otit~' 1 
burning $ "f' f" /!'lift f(~(Ll4 

Under prohibition conditions no burning shall be allowed except 
where a fuel such as propane is used such that combustion is 
essentially complete. 

b) Marginal Class S: 

North Valley: Burning in priority areas only. 

South Valley: One or more basic quotas as authorized by the 
Department in accordance with Schedule "A" 
attached. 

Priority Areas: Location, timing, and amount of burning shall 
be determined by the local permit authority, 
provided that no field shall be burned on the 
upwind side of any city, highway, or airport 
within priority areas. No weekend burning. 

c) Marginal Class N: 

North Valley: One or more basic quotas as authorized by the 
Department in accordance with Schedule "A". 

South Valley: Burning in priority areas only. 

Priority Areas: Location, timing , and amount of burning shall 
be determined by the local permit authority, 
provided that no field shall be burned on the 
upwind side of any city, highway, or airport 
within priority areas. No weekend burning. 

l+. Further Provisions. 

a) Permits shall be issued on a day-to-day basis and each permittee 
shall have a current valid written permit for that day issued 
in accordance with this schedule and regulation. 
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b) The staff of the Department of Environmental Quality may 
authorize burning in excess of that permitted by the schedule 
where conditions in their judgment warrant it, or, by express 
written permit, burning on an experimental basis, and may also, 
or a fire district by fire district basis, issue limitations 
more restrictive than those contained in the schedule, when in 
their judgment it is necessary to attain air quality. 

c) In no instance shall the total acreage of permits issued by 
each permit issuing agency exceed that of the schedule for the 
marginal day, except as provided for 50 acre quotas as follows: 
When the established daily acreage quota is 50 acres or less, 
a permit may be issued to include all the acreage in one field 
providing that field does not exceed 100 acres and provided 
further that no other permit is issued for that day. For those 
districts with a 50 acre quota, permits for more than 50 acres 
shall not be issued on 2 consecutive days. 

d) All Willamette Valley fire permit issuing agencies not specific­
ally named in Schedule "A", shall follow a 50 acre daily 
limitation. 

e) The staff of the Department of Environmental Quality may designate 
additional areas as Priority Areas, and may adjust the basic 
acreage quotas of any permit jurisdiction, where conditions in 
their judgment warrant such action. 

IV. Sections 28-020, 28-025, 28-030, and 28-035, Chapter 340 OAR, are 
hereby repealed. 



SCHEDULE "A" 

NORTH VALLEY 

County and District Basic Acreage 9:Jotas for Specified Years 

Clackamas 

Monitor 

All other permit issuing agencies 

Marion 

Aumsville 

Marion #1 (Fourcorners,Brooks, 
Keizer) 

Jefferson 

St. Paul 

Si.lverton 

Stayton 

Sublimity 

Woodburn 

All other permit issuing agencies 

Polk 

Southeast Polk 

Southwest Polk 

Washington 

All permit issuing agencies 

Yamhill 

McMinnville 

All other permit issuing agencies 

Benton 

County jurisdiction 

CorvalHs 

Monroe 

Philomath 

North Albany) 

SOUTH VALLEY 

100 

50 

100 

100 

100 

100 

225 

200 

200 

75 

50 

225 

100 

50 

75 

50 

300 

225 

275 

100 

Palestine 
) 
) 

Included in Albany Quota 

All other p0rmit issuing agencies 50 

75 

50 

100 

75 

100 

75 

175 

150 

150 

75 

50 

175 

100 

50 

50 
50 

250 

200 

250 

75 

50 

50 
50 

75 

50 

75 

50 
150 

125 

125 

50 
50 

150 

75 

50 

50 

50 

150 

125 

150 

50 

50 

0 

:o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



SOUTH VALLEY (Cont.) 

County and District Basic Acreage Quotas for Specified Years 

1970 1971 l2E. 1:222. 
Lane 

Alvadore 175 150 100 0 

Coburg 150 150 100 0 

Creswell 100 75 50 0 

Junction City 425 375 225 0 

All other permit issuing agencies 50 50 50 0 

Linn 

Albany 875 775 500 0 

Brownsville 750 675 !+25 0 

Halsey-Shedd 1250 1100 695 0 

Harrisburg 1275 1150 725 0 

Lebanon 950 850 525 0 

Scio 225 200 125 0 

Tangent 600 550 350 0 

All other permit issuing agencies 50 50 50 0 



SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY - APRIL 23, 1970 

FIELD BURNING HEARING - STATE CAPITOL, SALE:M 

The meeting was called to order just past 2:00 P.M. by Chairman McPhillips. 
Mr. F. Glen Odell of the Air Quality Control Division staff presented the 
staff report on field burning, which was made a part of the hearing record, 
and reviewed the proposed field burning schedule covering the period 
July l - October 31 for the yea:rs 1970, 1971, 1972 and 1973. 

The Chairma.n offered some brief instructions to those who were to present 
testimony, asking that they keep their presentations short, and on the 
point of the proposed regulations. Testimony was then taken, and the 
major points made by those testifying are summarized below: 

Mr. Orville Bernard, representing the Crimson Clover and Vetch Growers 
of Yamhill County expressed concern over the possible lack of considera­
tion for cereal grain burning needs, and pointed out the need for time to 
devise an alternative for open field burning. 

Mrs. Ralph llolzapfel, representing Women for Agriculture, told of public 
opinion polls of field bu:rning. Overall, 1388 persons were polled, with 
a private concern conducting the polls in Linn County, and the \'/omen for 
Agriculture polling in Salem a.'1d in Eugene. In Salem and in Linn County, 
85% of those polled were against an immediate ban on field burning, and 
15% were in favor. In Eugene, 72% were against an immediate ban, 25% 
were in favor of a ban, and 3% were undecided. 

Mrs. llolzapfel said that her group was actively trying to interest industry 
in using the straw, and that strav1 was available free, shipping included, 
to any U. S. industry that wanted to try any idea for making good use of 
it. She expressed doubt that a solution to the field burning problem could 
be accomplished in 3 years, and asked for assurance that a variance be 
given for south valley burning if south winds fail to materialize, as 
well as consideration of possible night burning and burning on due west wind. 

Mrs. Marian Frank, representing the League of Women Voters of Central Lane 
County, disagreed with the'proposed regulations and opposed their adoption, 
since they do nothing but put the smoke elsewhere, and don't really guarantee 
that Eugene will be spared smoky days. She urged burning only of those 
fields in which it was a necessity as a disease control measure. She pointed 
out the value of maintaining agricultural lands and suggested tax incentives 
for purchase of field incinerators and loans or grants for straw utilization 
as positive alternatives. She stressed the urgent and immediate need for 
straw utilization. 

Mr. Alvin Freeborn, representing the Polk County Farm Bureau, expressed 
concern over being able to burn any wheat stubble, and spoke of difficulties 
last season in trying to get permits to get cereals burned. 
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Mr. C. F. Colvin, representing McMinnville Industrial Promotions, asked 
that the Commission give the seed industry ample time to solve its problems. 

Fire Marshal IaVerne Carey of Corvallis, representing the Oregon Fire 
Chiefs Assn., Field Burning Committee, read a letter from Wendell Wick, 
Chairman of that Committee. The letter presented two resolutions, the 
first asking that the afternoon advisory normally be issued no later than 
1:00 P.M. PDT and preferably by noon PDT, and the second asking that field 
burning not be allowed on weekends in the north valley. The letter offered 
reasons for the resolutions, such as the need for time scheduling at the 
local level, and lack of funds to provide qualified personnel for weekend 
duty. 

Mr. William Rose, representing the Oregon Seed Council, outlined the 
program of the Oregon Seed Council regarding field burning as follows: 

a. Assist in establishing communications from DEQ-Fire Marshal-Fire 
District-Grower. 

b. Establish local committees in each fire district to assist the fire 
chief in implementing the program. 

c. Register fields by class (Per., annual, cereal) and map all priority 
areas that are to be burned. 

d. Maintain up-to-date records, showing fields that are burned and fields 
yet to be burned. 

e. Assist in setting up permit issuing agency where there are no fire 
districts. 

f. Provide aircraft for observation purposes whenever needed. 

g. Publicize and explain the smoke mru1agement program to all growers to 
assure cooperation. Hold meetings in individual fire districts, 
utilizing news letters, radio, telephone and personel contact. 

However, he felt that some fire districts were given quotas which were too 
low, and suggested that quotas be based on a percentage of the registered 
acres, 3% for the north valley and 4Y<% in the south. He also asked that 
an emergency provision be included in the schedule to allow unlimited 
burning on three days, if needed, between August 20 alld September 10. 

Mr. Charles Kizer, representing the Oregon Seed Council, offered certain 
objections and proposed modifications to the schedule: In regard to 
priority areas, he suggested addition of DEQ capability to designate other 
areas recommended by local committees alld approved by DEQ. He requested 
clarification of the south valley burning schedule to assure that 1 basi.c 
quota would be released in the morning alld 1 or more basic quotas in the 
afternoon on south wind days. He objected to the lack of consideration 
for need to burn some cereal acreage, and suggested, as did Mr. Rose, a 
quota system based on registered acreage, 3% in the north valley counties 
and 1W:% in the south. He recommended a quota of 1 or 2 percent be 
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authorized for burning in the south valley under conditions of tnl.Xl.ng 
depth at least 3500 feet and winds less than 10 mph, such burning only 
on fields which are clipped or a_re to be backfired• He also requested 
consideration at the August 1970 EQC meeting of a possible 3 day 
va_riance, if conditions wa_rrant it. 

Mrs. Wicks Beal, representing the Eugene City Council, voiced grave 
concern about the proposed regulations, asking about meteorologj_cal 
information, field registration fees, reductions in acreage, and the 
Commission's position on field burning. She also said that the Council 
stood ready, if serious air pollution from field burning occurred, to take 
any and all necessary action to protect Eugene's citizens. She then 
introduced Mr. Arthur Johnson, an attorney, who asked questions, prima_rily 
rega_rding meteorological stations and data. The questions were a_nswered 
by Mr. Snyder, staff meteorologist. Mr. Patterson pointed out to Mr. 
Johnson that the written permit requirements were still in the regulation, 
and would remain there. 

Mr. Verner Adkison, representing the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority, 
stressed the need for a reduction in acreage burned. He restated the 
possible detrimental° effects of smoke on health, and expressed hope that, 
through real cooperation, a solution would be found. 

Mr. Robert Davidson, representing the Lillll County National Fa_rmers Organ­
ization, felt that although the regulations a_ren't perfect, the fa_rmers a_re 
at least getting a fair shake. He said his group welcomed the chance to 
make the regulations work. 

Mr. Gaylen Mulkey, representing the Polk County National Fa_rmers Organization, 
pointed out that his county has 2880 acres more grass this year thM last, 
Md that 2000 acres of grains need to be burned to plant legumes. He stated 
that there should be no priorities - every farmer should be treated alike. 

Mrs. Ma_rga_ret Patoine, representing La_ne Regional Air Pollution Authority 
Advisory Council, referred to Dr. Service's report on health effects on 
field burning in Eugene last summer, and stated the only way to reduce the 
problem is to reduce the acres burned. 

Mr. Robert Stevenson, representing the Oregon Wheat Growers League, expressed 
concern that quotas don't consider cereal grain acreage, listed needs for 
burning cereal grains in Willamette Valley, and asked for time to come up 
with an alternative to burning. 

Mrs. Janet Talbert, representing a Eugene Citizens group, urged the Commission 
to consider strict regulations for burning, a_nd only rye grass (presumably 
perennial grasses were mea_nt) be burned under strict control. She presented 
written testimony from Mrs. M. C. Pattison. 

Mr. Paul Koblis, representing himself, cr:Lticized proposed regulations 
because it did not reduce this yea_rs cereal a_nd other crops not needing 
burning for disea_se elimination. Suggested that now is the time to begin 
such reduction. 
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Mrs. Lois Jackson, representing herself, offered general criticism of 
proposed regulations, meeting place and time, and requested abolishment of 
burning of seed grass and small grains in Willamette Valley in 1970. She 
seemed quite upset by the reactions of the Commission and audience to 
her testimony, and said she felt that since the Department had spent so much 
time with the farmers so far this year, the public deserved a little time. 

Mr. Robert Humphreys, representing growers in the Waldo Hills-Silverton 
area, supported the Seed Council statements, voiced opposition to the 
planned reduction in quotas, and questioned the applicability of a mobile 
incinerator to the hilly country. He asked that burning in his area be 
allowed under SW winds, and offered to not burn on weekends if quotas were 
upped from 3% to 5% in his area. He pointed out that different areas have 
different problems, and regulations should be set to meet these different 
conditions. 

No more oral testimony was offered, so Chariman McPhillips noted that two 
telegrams and a petition had been received regarding the proposed regula­
tions. Mr. Spies then read a letter from Member Ed Harms, who was unable 
to be present at the hearing, supporting the proposed regulations. 

Chairman McPhillips then called a recess. After the recess, Mr. Spies 
read a letter from the Office of the State Fire Marshal opposing any 
midday advisories because of lack of funds to pay the personnel needed for 
the additional weekend duty. Another letter in support of the regulations, 
from C. D. Smith, Corvallis City Manager, was read. Mr. Spies then noted 
that 141 letters from concerned growers had been received regarding the 
regulations, and asked that the letters be made a part of the hearing 
record. 

Mr. Waterman moved to defer action until May 22, unless the staff could 
assemble and distribute information so that the members could review it 
in time for earlier action. Mr. Meierjurgen seconded, and the motion 
passed. 

Chairman McPhillips then adjourned the meeting. 
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F E u G E N E 

LESTER E. A N D E R S 0 N 
MAY 0 R 

State Department of Environmental Quality 
1400 Southwest 5th 
Portland, Oregon 

Gentlemen: 

May 20, 1970 

This is to request that copies of all permits issued for the 
burning of fields be filed with your Department as a routine 
matter, at the time such.permits are issued. Such a procedure 
should provide valuable quantitative data for the Department 
in its studies of the effectiveness of this years burning regu­
lations. 

Will you' be kind enough to advise us of your decision on this 
matter? 

WB:m 



Statement made by Women for Agriculture at Public Hearing of D.E.Q. 
April 23, 1970 Subject: Field Burning 

Women for Agriculture have been conducting a public opinion poll 

concerning field burning and plan to continue to ilo so. We think the 

results to date are fitting testimony at this time. 

A total of 1388 people uere polled, 782 by a polling firm from Portland, 

by mail to a percentage of registered voters from all areas of Linn County; 

435 by Women for Agriculture members at an exhibit in :E.alem and 171 by 

Hor:ien for Agricultm:e members at an exhibit in Eu.gene at the Valley River 

Center. 

To tho question llhould field burninf' be halted immediately? the response was: 

Eugene------72% no 

Salem--------85/S no 

Linn Co. ----85% no 

2501 ,, 

15% 

15% 

yes 

yes 

yes 

3"' /o undecided 

This gives an average of 80~\ of the 1388 people polled in .favor of giving 

the seed industry time to find an alternative .method of field sanitation and 

thermal treatment. '.·H1o c111s1mred this poll?,? In the Salem area 16 of the 

h35 people pol:Led we1°0 in agriculture or ar;-relGted occupations. In Euzene 

6 out of 171 people polled were in ag-related jobs. The I.im1 Co. poll didn't 

gi11e this infor1na.tion .. 

Thi.s testimony relates to the plan for n complete phase out of open field 

bur11i11g by 1?73 o ~.Je ape d:iligently seeklng solutions to tl1e field 

', J\griculturo h21re forinod 0. comrnittoe to 2.ssist the seed co1r1cil 9nd OSU in 

t1,,yir13 to irrLe:t:'est industry in straN· as a raw n1ateriaJ_. \:Je hope to pass o_n 

the report.s froin· .the research and ship 2ny con1pan.~r interested st:i:"'-O::.,"J for 

their experimentation. We are conf.i.dont that Hith a united effort a solution 

can be fow1d but are not sure it can be done in J years. We ask the D.E.Q. 
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and E.Q.C. to consider the long range effects of their actions on the total 

environment, not just air quality, and hope that 'their policies are not 

meant to encourage urbanization and industry and discourage agriculture 

from· staying in the \Jillamette Valley. 

Women for Agriculture support the plans of the D.E.Q, with consideration of 

the afore mentioned timetable and ask with the Oregon Sedd Council that 

assurance be given that a varience be granted if the South winds do not 
' 

materialize. We wonder if burning will be allowed on a straight West wind? 

We also think there is merit in allowing burning at night. 



THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 
OF CENTRAL LANE COUNTY 

Affiliated with the league of Women Voten. 
of Oregon and of the United States 

Chairman McPhillips and Members of the Environmental Quality Commission: 

We are indeed grateful to you for the many hours you devote to meet­
ings, hearings and discussion in order to make informed judgements. 
We realize that the proposed regulations for field burning in the 
Summer of 1970 are the result of a great deal of research, testimony 
and consideration. However, we are not in agreement with them 
and oppose their adoption. 

With the present methods of burning there will be smoke. Smoke, 
in the concentrations received in the Eugene-Springfield area in 
the past, is a health and an economic hazard. It is likely that 
we will have a few bad days even under the proposed regulations. 
Burning with winds blowing away from metropolitan areas does not 
solve the problem of smoke, it merely puts it elsewhere. 

We urge you to allow burning only of those fields in which it 
is necessary to control disease. That would remove approximately 
85,000 acres of cereal grains (30% of the crop) from the burning 
schedule. Some of the 90,000 acres of1annual rye grasses might 
also be removed by the same reasoning. These reductions would 
guarantee less smoke. 
Recognizing the value of maintaining agricultural lands as well 
as preventing disastrous economic hardships for growers, we favor 
these positiye alternatives to burning: 1. Tax incentives for 
the purchase of mobile field incinerators to be used in burning 
stubble;and 2. Loans and/or grants for straw utilization 
industries. These two alternatives are envisioned as one program 
whose efficiency depends upon concurrent implementation, 
We agree with the seed grower who said "straw is too valuable 
t.o burn," Positive 8C ti on towards straw uti li za ti on is necessEJry 
now. 

Ruth Bascom 
President 

1/f'a«rt~ }?rtt/r j_? 
Mctrian Frank 
Chairman 
Air Pollution Committee 

1. A_gricultural Burning in the Hq,_lamette Valley, Air Resoureces 
Center, Oregon State University, Corvallis. ~evised January 
1970" P. lo 



Apri 1 16, 1970 

Mr. B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Environmental Quality Commission 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
State Office Building 
1400 S.W. 5th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Regarding: Public Hearing; Proposed Summer Field Burning Schedule 

The Oregon Fire Chief's Association Committee, considering the subject of 
field burning and its related problems met on April 13, 1970. As a result of that 
meeting, the following resolutions were adopted and are herein presented ·for the 
consideration of the commission. 

Resolution #1: 
That the proposed afternoon advisory normally be issued no later than 1:00 P.M. 

and preferably by 12:00 noon. •. 

Reasons: 
This would allow local fire permit agencies to schedule afternoon activities 

for the latter part of the day without fear of interference by the relatively late 
advisory as proposed. This would give permit issuing agencies an opportunity to 
to contact permi ttees prior to their leaving their phones for the afternoon. 

Re so 1 ut ion #2: 
That field burning not be allowed on weekends in the north valley and that 

priority area burning not be allowed on weekends in the south valley'. 

Reasons: 
In order to maintain continuity of policy, familiarity with local problems, 

such as priority areas, type of crop produced, hazards associated with given fleld 
area~, type, quality, and amount of fire control equipment of growers, and anticipated 
local weather conditions such as v1hirlwinds, or other factors which closely affect 
necessary decisions based solely on experience and judgement, it is normal that one 
person is delegated the responsibility for administering the field burning for a 
local permit issuing agency. This person is usually a salaried employee who works 
Monday through Friday only. Weekend burning, in many cases, will necessitate that 
those persons so designated be required to return to work on Saturdays and Sundays 
at a time and one~half rate of pay. F~w districts are capable of absorbing this 
extra cost. 

By eliminating all weekend agricultural burning in the north valley, this 
problem would be removed and the seed growers would sti 11 enjoy a safe margin of 
burning days avai ]able. 

By eliminating burning of priority areas in the south valley, the problem 
would be greatly relieved. 

Because the number of burning days required to complete the south valley is 
nearly i~entical to the few days avai I able, as predicted, the committee agreed 
that burning on any v1eekend day of "marginal class S'.' should be allowed. 

Should conditions create an undue hardship, this policy could be reviewed and 
revised at a later time during the burning season. 

Respectfully submitted, 

1t;;;i"////Jl/~~~/ 
Wendell Wick, Chairman 

)I 

I 
I 

f 
I 

I: 



• 

TESTii-\ONY OF BILL ROSE, before the DEQ 4/23/70 

I. This plan proposed by the DEQ is based on utilizing wind direction, location of 

fields, smoke dispersal conditions and prevailing topography, to pennit field sani­

tation with a minimum of nuisance to urban communities until the mobile incinerator or 

other alternative methods are developed. 

II. With the changes outlined below under #III, the Oregon Seed Council will do 

everything possible to implement the program and agrees to provide the following 

services and equipment. 

a. Assist in establishing communications from DEQ-Fire iiarshall-Fire District­

Grower. 

b. Establish local committees in each fire district to assist the fire chief in 

implementing the program. 

c. Regist2r fields by class (Per., annual, cereal) and map all priority areas 

that are to be burned. 

d. rlaintain up-to-date records, showing fields that are burned and fields yet 

to be burned. 

e. Assist in setting up permit issuing agency where there are no fire districts. 

f. Provide aircraft for observation purposes whenever needed. 

g. Publicize and <!xplain the smoke management program to all growers to assure 

cooperation. Hold meetings in individual fire districts, utilizing news 

letters, radio, telephone and personal contact. 



III. A. Since some 'fire districts are disportionately low in basic quotas, and 
• 

accurate acreages have been impossible to attain in th2 past, it is felt that 

basic quotas should be based on 3% of actual acreage registered in the *N 

counties and 4!:;% in the *S counties. 

B. As evidence, we submit Estacada with 2,500 acres with a 50 acre quota, 

Silverton 1~ith 11 ,000 acres with 225 quota, Sublimity with 8,900 and a 

200 quota. These figures are still approximate but will be firm 1~hen 

mapping and registration is complete. 

It is furth2r felt, an em2rgcncy provision be included in case unusual 

weather or other unforeseen circumstances arise. This provision would be 

unlimited burning on the best 3 days between August 20 and September 10. 

*N and S are d~fined in "Proposed Summer Burning R2." attached to 

this report. 

·-. .·.-
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TESTL10NY OF CHARLES S. KIZER, representing the 
OREGOl'l SEED COUNCIL, before the Envi ronmenta 1 Qua 1 i ty CommiSsfon 

4123170 

Bill has just outlined some of the assistance we are P.repared to furnish towards a 

successful smoke management program. However, a successful program requires that the 

needs of agriculture be recognized along with those of the city population. Hith this 

in mind we propose the following modifications to the schedule. 

l Ill The definition of "priority areas" should include a section (d) "Other problem 

areas recommended by the local committee and approved by the OEQ" ~or instance 

Areas immediately South of towns of under 10,000 in the South Valley and North of 

these towns in the !forth Valley should be allowed discretion in burning to avoid 

direct smoke. Such protection demands that these areas be classed as "priority 

areas" also. 

Oregon Highways 18 and 22 have some problems and under the schedule much of the 

acreage South of Eugene must be burned with a South wind. All the acreage South of 

-fugene should be treated as a priority area and could well be added to the definition 

at this time. 

2 Ill The quotas contained in schedule ".!\" for the South Valley are really only half 

quotas. The idea is to issue only half of a days quota in the morning so as to 

interrupt the burning should the day unexpectedly turn into a class N day. 

lvhile the Department's testimony earlier calls for two quotas in the South Valley on 

a l•iarginal class S day, we find no such provision in the schedule. vie, therefore, 

recommend that the "allowed burning" (III ,3, b, page 2) under Marginal Class S, 

South Valley be amended in this manner: "One basic quota in the morning and one or 

more basic quotas in t:ie afternoon as authorized by the department in accordance with 

schedule ''A." We understand that this is to be the practice and feel it should be so 

stated. Tile afternoon half of the days quota must be authorized by 12 noon or 

shortly ther~after. 

3 Ill The quotas listed under schedule "A~ are based on 3% (in the Marth Valley) 

and half of 4.5% (in the South Valley) of the estimated perennial and annual grass 



2 Testimony of Charles S. Kizer, OSC - DEQ 

acreage in each district. We have two objections: (1) It does not take into con­

sideration the need to burn some cereal acreage. (Mr. Christensen and Mr. Stevenson 

will make some specific recommendations on this matter). 

(2) Estimates have a way of coming up with serious errors. We are going to register 

the acreages under consideration and will soon have factual information on actual 

acreages. Therefore we recommend that "schedule 'A', North Valley" be headed with a 

statement such as: "Basic quota year 1970 equals 3% of the registered perennial and 

annual grass acres in each district with a reasonable reduction for 1971, 72 and 73 

based on the development of a feasible mobile incinerator, estimated to be as follows~ 

And a similar statement for the South Valley except that the appropriate percentage 

figures be used. 

4 /// The best burning practice, both from the standpoint of agronomy and from the 

standpoint of smoke management, requires that some fields be clipped prior to burning. 

Timing of the clipping/burning operation is important. The proposed schedule does not 

recognize this need. Remember •..... it is important to smoke management as well as 

crop culture. 

In addition the proposed schedule does not make best use of the air resources of the 

va 11 ey. You will note (figure II, page 16, DEQ report) that substantial acreages were 

burned under prevailing North wind conditions on six days with no significant reduc­

tion in visibility and .on four more days with only moderate, transient reductions. 

Therefore, we recommend that a quota of perhaps l or 2 percent be authorized for the 

South Valley on "good" North wind days. (3500' mixing depth and less than 10 mph wind) 

Such quota to be used on fields which'have been clipped or are to be backfired. 

Remember, tests indic3te backfiring reduces emissions by about 50%. 

5 /// ~Jc are all a~iare of the unpredictable nature of Oregon weather. Under the pro-· 

posed schedule we are at the mercy of mother nature and an unusual year (are there 

other kinds in Oregon???} such as 1966 or 1968 could be disastrous. Therefore, we 

recommend that the commission give us assurance that our needs for field sanitation 

will be given serious consideration at your August meeting. If at that time it is 



3 Testimony of Charles S. Kizer, OSC - OEQ c 

evident that the weather has been unfavorable with serious consequences to growers, 

we recommend that a three day variance be granted to permit necess'ary field 

sanitation. 

Thank you for hearing us out - we stand ready to answer questions. 

* * * 



FOR RELEASE THRUSDAY, APRIL 23, at 2 p. m 

STATF:MENT OF' THC EUGL:NE: CITY COUNCn 

Before the Department of Environmental Quality 
April 23, 1970, 2:00 p.m. 

State Capitol Building, Salem, Oregon 

The Mayor and the City Council of Eugene wish to thank the Department 
of Environmental Quality for giving us this opportunity to express our 
opinion of the proposed field burning regulations. 

Our only interest in the new regulations is the hope that they will 
control the smoke that pours into our city every year during the field 
burning season. We are not meteorologists or ah' pollution exi:erts and 
we are not farmers. The mechanics of the controls you are discussing 
toady are questions for experts, not laymen. You, Mr. Chairman, and 
the Commission and your staff are the experts in these areas, and you 
have the responsibility for administering the law, which is supposed 
to protect us. It did not protect us last year. You promise that this 
year's regulations will be better. We hope they are, but it is difficult 
for us to believe they will be. 

We cannot conceal from you that we are seriously concerned about the 
proposed regulations because in our opinion -- and we speak only as 
laymen -- the new proposals represent a retreat from the staff recommen­
dations adopted by the Commission last summer following the smoke crisis 
in Eugene, when we had to call upon the Governor for help. Last fall 
the stated intention of the Department was to outlaw all burning of cereal 
grains and all other fields except grass seed fields; to limit severely 
the burning of annual seed grass fields and to give priority only to 
perennial grass seed crops. 

Moreover, we understood that you intended to study the consequences of 
prohibiting all burning in 1970, and that you had committed yourselves 
to the objective of eliminating all field burning in the Willamette 
Valley not later than 1972. 

In addition, the Attorney stated to the House Task Force on Pollution 
last August -- and we quote from the minutes -- "That HB 1228 gives the 
Commission the power to do practically anything it needed to curb 
the pollution situation and he felt that the statute even allowed perm­
anent banning if the Commission could justify its position." 

It appeared to us, therefore, that the Commission had the power to abate 
pollution; that it shared our concern for perennial grass seed growers, 
as opposed to other farmers who burn only to destroy debris, because 
the economy of the perennial seed growers, so w-e have been told, is 
completely dependent on burning, and that of other farmers is not. But 
under the new regulations it now appears that, while perennial grass 
fields are given first priority and annuals a second priority, other 
grain fields are al.so included under a third priority, followed by a 
category listed as "other burning." 



It is obvious .to us that the total volume of burning -- the acreage to 
be burned during this coming summer -- will be as great, or even greater, 
than that burned last summer. We read with apprehension your statement in 
the summary of the proposals "As long as smoke is being generated in the 
magnitude resulting from field burning, air pollution will result somewhere 
in the state." 

We hope it does not happen in Eugene, or indeed, in any other part of the 
state. We would not want another community to suffer as we did when, on 
August 12, the smoke was so heavy that it triggered the fire alarms in some 
downtown Eugene buildings. 

2. 

At the first meeting between representatives of the city and the seed growers 
association, the growers proposed to ask the Department to place a meteorological 
station in Eugene, similar to that in Salem, in order to give this area better 
weather advice. We see nothing about this in the new proposals, and we 
would like to inquire if any progress has been made to provide such weather 
advice in this area. 

The seed growers also suggested putting an acreage fee on burning permits 
to cover aerial monitoring costs and the costs of a communication system to 
transmit news of wind changes quickly and efficiently. Are these ideas still 
included in your plans? 

Also, we would like to know what procedures have been established to make sure 
that there are no violations of the law -- that no one is permitted to burn 
without a written permit. We know that fire departments are not set up to 
monitor for air pollution; many are volunteers who would be unwilling to turn 
in firends and neighbors. Is DEQ responsible for seing that violations do 
not occur? Will the Department have the assistance of state police? Or will 
the farmers operate on an honor system? ls the Grass Seed Growers Association 
responsible for the enforcement of all agricultural burning? If not, who is? 

Your whole plan seems to be based on the presumption of steady winds, whereas 
our observations would indicate that Willamette winds are extremely variable. 
And what if the wind shifts? Even if no new fileds are fired after the shift, 
smoke from fields already ignited could innundate the city. Who is willing to 
take the responsibility for this? The Department? The farmers whose fields 
are causing the smoke? Or the seed growers association? Who can we turn to 
when the hospitals begin to fill up? Is there anybody, anywhere, who can turn 
the smoke off? 

We are sure that the officers of the Grass Seed Growers Association and the 
other farmers' groups who are represented here today are men of integrity and 
that they are committed to the 

0

idea of abating the nuisance and health hazard 
caused 
always 
spread 
of any 
fine. 
a slap 
wants, 

by field burning. But, if you will excuse a homely simile, there are 
some rotten apples in the barrel. We are told that there were wide­
violations of the burning laws· last year -- and yet we did not hear 
convictions except for two men who were sentenced to a suspended $25 
If no monitoring system has been established, if penalties amount to 
on the wrist, then anybody .will be able to burn anything, anytime he 
just so long as he calls himself a farmer. 



Mr. Chairman, the city of Eugene has done everything in its power to reduce 
other forms of air pollution within the city. We have outlawed all open burn­
ing; we have asked our city attorney to draw up an ordinance incorporating 
the state's automobile pollution regulations as soon as these are finalized, 
so that our police force can see that your regulations are strictly enforced 
within the city limits. We are investigating the possibility of converting 
city cars to propane gas. We have stood firmly behind the Lane Regional 
Authority in its efforts to reduce industrial and other pollution generated 
locally. But we have no control over pollution that blows into the city from 
outside. For that we must depend upon you and your staff. We do depend upon 
you, and we ask your·protection. 

For more than a year the position of the city of Eugene has been that there 
should be a substantial reduction in the volume of acreage burned this summer, 
a further reduction in 1971, and a complete cessation of all agricultural 
field burning in 1972 and thereafter. Last fall we had reason to believe 
that the Department shared our thinking. You have given us no reason for this 
about-face in your position. 

Our own position remains unchanged: We believe that the only way to reduce 
air pollution caused by field burning is to limit the acreage burned. And 
we feel that without policing no burning controls can be effective. 

It may be that your new regulations will succeed in keeping smoke away from 
Eugene. We did not come here to bargain, but to offer you cooperation. We 
are dubious, but we join you in hoping for good results if you put these 
proposals into effect. You can count upon us to help you in any r,-,Tay possible 
in carrying out your responsibility to give us pure air. 

However, you will be the first to recognize that we have an obligation to the 
citizens of Eugene and to their right to breathe clean air. We shall be prepared, 
at the first sign of serious air pollution in Eugene from field burning, to 
take any and all steps necessary to protect and defend our citizens. 



Mayor 
Lesler E. Anderson 

Council 
Nflncy M. Hoyward 
Gl<:~n L Purdy 
H. C. McDonald 
Gf>orqe F. Wingard 
Charles E. Teague 
Wickes Shaw Beal 
lv:\n·J. Gribskov 
f-1"3d J. Mohr 

April 23, 1970 

QUESTIONS FOR THE COMMISSION 

1. Are there plans for locating a weather station in Eugene which can provide 
the same meteorological advice that the Salem station provides? 

2. Will an acreage fee be assessed for burning permits? What will this fee be 
used for? 

3. What steps are being taken to be sure that no one burns without a permit, and 
that the priority schedule set up by DEQ is followed? What are the Department's 
enforcement policies? Who is responsible if there is widespread violation of 
the burning laws? 

4. In the event of serious 
do we apply for relief? 
the smoke off? 

pollution in Eugene caused by field burning, 
What recourse is there for our people? Who 

to whom 
can turn 



LANE RE:G!ONAL AIR POLLUTION 
ROUTE I, BOX 739 

PHONE (503) 689-3221 

April 23, 1970 

EUGENE, OREGON 97402 

Mr. Kenneth J. Spies, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1400 S. W. Fifth Street 
Portland, Oregon 

Dear Mr. _Spies: 

Aur~ORITY 

Under normal summer conditions, Eugene is meteorologically indefensible of 
"the smoke from any magnitude field burning source which would occur. We do 
not believe there is any immediate remedy of significance at this time that 
will lessen the degree of problems incurred by this added intrusion of pol­
lution from field burning. Until such time as some physical pr legal factor 
limits the amount of acerage burned,_ the degree of pollution is directly 
related to the counties immediately north of us and that part of Lane County 
north and west of Eugene. 

We recognize the value of the effort both in dollars and hard labor put forth 
by the agricultural community in maintaining the economy of the Valley. There 
is no question regarding the sincerity of t~ese people nine months of the year 
to maintain a crystaline envirorunent along ·with the background and ascetic 
beauty of tt1e Valley. Nevertheless, this major intrusion during three months 
of our best surnmer season, o:f such magnitude that it incurs physic.al insult 
to the eyes, nose, and respiratory system is indeed an added injury to those 
people ~vho have aero allergic reactions and who have respiratory physical 
limitations. • 
The cities of Eugene, Springfield and Cottage. Grove, a.nd Lane County have 
joined in an effort through Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority to maintain 
and restore their ow·n air resources. Any accon1plishments made since 1952 have 
been nullified during the ti~e field burning occurs by the overwhelming inun­
dation of smoke and large particulate matter that limits outside exposure, 
ascetic qualities, as well as automobile and air transportation not only 
within Lane County, but the ;;vhole. confines of the southern and central valley. 
Physical records, photos and actlfal police reports indicate past traffic 
accidents have been directly caused by reduced visibility - indeed it is a 
miracle .that some mass air transportation tragedy has not occurred due to 
limited visibility at airports within the southern and central valley ·during 
this period .. 

' '· 
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Mr. Spies 
April 23, 1970 
Page 2 

The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority sincerely hopes that the 
increased use of meteorological information within these regulations 
will assist in bringing relief to the Eugene-Springfield area. Now 
is the time for concerned men to become involved in the orientation 
of these regulations~ 

, . 

Sincerely, 

-;d.,,,~ ./1::/£:_· 
v ~-
.Verner J.,:·Adkison, Director 
Lane Regiorial Air Pollution Authority 

VA:rh 

' . 

• 
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STATEMENT TO ENVIRONMENTAL Q.UALITY COMMISSION AT FIELD BURNING 

HEARING, April 23, 1970 

The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority Advisory Council 

appreciates the work and time spent by the Environmental 

Quality Commission on the field burning fi tuation. 

We realize the necessity of keeping the Willamette Valley farm 

lands and that the farmers are working and trying to alleviate 

the smoke problem by maning the rural fire departments, the use 

of the airplane observer program, etc. We hope the portable 

incinerator or the utilization of straw makes this problem of 

excessive smoke only a bad memory by 1972. 

With this statement is a copy of the presentation made by Dr. 

William Service, a member of our advisory council, to the House 

Task Force Committee on Pollution. Ten physicians in the Eugene-

Springfield area conducted a clinical survey to obtain an idea 

of the number of people being affected by air pollution during 

July and Aiigust. I will not read all of it now but do want to 

call special attention to the 131 man-days lost from the job by 

employed persons and to remind you again of the health problems 

.caused by field burning. 

These proposed regulations, while they do try to control where 

the smoke goes and keep it from nonulated a~eas, do nothing to 

limit the amount of smoke produced. It is our opinion that the 

only way to reduce the pollution is to reriuce the number of 

acres burned. 

Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority Advisory Council 

Margaret Patoine, Secretary 



Oregon Wh<11a t Growers League 

My name is Robert Stevenson, I am representing the Oregon Wheat Growers 

League, a statewide organization with a :nembership of over 1600 wheat growers. 

Burning of gr .. in stubbl" is 11ot ne"ded over the entire state, but only 

in the Willamette Valley, Union county, Jefferson county and the Klarr~th Basin. 

In these areas it is a common practice to continual crop rather than summer 

fallow every other year1 also these areas.are often under irrigation ~nd some 

have a high rainfall amount resulting in a large amount of straw and residue 

on the ground, 

The result of this heavy cover makes it impossible to estab1ish cr1'nson 

clover stands and other legume arops and perennial grass seed crops without 

burning, 

When the residue of the cereal grains 11re worked into the ground, this 

often results in 11 very siJr&ous slug and mice problem plus damp off in vetch 

and peas. In the case of planting wheat following wheat for 2 or 3 years with­

out burning the straw it has resulted in some very serious cases of the disease 

root~rot and take all, 

In tests conducted where one-half of a wheat fi®ld was burn"d and tho other 

half plowed under, the plowed under part yielded 5oj, less, 

We ar.1 hoping reseal'Ch being do11"' with pesticides and sprays wi 11 make it 

unnecessary to burn in the future, and ask of you to allow us time to pi!orfoct some 

alternate method, 

Thank you for this opportunity to appcHl.l' bsfore your committee, 



. .. : ...:.:·· 
To the n. E. Q. 

I ask that all field burning be abated in the .. a11amette Valley for 
the year 1970. .Because-

Half of the listed number of grass seed and grain grower" v1ho burn 
live in Lano, Linn, and Benton counties, which directl7 ,,ffects Eugene 
residents. 

Three-fourths of the perennial and annual rye gratHJ seed is gro~m be-· 
tween Alb _,ny and Eue;ene. 'lhis directly affects :F;ur;ene I 

And Eugeneans have had about all that can b~ had! Smoky days, end on 
end I Accusationf:! of selfisimes.'l because we dared to 8U':;r,';est less burn­
so that we:mi.-)1t cease our cndleso doctor billn, escape trio:: out of town, 
tiredneos and ceneral rr:isery from agriravatcd nollution whic!1 laoted for 
days on end, and durin-.- 17hich time not; a sin;~le violater of the field­
ree;ulutions •_•ms pro:~ecuted; tho two \'!ere given su!"nended fines of ;;.'25 ! 
And thin when the situation in Eugene was critical, and $1000 is tbe 
fine ceiling :;:iermit·ted. 

In addition, we are told that the· endleos rrant,; and su.bsidies given 
O. $. U. to work for the seed-:?rowers n:ood is now paying off, and th9.t 
by 19?1 ci l'i::lcl inciD.er:ttor •iill bci wor..;:a.ble. 

We are also told that the 36,~00 acres of blue ~rass and the 10,000 
acres of orchard grass can be burned on alternate years wi-ci1out re­
ducing tho yield. And while about 1/3 of the small· grain acreage, 
85,000 acres, i11 burned in Did-valley, the remaining 2/3 around .l:-'ort­
land is not burned, so I venture that is a r::atter of expediency and 
not n1:;c13 ssi t,y. :·;11icl1 brinc;s U:.1 to the 9'J ,o~o acres of B.11n1J:1l rye-~:~·:rass, 
which liaG t;he hii;hest straw volume• and_ for ;·;ilich a gcrn;icide is useable. 

' ' Thio brin:,,J us to the perrinial rye->'.ras:.i, 93,500 au-res, a far cry from 
the 315,o:Jo acr<)D \';e !w.ve been told :.l~~ :rn ecor::-iG ~_ust if our :;eed 
r.,rov1crs 2ire to survive. ·;,re were not told"the truth. Tl1is is only nec­
es9c1r,y if the ~~eed !~1--ov"Jer io to continue ~-~t th1~ Sa'.Je level as in the 
past, -,vitll as little ex·iEmsc _ nd v1ori: ::rn oo:_•:;iblc 1·:it!-i the hic>;riest level 
or retu1·r1c And oven t~1iz1 ~ereriniJ.l r,7c ~:rn;:::; tlCreu~;e: C3!1 ex.is"t for a 
yeu:r with only a crn:.lll reduction in J'.eld li' 1iot; burned. • 

I am a flCr';on•1l field-btn'ain'c statistic--dc:'iletccl •)ll.'fc>ically b.J t;he 
smoke la>0t mi:::mer anf ~'all, still tr:1ing '.;o recover fro:n a b:;.d bout of 
flu in early Februar,y--Btate Board of Jiealti: fic:ures (Vol. lS'--'l 14.) 
show 1970 iJrc,_-~on flu c::,;.ses 2'·~ ti:ucn tl1e 5-.Y'~n.r ~rc:di'::~, ~.'1it"nt: 1.:tnc (;011.uty 
double the C"Jscs to be cx.,ected frori •JUr :1o:mLtti 1n (5 tinni tnc 5-yr. 
media), o.ncl 'c<ith oul_y 1/10 tllc',:tate!c; popul~1tion ;o-e 1rnd eorP than a 
thinl of all tho l)'/O strep infections 1 Arµ 1:e_ lc:L'D b2.rdy'i If so, '.'1lly? 

I aok cgain tlnt all fic<d-burnin:~ be -3batcd C•).·::Jolotcl.)' J}or tile year l')?O, 
that tl·te t;r:...t0:-; ;}eO(} tifl·:J. E'.I:.dll ~_;r.?,in )~r8·;,~-~-:I' . .'. '2."·_.- 1}~; !;~~t..·j.r r_~:1J0,1 i'.~it;_, .))~/ 

t::!Jcin~·; :1 !:"'C·c~·.:ci;i:in in pr0fi·t fo.r· t.1::..i~- ,'·.''.·_,;,r."I -·:1 ·.-10 1.1J ,-'lt :·ct'..r: d-:-:.··1~:: 

bnen penalized by a reduction in~uaincss beca11ze ueople fro~ out of 
to·::n :r» .. :funcd to ei1on i·n our ~c1oicC ~oJ: br;? h::;'~ c:s in ttn area ·tl1~it uer­
mittcd t.-cis ,_,ituation. we need boti~ a l2c'.'.li;•1 :.md a finimcL 1.l brca:.::! 

In the event thCJt D. F.. o. cannod. co~1.ily · 1iti1 '~hifl rc(\uc~st, I ask that 
they confine tr,c Uurnin·~ -to tile ·1ercn:1L1l r_y" rG.c'3 only--->,h3t ~1 dail,y 
list of =ncs und burnin;:; ti:ues r;m ,wr::iit;c; i ,_,:;c:d bG ;rnbliD!wd ln loc:.;l 
papero, oven ar3 the weatl:.cr forecaf:lt, &r1d tiwt ·.":C' no.si,~s of tho violcctcrs 
und the dio-iosition of t;neir c:L"J~, likc·:1L1c oc nul)li:i;'wd in the sam~ 
oection. ,;ic information should tc su~oliad tJ tl10 ~nree, regional air 
autnorities, cind released by thq'm to the m.'TI!l T.edhi..· 



\. 

\ 
' 

t' also ask '~hat the Ter:nits be strictly enforcedJi and that all violater3 
be remanded to a state agency, where ;Conflict of local interest end law 
would be lens. 

\ 
Mr. Charles kizer i;tated that in 1970 about 15,000 acres will be burned -
on a day of southerly winds-if this wind chanp;ea, as they often did 
last summer, _,:ugene will once more be the centerof a holocast l Ilia state­
ment that field-burnin" is less harmful to society than other choices 
open may be true in t~eneral , but does notning to rectify tho situation 
for Eugene, whose ci tizen,3 or necenaity are pa,ying the entire uenal ty, 
without subsidiefl of any eort, and apparantly even v1ithout recognition 
of this fact by D. E. Q .. --whicll is our state board of appeal! 

Mrs. #iley of 1','0r.1en for :\1!riculture does not differentiate between grass­
seed grov,ers and af'~ricul ture in her soeoches, and if she lived in J..:uc~ene 
would not call u,-,_ cotrnlainera, but peoole trying juot as hard to -pre,::erve 
our healtn and livelihood, and that of our children, as the grower is his! 

ADking for more time to solve the problem comes annually, ,just like the 
i'ourth of July, and does not hel~ the situo.tion. In the meantime, the 
50,000 acres burned in t;he early 1')40ls when this all began e.avc gro·.m 
over si2:: tir0.es... ...-72i tc a jump! An'.i ·:;ith o.11 tl1i:3 tir:te, 110 Gl)l:it tonl 

And. field burning problems do. not stop with tbe burninr>; of the fields, 
· for Euc;eans, and. are not; confined to the six ·;;oe;eks r,:rs •. ;iley repeat:'l. 

Last year it started ij'uly 13,,and went on into the Fall. ,;ith our in­
version pattern in l•;ugo~ie- one batch had not cleared before another 
'rrivcd. " 

And· the proble'lrn from the nmoke this surmner in to invade our mountains 
and lovely Yastern Oregon, even as I.os /i.nQ:eles pollution .::oills into 
Palm Springs. Are rm truJy so ir;norant that we can let this happen·? 

I appeal to you to -put aside sympathyl'>;;motion for a look at the cold 
h.ard figures of ·i::11c situ;'_"1t;ion , a·[Jply tl::..e came loGic to o:Jr sit11s.tion 
in the uouth end of v::illo,y, that you une on the eced-r-;I'O\';or·c rdtu::tion, 
and arrive at a more liveable und f~quatablc,,,.'.!silut_i,._on ~".,pr ,:-:n21_J,iviP:S• 

/'llf"'1' -it} " 0.,.., r-ct;~-~'>'». 
iHro. i~3. G v Pat;t'.;ioon 
"Sl '' J;?"i-, -·ve Eli[~eti~ - Of·E!;;8u • 



dj r /1/ 11 ;JIH/£,AA! - Cd<U-vi1~ Dee? C,rrn m i6'>; ..-~ .. 
Gentlerriin: -;11 t is interesting this hearing was scheduled durin3 Earth Week when many concerned 
citizens of Eugene are busy with proJects to clean our environment and unable to work on this 
one phase. I appreciate the fact the DEQ spends so much time for the benefit of this one 
industry. It disturbs me because it leaves little time for thoughtful approaches to other 
problems, creating a burden on their limited budget. The advance publicity has lulled many 

/. nto be_lieving your nev.1 rules \Vere to be an improvement. Our Sun paper stated written data 
' could be mailed to your Sal. ofc.--do you have one? Last 11ites paper had a better item but 

that ';Vas rather late. This reminds me of the confusion existing during the burning last 
summer. Who in the DEQ office is responsible for receiving our complaints and how many were 
receivedT It is most unfortunate this meeting is being held 70 miles from the area most 
affected and on a day which prohibits attendance by anyone who works for his living. \las this 
planned? 

It is most depressing your proposed rules include no reduction in pollution! Industry 
has been spending money for pollution control and can't understand why the seed grower is 
exempt. They spend 50$ on abatement and he spends l/iO ~f 1% (in grain) The 1967 legislature 
gave him tax credit for pollution control which he has never used, h0,,canootsa£ford pollution 
abatement? He goes to our Emergency Board who cannot afford a similiar $75,000 for the Ptld· 
Medical School, -i;vho each year turns ai.vay young men--this is in age '\'Then heal th care is a 
problem! He speaks of his $30.000,000 industry as a gross product--this is low--any gross 
product has +$ and -$. He receives the +$ and we spend the -$. He moves from the industri11l 
world to the agricultural to callee t his huge lobby power, he 3% loans which banks are eager 
to give--we the taxpayers pay them this subsidy on interest. Agricultural'/ does he grow 
good? He tills little soil with his economical burning practices/ He spends thousands on public 
education~ his Belgian rnarket., 

I am tired of his education--his wife says let them burn just a little longer( it's been 
25 yrs) a solution is near--they neG.d to make money to send cl-1ildren to college--wl1ile ·we are 
trying to make money to pay Dr. bills. How many can afford to send their children to college? 
Now his wife says save their industry for environmental reasons. This green belt or black 
blet, she wants \l,ay for is every bit as dangerous to the 10% of the population with allergies 
as_ if it ·were a~20,000 acres of rag\veed which ·we eradicate. Do you realize medical treabnent 

or so called allergies \Vhich are an increasing health proble1n nationwidei is considered 
preventative7 In other words people with hospital ins. are not covered nor welfare people--­
yes, it hits the poor the hardest, they have no funds for this needed medical help unless on 
death bed. This concentrated pollen comes to us(41%) 4 mos prl.or to the 3 mos of smoke, this 
sn1oke '>1hich collects Inany pollutar1ts enroute .... •nson1e.ti1nes it takes 2 days to reach us and then 
\·1e have a double ·1oad of air pollutants. For 7 n1os ea~h year i:.·1e have subsidized thenl and no'l.;i 
it is suggested 011r \·1intet health is also jepordized--Check your State Board of Health for 
per capita illness this vrinter in our county of Lane .. 

Gentle1nen, I knov; you don't conive to p~an a disaster. for thousands of pe.opie but in 
affect you are--if yo~ pass the proposecl rules There is notlting these rules to prevent 
a disaster frorn happening to u::> :i.n Eugene.. \le are frig11tened? 
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By GAY PAULEY 
Ot United Press lntcrno.tior.al 

NEW YO.RK - Ah.-chool In 
the day's n1ail came some sta­
tistics that 1nake the rounds this 
thne of year and start us sneez­
ing just by reading them. 

The pollen is flying the hay 
fever season is upon mHiions of 
us. The facts: 

&, One out of every 10 per­
, sons, or about 22 million, suf­
fers from son1e sort of allergic 
disease. f\1ost-some 16 million 
-are victims of asthma-hay fe­
ver. Five n1illion of the 16 mil­
lion are chiidren. 

1;1 Allergies are the leading 
chronic dise:ise of children, ~c­
counting for one-t:1ird of all 
chronic conditions in youngsters 
under 17 . 

.;_§ Children under 17 lose over 
36 ntillion school and play days 
ea,ch year and sper:.d about 13 
Tl'dllion days in bed because of 
allergic disorders. 

tb Son1c 5,000 p e r s o n s dlc 
each year of asthn1a, about half 
of th~rn in tho \VOrking age 
group. 

>& More than S135 million is 
the cost to allergy victims for 
rricdicincs prescribed by their 
physicians. 

~ Tin1e lost from \VOrk by 
adults \\'iih ~!lcrgics amounts to 
son1c 2.: r;1i;:.;n;1 :;; '.:1 days per 
ycai, cos;inr: in(i1;:,try :i:ore 
than ~A,00 million. 

O Five per cent •"•!' !):" 1.:i· 

t:,:.ti',; i'•i<·_J:,.,;,, .. ~ ;.-: '·' ~fl :-i.1 
a:k.,·;-.,:c 1·; · .. • •.• i:.; cl!~r .. 
[:,j1 };;·,;_; ,-,:~:,~~ ::,; ( ·~..::·1 )ICJ.~-. 



7,fReference--Agricultural Field Burning in the Wullamette Valley--1970 
•' 

11{/t Ir. Annual ryegrass and cereal grains burnt only to lower production costs. This is 55% of 
of total acreage burnt--2/3 of tonnage burned. (done for economic removal of residue) 

:1)1./f'd-a. Subsequent crops planted without cost plowing or other seedbed preparation. (Who 
.I f I ' pays for this economy? We in the lower end of valley. 
,Jd/£ ;L- b. 
v ii 7 

Fosters increase of harmful insects by destroying other parasites and predators, 
insectivorous birds and small rodent which provide natural controls. 

c. Harmful to wildlife. 
Heavy use of nitrogen fertilizers increase residue volumes (5-6 tons per acre where 
normal is 1~ to 2~ tons) I am suggesting since burning increases seed yeeld it 
also increases weed yield creating him n1ore problems 'i'lith 'iveeds. 

No burning of these 300,000 acres grown adjacent to Portland--only 85,000 burnt 
in mid-valley. Why? 

.-;A'--,~eference--Agricultural Field Burning Research, Nov. 6, 1969 

Seed Perennial 
" Annual 

170,000 
90,000 

260,000 

(!Yf f,. .. - 30 I 000 
. o .;s..&,ooo 

Ff!d­

(j''lY'J-

+ 3.?}COO 
315,000 

- 85,000 
230,000 

- 10,000 
220,000 
36' 500 

183,500 
90,000 
93,500 

(15,000 produced out of vallev--1Si000 plowed.under old 
$eeal ngs, creeping Dentgrass • 

Small 
Total 

grains burned only 
acreage burned 

Sn1all grains reraoved 
Small grains ren1oved 

mid-valley 

(orchard grass (can burn alternate yrs without yield reduction 
and can be incinerated next year) 

(blue grass (alternate yr burn without yield reduction and 
can be incinerated next year) 

(Annual grass-Pa~aquat is effective herbicide on gern1inated 
\Veeds, at most 'i·lould delay seeding into fall. Under 25/~ 

reduction in yield) 
For the regulation of burning these 93 ,500 acres I aa1 asking the follo;.ring rules be strictly 

enforced., Statistics orove the nerennial reygrass gro·we.r Would not be forced out of 
~ )-('\:"It -

business even if he couldn 1 t"r'i:or 3 years l 

1. Burn only 011 Sout1:1 v1indo Your suggested burning on i'Jorth. \·rinds protects Portland and 
Salen1 ;,,rho have never: h:;:td a problern and gives i::u;;ene no relief .. 

2.. Don 1 t ·wast ti1ne and rnoney on priority areas, 3 n1iles or l taile is no degree of safety-­
and suggests planes are ·rnore i1nportant than people. 

3. Burn only on days with ceiling at least 5000 feet. 
Li.. Daily record of burning ?errni ts,: including name of gro'Wer ~ address an<l acreage burned 

to be given to the Local Regional Pollution J.~uthority for ~Jublic record 1 
5"' Strict enforce1nent of all rules.. fines assessed at n1axiraurn and not tt~rned over to lbcal 

county cournt where there is a conflict of interest but adr:1i.nist.rated a.t State level 
at "'7hich .level you issne the advi.sory .. This w·ill give the inajorit.y of lai-.r abiding 
groi·iers a better reputation .. 

6... No_ issu2_nce of £ire ·:)F.:r;;·d_.ts by local fire chief.. They h~·:VG: no kn.0~·1led_3e ap~:>l icable to 
this responsibi]_ity and are caught with conflictin~ interests~ 

Gentlemen: \~e can purify our '\'later but no air filter removes the hazardous chernicals froa1 our 
air--i·Te can leave a srnoke filled roorn froffi cigarctts Lut. c,:cnnot escape earth Is atB:Os:)ere \·1hich 
some experts believe has alr"e 2 dy reached it's c.:J;),qci.tyo.-the only \•Tay 'Ide can survive is to 
stop pollut&nts at source before they reach the airo 
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. ·. . -· .. ) '. I I 
' .- • ' HEALTH ASPECTS OF AIR POLLUTION l"i· .0"::'-', t7,~v j; ~(; . · ..• , j 

.. ,... .. . --· " - -'afl~ltlff'.~::7»1:, ; . 
,' 

.. . The. probl~m of a~r p~llution in Orelj:On, as in ~ of the conti..'1ental. . · . · !. -l 
..• . s~tes, 17 .varied, being influe:i;ice~ b'!' diff~rences in geo~aph;r, sources of [ .J 

,. _-."1:'1r.p:W-m;ion, and weather. _This :n. ~ will·bave a vary:uig ir;1Fac-r. upon "''.·'"- · •:_l 
".~ '>•.:·.; =:ndividual human hei,ilth• Thi.a artic.Le will be concerned only with the t j 
.• ' . · structural or functional heal th effects, not with thos affecting me human ,. ·I·; 

... -. 

··:spirit such as smell and impairment of scenic vistas. • l:'.j 
, : ,•:" ' - .: The areas of the human· bocly exposed to potential damage frcm air. , -'. '...- f<l 

, .. ·pollution are the skin, eyes, and the respiratory system, The skin is not jJ 
,,, '"-«believed to be significantly d!lr'.aged at e:dsting levels of air pollution. ' ' 

Eye irritation has occurred priIT'arily in ,ll:tQllJL!!f~.~~-uch as Los l:ngeles, ~. , , 1·.' 1 
. .,--,;.where photochemical smog· can cQuse nuise11ce and temporary impai=ent of ·, j 

-,, ·,,normal visulil filliction. No permanent eye injury_ has been established ,:,i 
;-de2pi:tD :r:psntc:d ir::.·i i:.'..1 tion11 .. : , ." _ : ·~ -:1,- ., t A 

' 
,, :Tl1us, the ~ain target area of thO' body exposed to air pollution is 

· the i-espi:ratory system, which rep:r0s2nts a sort of invaginu:t.icn of the skin, 
• .. :c ,r, '·, co=unica.ting freely with atrriosr,Jleric air through ventilation. It consists 

, __ of ths UIJ])Bl" airway: nose, thrcst, and J.arynx;. and t,he lower portion: the 
'trachea, bronchi,·, and lungs.- _. 'j'Jm bronchi and. lungs are of major concern' ' . 

.. ·· , .. ~, becawe tl1ey are vi tally involved in the respiratory exchange of oxygen. and 
· carbcn diox:i.de, Possible damage may ts.ke ti.le fu1w oi .. a cu.ts or cb.I·onic . - -_ 

' ·' '· 

• ,changes. Acute bronchitis would be =lii'ested by m~ccssiva cow;h-:ng, uith 

• •"f·o 

or w:i:thout producing sputum. '['his results from irritation of tte nerve 
endings in the mucous membrane lirting t!1e bronchial tree. Wi '\L'l re:ioval from 
a polluted atmosphere, the acute irritative process sl1ould subsice • 

-· ... 

~ ~ 
· / The major health concern is how r.mch chronic danage can be done to the '\. ·c· bronchial and 11.mg tissue. The two conditions in which air poll\ction has \ 

. · been irlpLi.cated are lung cancer and chror.ic obstructive hmg disc:'.lse, chiefly. ·\ 
· .· chronic bronchi tis 0.nd emphysema. . According to th0 U. S, Public Ee2J. th /) 

,, -~'j-~e, ·these represent the t•,10 fastest growing causes of death in the U. S. / 
"~-·''- ~-,~·:, .• - ...... ....,v 

. \, •" ·-"' ' 
........ ~- .. _:The presence of hydrocarbons, particularly kno;m carcinogens such as _ 

benzpyrenes, in the polluted atmosphere plus tJ1e higher prevalence of lung 
·"' · cai1cor in city dwellers have suggested a possible cause and effect, Thus far, 

.. the population studies and the ·pre5ent levels of exposure suggest that 
co=rity air pollution contributes :Little to t..'ie occttrrence of lung c·ancer. 
Yne Su1·geo11=Gc:neral' s Ad.1rlsor'y Co::::j~ ttce 011 Smo1cine e:n.a_ liea.J_th '~ec1.ared in 

.1964, "Cigarntte smoldllg is causally rele.ted to lung cancer •••• and outweighs 
- ell otl1er factors .. 11 1Ju.t ·with :Ll.1cr:c:<S.sir1g n::i.r 1:i.ollt-1t:Lc11, tl:«Jro is no J_oGical 
reason vrlJ.y it may i1ot, play a..~ increasing role in cat1.sj.ng lun.g cmcer in 
nonsmokers as well as smokers. 

- --------- ---· -----~-___:_ ____ ___.__::_ _______ :_ __ ----~------------
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i !; 

! 
"Summary of Atmospheric Emission Data from Grass r'ield Burning Teats" by R.W. Boubel, 1969 I) 
Prof-Sch. of Engr., page 35-38 of "Agricultural Field .Burning in t,be Willamette Valley" 1:; 
lists the various components l 1ve ched in red on this appendix. (lio evidence of health ,. .. 
hazards when no one even knows how much smoke comes to us (ie aome stubble being green or '.:"! 
wet, estimates based on good conditions) P'i' 7 -117 () ii/ 

------·-------~#---·------,,.----~---.·----~,~~~·-·--="'i:>n>IG:.·~·"'') 
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: ,·-·',_ .:··-~onic' bronc.hi ti; end emphysema represent the most co!illllon lung disease·'· ; ,?,, . .-.. ; · J J 
complex at this t:i.ma, affecting up .to L1J million .k:lericans. Chronic bran- •' r, 

-· . chi tis is defined as a disorder characterized b-,;l ;sersistent cough and sputun [.'-
,.,::_:.:,. '.i,'.o:extimding over !':3-:'ltbs to years. It results fro-'1 continued irritation of the , •.. _, • 

' . mucous membr:me i ·i.n:h1g the bronchial tree. \<Ii tb. ra's'ili ting-'Efu.'Ckeniii.g-of tr.is' • - i. 
l _..:.membra.na pJJ.JJ':'1 ·t;M pJ.""sL-:0nce of' sticI,::_7 secratic::.ts_, the· consequence is narro1~-:ing j. 

'of-the air11ay. This causes.an increased effort to move air in and out of :tJ'le ···· I·· 
lung~.· , , '' {: 

" ·.-.' .- . "' Emphysema is a disease of the lung tissue itself in which the delicate ·5 
· t 

,_:.;;.,-.,. ~-~~air. sacs (alveo:Li) are distended and ruptured. The unfortunate results are h 
,., -,.~'.less .surface area avetilabJ:e for exchanging oxygen and carbon dioxide with the . k 

• ·_. bloo:i, and poor support of the smallest airways, the bronchioles. - Th9se small ~-
.... tubes tend to col.u1pso dU:ring forced exhn.lation. Tl:.e resulting symptom is I. 

0:-:C'c:f:~,-~".'"8 -~~:r1_n,,-;.'.-isss of breath durix1g physical exertion ... ~-In the'majority of :'·, 
-. Oa383;( bot~.- ·;~>:'.\)I.tGl1i-t.iB a:r1d -~ D.I'-:) r:':;:'~;S~~!1t,, ,..,~~ r 
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'-~~:-.·.-~:~~.,-.;;.~ __ ,At )J:l9 _ p;resel!"G ·t:l.r:;~s. to_bac~? _ ~rno~co nppec~rs to i:JS-"'t:~i_Ufy-;: ... e;sTJMSible~ .. ~·~·De-,.,.-~ -_..} )' t 
~·· "). _/·,: :· :i.n.g:rcdients of 1.:-cbacco sr:fo1t:0 co11Si{Jt. of 1.:frr)_ia :c:;:-rt:tcles rr.1:tl1 t.b.;:;f potontinJ..rns:-·_··;< ,--·- r 

_---~---~,-r'•i:r:rit£'.Jlt,s ru1cl c::1.:rcinoger1sit and gnsos Hltlch r~:iy £~ct~ us irrit,u.i1t3 or·in:C':Jr·~fere'· :/_"_'.-, ____ ~·~:_.~~ l 
,_ ,_ . ·._'i)-.1'!?- th 0xygenat:i.on of tho blood. Man:r of. +~'1ese ol:c•cnicaLs sro also found in .. ......,,/ · ·. : .: I . 
. .. . · - urban air and ir":lu.9t:r.iv.1 pollution. TJ:e clcser re:ll1'cion of cigarette smoking· 
~-"'.!.-<- J', ,.,' ~- tO_ chronic lu.n3 dise..?.se cay be due .rco iriJ:;.tlntiOn t:b."!"01.1gh. the ruouth. rathBr_ 

. :-:1 • t11an the nos a, and the intBnse concentro.tion. of ii"'ri:t:."mt chemicals in, tob.s..cco 
smoke. But like lung cancer, it seems iriovit3b:i.o that increasing the severi·l;y 

•:<-..,.,.,_ 

of cornmuni ty air po1lu ti on wiLl prcducs chrcm' c lung damage leading t-0 physictl 
disability. The damp cJ.imatic conditions of England's urban areas and tl:e use 
-of high~sulfui' conl l1ave cctibined to produce a dangerous air environrien t. The 
occurrence of lung cancer and chronic obstrur;t:i:ve lu11g disease seem to be 

_related_ to the nature and deg:ree of British air JJollution, Studies in our o',m 
.. Paci.fie Nortb.west as wel:L as elsewhere in the D. s. indicate a combined 

. delete1;ious effect of cigarette smoking and air pollution • 
.I f_ .. ,_ - -

··.'·' 
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c; The effects of air pollution upon the pul!:1onary system vary partly due 
·.to great differences in inclividual susceptibil:L ty. People who suffer fron 

asthma, an allergic disease causing sp.3.snodic and :reversible narrowing of the 
bronchioles, are probably the most susceptible to increases iri air pollution. 

· -Tfi.ose i:ndividu.als ~·r.t:t.:il con.siric1'a\)JJ::' cl1roni.c t-2·c:nchi tis and emp11yseM I'1ny r,_ave 
severe aggravatic11 in tl'leir· breath.i.r1g ·diff:i.cu~lt:-~~r during period3 of :i.J1c:c 12r;:.2cd 
a.i.1• po13rt1tio:n.!) 'il1is in ·hu.:rn ni.o.;:r th.ruw u11 5.i1.tc-lc1"'a.1J10 bu1"d:':11 nl;o~1 a \·."8:1~-:-:::"n_sd 

'· 

11ea.i~_-~e (If t..ti.e O.h1J08 t)J."e gets sw"ficio.i1t .. 1y bs.Ci.; ·: ____ ____ \,:.-·j_J __ J. 
§:£Y<::.l.op, ... }Q§.pj.,r.:3-5~~;r~'.Y"-0 .. 1":D,§ __ J:-1~fi.9ifl.n __ C.J!:,~" That such s~vero acute exposttrc may lead 
to 'bGrrnax1or1t lu.i1g <la:nage is suggested by follo~ .. r-i.1p exmj_11atio11s of' people 
affected during 'tho Donora, Pennsylvania di.sas tor of 194-8. 
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Most of our :information regarcling the impact of air pollution upon 
~human health comes from tlrree sources: , ... ,... 

.,_::15Af"'lµle~,,~ed disasters when a sudde: incre~se in air poll~tion 
-:'.:. ~ ..... ;·i\1..:esu.c-c;;;"···:rn'"OXC'E?SSi~J"e illness and dea·th&-J · _-· -- - , · · .--- ---- - .' --~-

, .. .'.: 

._, :--: 2.-~~periments involving both an'"'"ls and'human volunteers. · 
. -~- ,._ . · ~--:' ·. · , J. ! Population studies of the effect of «certain variables upon 

""'·" ... :~h'·~~'l breathing function and disease.), _, 

"''" 

. -- . / 
o:'. Except for the disasters, most of the· relativeJy small enmlnt of :information 

,.·suggests that cigarette smokfui;'at prel')ent overshadows air pollution as a 
'.cause of severe lung disease. Again,· quoting from the Surgeon-General 1 s 

· > ·.Committee Report, "The lung may be dm:3.ged by noxious agents found either in 
'-"~, ••••. , 0 ···-'·- ·" ·o'-•••nh~r-ic p0Jlu'·1·,,n Tn t\1° U S t'""~ no"'o"us ag<>n-'--.... ._...1.cl.-\.,1_,..,_ ..__. ___ ,,_,,,,__, ~-• .,~~ .. ,,:._~ 1 _~•·';;,,_,., ••. ,l.1_,.._, "' - . ,... ,. C!_l< il.V ~ ...- V..:J 

f_rom ciga:r.~ot·t.~.:. ,;,:,::.:.-:-~-,:,:i]lg D.l"O r:i.ucb. rr~o:cc l~-:::,n~.J< ~; ___ ]._ t;=-~~ c<:il::-:.:: .. :;:.-~~,.-1 .. :::-11 cf 
-· "' bronchopulm<l:l.Gry disease tiian 111•e thooopresent. as colJJlluirity a:h poJ.l:u,::.a.nts. 
~,-,---.:_Jn- ~the UD.i tc·d. lIJ.ngdo::i, ps1rsorlB. t·Iho E'~noh:e cigarot.to8 D:nd are cJ;;:-po~.ed. frequ.e~-tly · 

., .. -; ;·to--atmospheric pollutants are at g-cea"Ler risk oi dov8loping <licabl-;ng 
;-~<-~-"···--~-c~_ re-spix·a:tor.'y c;usc:;ase -and-death than those expo3ed ·to ~~~ ... tJ?lOnt;'.? e·" 

"" .. 

·,t 

- --~ . 

- ~ - '" ·-. ~·-

, --.:· .Yct;ili;:fa·cnd is till.at if ~llowcd to proceed, air poll~tion w:ill be·;, ,;~~-\ ' 
. ,_ :increasingly responsible for caus_ing luI1g cancer, chronic. bronchitis and' t- - . 

- -"'-~:'._,,,,,emphysema~_r-- ~·r~~s9 __ (li.se~ts.es aJ:·~o _insid.io"L1H in_. their C;;ig:i.nn:Lng ru1d grB.dual in 
• · worsening, requiring porhaps( ?_.!i.2.1-.?:..:Z8.22'."! •• i£U:'f'.£.°r"c'.L.}fjl't-.~~l~~-l2Y produc:L"lg · _,' 

syl!1ptoms such as tLLnoy-.Lr1g cough, oputUrni;. ch.t;st p±·1,~ co1iglri,.'l1g up blood or 
undue loss of weight, Because of this, IL<'L92:\'"0Rt l}_~tj;,.;_}Bt,_i;L.QJ,l_tlt.'J._[SJ;.:~Q. 
eJ"J.-in. 11 Steps to control air pollution ·should riot await final and absolute 

·-piciiih,,of tho ~~~S:t"E~-~~.~:h,~Ilb~n._s."'a_nd rE;J_~\tj~o!l:~i 1?§ . .,_.,petHeen ,.a.ix:,,~,p.oJ~JJ.;":ti9JJ. 2..i.-"ld. 

hB_g}£:0-,~~};1fk:~JJJJ,Jlll___ If air pollution cont,inUes to i101~sen at t.he p1~eserrt pace, 
our «:irfluellt society may encl, not with a bs,ng, but with a wheeze .. 

. " -~· .-j 

JAfiES F. MORRIS, M .D. 

.. ·; ·, .. ,_ 

_,.; 

-. 

,.,,-, ... :;,._ , 
~ ' ·--,, ·.-

;, ~·:.:y. -·'l<- '~-~:.·'.">" ·.·,,,.,~_ "<'"-"·"' 
'•;" 

-·-- •-. -.-. ,, . 
• .1.:..f.'"""--'- .-' "'··' 

< ·-.-- ., .. ''" . . . 
. ..... - ·! •··. 

-~- ·:.' 

! . -" i 

' l 
• 
' • t 
le 
! 

i 
~ 
' • ,. 
! 
l 

) 
I 
r 
I 
i 



".--... 

.._.,,~ . ~. 
; .. r·. 

·_·: ... .,. ,._ 

Components' of Air Pollution 

"- . ·""' _.,.._+ ---~- ·:·. ' 
-,.,.,~ 

~~-;J<TICULA~S'- :y b~liquid or' solid with great ;~ety of size and chemical 
' ',2. co:::J!)osi tion. Many are si!:iilar to those found in cigarette smoke. Large . 

'particles, Wiually solid hydrocarbons, tend to fall out from air, or be 
filtered out in the ncse. Those of 1 to 3 micra in diemetsr may adsorb other 
more «iamaging chemicals and thus permit their deeper penetration to lung 
areas.. They may cause increased obstruction to breathing, a.'1.d are potentially 
.carcinogenic, 

. . i .- ' _,,,, ~ -~-- - - ..<" 

··• >+>{2.crc.'tBON MOtJOXIJ?.J;:; - CO!:nonlY res;.u_t froiii burning of fossil fue1s (coal, oil and· 
· 1.}'7:gasoline.) Il.'conc:mtration of 100 part.s per million (pµi) is presently con-

. t'.:°':..<::'..?recl, tb.e 11ypsx- li.~::i t, cf ;:.;afct.y I> fl~bO"'lO this s~r':Dptons 9f headache, 
:..·, ~ -. -,., t-,~cslCf'._ess and d.i~zi..:.1D83 appear'o Tl1c moat._ .scriou~1 ,~l'i'8ct :r.~csu.l..;c!J f'rorn t11e 

"' gi.·eater affi11i ty of CO for blood hemoglobin the.n oxygim. It actually die- · 
-. -l'-1.aces o:rygen f:rom th.o 110:ioglo·oin o.olecul·8o CX'o~:2.~d frcert?aJ-?S may cause 4-5% 

··"' -,,,, __ -:_·-i·:.~;·_:of auto oCcu_pant;si hs:-noglobiri. to be ID:-1do· UI) of .:;.'.:;,no1Thtl carbo1::::rhenoglobin. 
· • · .· «· '.l'bis may be supor:LE]Xl3ed upon the carboJ<.'}'hc!:!oglobin (up to 12%) resuJJ:d11g 

· ·~"":" ·-~, ·J':x:oD hee.V'f cigarott3 8:1Cking, with greatly impaircrl msntal function. . It does. 
.... no'!; nccUDuL'i·~ in the body, and does not cause (ihrcnic :poisoning, only acute, 

•. :".J:_·~ '•··· ,","'!- 0 .·~·"·~ .' _.:C~ 0 " ~--'.··.', ,- ' ' · •. - ,_ , • ~· >.- . ,' -',~ •- 'e-.'\•- ' 

·~:-~:~:.'\~C:.;.HJ19.HJ210X]fill - our atmosphere contains ~rLl.:; 0.03%, el though there is 5%' ,in 
- •. _ c • .,., \,. cr:J.2~ o:d:J.n.~tc(l b1:--c.u.tl1.11>""' Th.n ].Enr£1l :tn: ot1r city cti:r· m2y ri.:;i?J: to lCOO ppm, [?ut over 

·~ -~;cc.CJ is coyioidorod 'a tc~~Li.c lEr1,.-0l$ E:KC(l:Ssive a:t?1ospb.01"ic cor1centratic~l cotlld · 
:interfere wit __ h loss of heat from earth, possibly evon celting polar ice. 

§]1.TIJJ3.J2Qt1p0U~ms - these occur mostly as o::r.iclized forEs; sulfur dioxi,de (so2 ), 
sc,.li\ir trio:dde ~S03), eud sulfuric acid_ (H2S01). Th8y car: ~feet anyone, ~ut 
even small amounts i'.'RY nnr:row fue b:concbi.oles of persons w:i.tn asthma, chronic 

. ltmg or llC'~~b't dise2.0es~ It. is beJ.;L0v0d respo:ns:'!.ble for tho disasters in 

-- ~-·~ .~ -

. ~ - ' 

·~. __ , ~ 
I 
t I 

'.·: Do;iora, London, E''.!lcl l·:eu.,"HJ, Belgium~ I-Iydrogen ci1.lfid.o t:-'1nd ID.81.'"'capta.ns ~ commonly 
:·": :·«: <-· emitt0d from kraft paner mills, create an obnoxiona odor but in, the usual 
·. ''.'' =:-~·.-'. '.concentrations produc~ no bodily damage. With sudden increase in. concentration 
- ,· ·:serious harm results, such as 'Gh0 episode in 1950 at Poza Rica, Mexico where 

· .. - · 22.deaths occurred • 
. . · .. 

\ \( III Q~Q~GIIm.~L~AQAli~~- - the __ DX~ t:i.017~. 9,f ~s __ ~'~ .... ·.·,Ll:.·.=,.=· . .?.,~.~g .. h,.~ .. 1·~,,1~~: ... ~~.~ .• ,'.·,·~,~.-E.n'.·.~,~~ •. ,·~:.f>··.· .... :~-:~_fr ,\_p.,i_;rJ;~q_{~~12=-c.b.Bri_;i:,_p_£1bt.....c;f~~\!§£_§ 
;·, \ r~t1:Lc::;1.1J.:;:~-~~~--c:~_;, .. ,·;_~1 .. :;e.f?_.,,;t.-o L_<,-:1-.) .. --~-~:',\'.J ·,- ,. '· . ., _ .. : _ _ _ ··-~.,,·,~- ~ Leo .i'..:150les srnog is the best. 

. S'"'";'(' 01'" ,·-_"t·,o- 0 ~' r.'\';"'ru' r·-~ 1 s o-,,•, 0"<'-·,,1,.,(_, n-'."' ·1-i+"r',...L"';'':"' QHQr•e pr.:'-'O"'Y"Cyl 
'.,',_,_,_,, T ••'•- ..__,,_~ '-'~"--··• ~'--'•' ~,,].~ "'"" • •L ,.'·,_:",,~ '."'"""'·,::,~:.:: •• ·.,~-.P .._, ~ J v.!. ~- r.~ -

riitr£l'b3, fox·rJuldu"\.::/.:io.1 e.~1d n::.:· .. i:ol(J:iJJ~ , i: . .c_\J · 1 ;.~-i.iui'ly ~:'G~?pcn:JiblG for t11e 0y--e 
~~~~ 

·<'~-· 
;" -and bro11cD.iaJ. iJ:'J:'i·(,~~ i.:i.011 t;Uf.;:\.)r,::d i.n. ·Lo:-; i· 
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OXIDES OF NITROGEN - chiefly caused by combustion cf coal, oil, gas or gaso-· 
line. Ni trio oxide results which is oxidized in the air to the more toxic 

·-····nitrogen dio:.'ide. 'This is an acutely irritating 5ubstance. Experimentally, 
-' • N?2. c~ c~use chronic pulmonary· disease, chiefly f'~br~sis of_ lung tissue ·· · 

..; ·~-

· WJ. fu :unpa:i.nuent of exchange oi' o;..-ygen and carbon dionde. Silo-fillers · 
disease is an occupational ilJness in which chronic pulmonary fibrosis ia 
c;aus!"d by excessive e:iqiosure to NOz. _ . 

.. ~-,_· ·' 

,, " 
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·METALS - lead. is the most important and is a common gasoline additive. ·Lead 
blood levels have been determined to be higher in city dweD.ors and cigarette 
smokers, It fillY be widely distributed in t.lie body, damaging the gastro­
intestinal tract, brain, kidneys, and blood hemoglobin. Except for berJlliU.'Il,, 
there is no present evidence of' tissue damage by other atmospheric metals. , 
FLUORIDES-- cause su,rface irritation to skin and mucous me!llbrnnes. Little is 
known as to its inhalation effects. DaJ!lf;ge to plants and forage-eating 
'livestock is well kno1m, but h=an hazards aro not 1mll documented. 

RADIOACTm..J't.RTICLPS --presently ii. global and political'problem, re81JJ.ting __ 
from nuclear h·oapons testing. Sttontiu;;;-90, cesi\Jh,'-137, carbon-11 ... , fu"1d' 

,.,··-icdinc=Dl b~'"'° b13en of c}tlef concern,..· c.~-::.st::·oi1-l--'oostiv..ltl cb3011}t:Lon try t,Po 
food-chain route appears to be of potential.1.;i groator bodily end conetic · · 
hazard than by inhalation at pre,>ent leilcls, · Incro£·.sor1 use in mcdicnJ_ 

·-testing and ii::dust:ry may posa new air pollution problc:rw, 
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Public Hearing of Environmental Quality Commission on proposed 
Field Burning regulations for 1970 season 
Salem, Oregon 
April 23, 1970 

Chairman McPhillips and Members of the Commission: 

My name is Robert Humphreys, I am a perennial grass seed 

grower from the Waldo Hills. The seed growers of the Waldo Hills, 

Silverton Hills, Silver Falls area, and the Hills area of the 

Stayton RFPD, who have been working on the field burning problem 

felt that it would be better to have one spokesman present their 

feelings than to have many give substantially the same testimony. 

This foothills area, on the Eastern side of the valley, close 

to the Cascade mountains, grows about 2S,OOO acres of bent.erase, 

8,000 acres of fine fescues, as well as small amounts of other 

perennials, no annual grasses, and a very small acreage of cer.eal 

grains. The elevations of the area are approximately 700 to 2,000 

feet, well above the floor ·of the valley. 

That there is intense interest in the proposed l"e[';ulations 

is evident by the larcce number of farmers present today from this 

area, most of whom make their entire livelihood from perennial 

grass seed production. The Hills area is ideally suited to seed 

production for a number of reasons, with which I am sure you are 

familiar. 
help 

We appreciate and/support financially the efforts of the 

Oregon Seed Couwil in attempting to help the seed :1.ndustry thr-ough 

this difficult per>iod of adjustment. 

\ie would like to go on record to the Commission as not agreei:ig 

to the proposed reduct.ions of qvot.as in 1971 and 1972 and tbo cl.At-· 

off in 1973 1 as applied to tlJe Iiills ar02s for i~he following reasons: 



We understand that part of the thinking in the quota reduction 

is based on the phasing out of annual and cereal burninc:;. As already 

pdnted out, these areas have no annuals and almost no cereals. 

The other reason, as we understand it, is that it is expected that 

the mobile field incinerato1° will be operational to tho extent that 

it can pick up the quota reduction and take over completely in 1973· 

Our very serious concern is that the machine as being worked out 

now is not adapted to usage in the Hills areas. It is probable 

that it may work out quite well on the valley floor, but it seems 

to us ext1°emely doubt;ful if it will be practical for operation on 

Ir1 sp1 ta oJ~ 

the great efforts being made and large amounts of fund.s expended, 

we do not feel that an incinerator can be available for our areas 

by 197]. Unfortunately this Hill ground is not at all adapted to 

anything but grass production. We would sincerely hope that this 

cut-off date would not be applied indiscriminately. 

We would like to point oc:t to the cm:imi.ssion th<J.t the foothills 

area, while cer·to.inly involved in the burnin{'; problmri, has not oeen 

a iuajor lJI'Ol"Jlein ir:tsof'ar· as· s~nolro in heRvily }_=:opuJ.f:i.ted s.1~oas is 

concerned. At the tinte of the burning crisis last summer, to m.y 

knowledge, not one acre of bentgrass, which malrns up the major 

portion of the Hills ourning, had oeen burned. 

It is our feelin~ that this area could very well be allowed 

to burn with a s.~. wind as well as under t~e condit~ons outlinod 

r1ot ai~f.Gc t po1)ulat0-d areas.. Because bent-:-;rass is tl1e last 01'"' t}1e 

grass seed crops to be harvested, tL0Pe _is nor:nall;f a very limitee 

time in whicb it can he burned befoioa the fall r•ains. We quite 

often have southerly v1inds at that time of year. If this grass 

2 
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can be burned before a rain there will be much less smoke than 

after it has been rained upo!1, and perhaps only partially dried. 

It is our feeling that Saturday and Sunday burning, as allowed 

in the proposed regulations, could cause a problem in our area. 

Our fire departments are volunteer departments--many times on Sat­

urday and Sunda;>' the fir•emen may not be available if needed. There 

is normally increased traffic on weekends. There has been some 

concern about s:noke in the Silver Falls Park and the Cascade 

recreational areas, whj.ch are heavily used on weekends. Therefore 

the Hi.lls areas would be willing vollc.ntarily not to burn any at 

all on \Veeker1ds until afte1') Labor· l)a;_r 1JY0nt;:ei.1d, pr1 c>11idit1f~ tl'le 

daily quotas would be raised for this area from 3 to 5 percent, 

which would result .in approximately the same acreage burned in a 

week. 

We would also hope that on days of favorable conditions we m:igi.t 

have some assurance that quotas could be increased in the a1°ea. 

It is certaihly true that different areas in the valley and 

surrounding areas do have different condi ti.ans and proolems and 

vre believe that r•ogulations could well oe applied to meet these 

differing conditions. It is our hope that all growers will use 

good judgment in burning in ha,~ardous E\reas in order to minim:i.ze 

the problems. 

VJe are r1ot .. o.r1av:.rs .. re of' tl-1e trer,1er1do1Js pressl11~es on the ConL.'11issiot1, 

a.n.d v1e \Vant to \;i;ori{- v1itl-1 t1:1e coDJSn:l.ssion i11 ever·y 1Na;f ~,rre can. v.:o 

arc1 tr0nwndously concerned about the possibil:i.'cy of hav1.nc; our 

means of making a living for ourselves and our 1·amilies taken fro;n 

us. 

May we thanl{ yoct fo1• kce u1>t)Ort1<nity of testifyi.ng on tlw 

proposed regulatior1s. 
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Chairman 

2983 Camrose 
Eugene, Oreo:on 
May 11, 1970 

Denartme'lt of Environ".11cmtal G'cuali ty 
State Office Buildinp; 
Sale-rn, Or>e<'on 

Dear Sir: 

As residents nf Eugene we demand a reduction in 
the number of acres of grassland to 11e bu,,,ned this summer. 

We, who reside in the southern end of t1'e WillaY<1ette 
Valley, look ahead to the "burning season" with both 
fear and disr;ust, 

Fear, 1:leca1rne there were times last summer w"en 
visibility in EuD:ene was redaced to a block, b0eathing 
was difficult, and many people who suffer from aller"'ies 
and lung diseases ha.d to be hospitalized. Vie wonder 
how. w1ch worse it will be this ;rear. 

Dis<Z11st, because a minority of seed P'rowers make 
the late S'Jmmer and early fall intolerable for a majority 
of the people. In addition to the "eal th hazard 'here 
are otcher imno,,,tant considerations. Patios and driveways 
are cover>ed with +-he black t'esidue of burninP' grasses, 
011+-.door furnit1ire is riJined, and it ls i"ll".>Ossible to 
en.iov a:rw of the traditional suVirier activities, 

'!le also orotest on aesthetic grounds. T1ois lovely 
valley is hidifm under a srioke harye vihich turns the blue 
sky an 'l"'lY gray and covers the s 1.1n with a 1nurky ~ilm. 

We intend to s1inc:ort all lEJo:islators ·:iho are 
striving to bring about an end to ODen field b11rning, 
A red·iction in acreage burned is a must for thi.s vear. -- - ~~ ~- -~- -· ~-

mnw 

·Ma~gery N. Vlalkens~aw 
William L. '·iia'Lkonshaw 



Richard E. and Irmgard 1. Jones 3230 Earvin Drive Eugene, Orec;on 97402 

venneth Spies, Director 
state Department of 
Srwironr'lental Quality 
state Office Building 
Portland, Oregon 

D9ar Hr, Spies, 

May 10, 1970 

OFEICE 01' :rHE DIRECTOR 

As residents of Eugene, my wife and I are appalled at the prospect of 
still another summer of unlimited field burning, Through all the informa­
tion avaibble to us last year, particuhrJy in late August and through 
September, we 'Pere led to hone for at least some improvement by this sul'lmer, 
not by 197J or 1972, 

rt appears that we "city folks" have become the victims of a well or­
ganized power nlay by the seed far.mers, vrho have watch-dogged every move of 
those governCJental agencies vcho are supposed to act in the interest of a 
clean environment. Their pressures have been most effective, we are now 
told to place our trust in that most unpredictable of all Oregon elements, 
the weather, If the southern winds ·blow, someone else ''ill get the smoke, 
Jf tf1ey dontt, pressures wvill be brought to bear, and the burning vrill con­
tinue. 

''11y must we in the city of Eugene te.ke all the risk? Why not at least 
say to the farr«ers, 11 1ook, avere.P:es say you can burn, a l::i ro,e nortion of 
your acrea'{e during six to nine d<tys of southern winds, Jf they clon•t ma­
terialize, you will have to accent the conseauences, 11 '!'thy let the farmers 
have it both ways, v·hil.e the only thin>; we can exnect is another sul'lmer just 
11ke the b.st, 

Sincerely( your~, O·) _[, ,, 
I'~ "~--'-.:,.,, c_. cJ'·,......,...__'-.z.. 

l1'111C/''''j t. )cN1 kJ ,. \ 
Richard E. Jones 
Irmgard L, Jones 
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SUMMARY 

12§9 FIEI.JJ BURNING SEASON AND PROPOSED 1970 POLICY 

This summary of findings from a study of the 1969 season and proposals 
for 1970 is excerpted from a major staff report being prepared for the 
April, 1970 hearing on new field burning regulations. 

Examination of field burning acreage records, visibility, and meteorological 
data during the period July 21 - September 16, 1969, leads to the followj.ng 
conclusions: 

l. In the absence of field burning, Eugene would have experienced 
few, if any, days of visibility restrictions (6 miles or less) 
during the period studied. 

2. Whenever more than 500 acres are burned in Lirm, Lane and Benton 
Counties under a prevailing north wind, l!,ugene has a 75% chance 
of undergoing a visibility restriction. Based on limited 1969 
experience, Eugene will not be adversely affected when acreages 
in excess of 10,000 acres are burned under prevailing and steady 
southerly winds. ,See attached graph. 

3. Mixing depth is not generally a useful meteorological parameter 
for controlling an open burning source of this magnitude, although 
it may be useful in identifying extremely poor dispersion conditions 
when all burning should be prohibited. 

4. None of the three DEQ control programs attempted during 1969 were 
significantly more effective than the others, primarily due to the 
common failure to account for the wind direction factor. Eugene 
experienced smoky conditions on 55-60% of all burning days under 
each attempted schedule. 

These conclusions result in a relatively simple proposed schedule for 1970: 
Allow burning in the southern end of the Valley only when winds are from 
the south, and burn in the north end only when winds are from the north. 
Daily acreage quotas wiJ.l. be much larger i.n the South then in t]1e North,. 
because of the relative infrequency of south winds. In fonr seasons 
examined (1965, 1966, 1967, 1969), from 10 to 17 days with an average of 
13 days, were characterized by persistent southerly winds and no precipitation. 

In order to allow burning of fields adjacent to major population centers, 
airports, and heavily-traveled highways under conditions which will minimize 
effects on these areas both from public health and public safety aspects, 
priority areas have been set up. These areas will be allowed to burn under 
any marginal condition, based on local priority systems established and 
administered at the discretion of the fire permit issuing authority in each 
fire district. 
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A daily quota of 15,000 acres in Linn, Lane and Benton Counties will 
allow the burning of all pez·ennial grass seed fields and 85% of the annuals 
in the minimum season, and all fields of both species in the average season. 

Fifteen thousand acres is equivalent to about 9% of the total acreage in 
these three counties. It is proposed that this percentage be halved to 
give a basic quota of 4.5% with the explicit understanding that one such 
basic quota will be released for burning based on a morning forecast of 
southerly winds, and another 4.5% released in the afternoon if the winds 
have materialized and are forecast to persist. This will lend the program 
flexibility and to a limited extent minimize the effect of a faulty forecast. 
The afternoon advisory will be issued at 2 p.m. PDT. 

Prohibition of burning in the North Valley under southerly winds will create 
a buffer zone and minimize the chance of smoke penetration into the Portland 
area. Under nox·therly winds, a single basic quota will be issued for the 
North Valley. The 1970 quota based on 3% of perennial and annual grasses 
should allow aJnple burning days to complete all grass seed field burning. 

This proposed policy will probably have the effect of shifting the field 
burning smoke pollution problem away from the Valley's population centers 
and into the recreational areas in the Cascades. As long as smoke is being 
generated in the magnitude resulting from field burning, air pollution will 
result someplace in the St;ate, Since.the only way to curtail smoke pollution 
is to eliminate the burning, a.nd in keeping with the stai;ed objective of the 
EQC of ending all open burning in the Willamette Valley, the pha.sed reduction 
of a.creage quotas is included in this proposed 1970 regulatfon, The effect 
of the various quotas is a.s follows: 

1970 - Reasonably assures tha.t all perennial and annual grass seed fields 
will be burned. 

1971 - Provides a small possible reduction in acreage burned to account for 
large-scale field testing of field incinerator in annua.l ryegrass 
fiel.ds. Most fields will still get burned, however. 

1972 - Would al.low most, if not all, perennial grasses to be burned, with 
little opportunity for any annual grass seed fields to be burned. 
Seed Council spokesmen have indicated that widespread utiliza.tion 
of a field incinerator should be feasible by 1972. 

1973 - Scheduled pha.seout of all field burning, with field incinerator 
util.ization, and other alternative cultural practices being fully 
effective. 



INTRODUCTION: 

The burning of grass seed and cereal grain fields for straw disposal 

and field sanitation during the summer of 1969 created the most intense 

and prolonged public concern of any air pollution incident in the history 

of Oregon. Over 4300 citizen complaints regarding field burning and its 

effects were recorded by the Department of Environmental Quality and 

other pollution control authorities between July 20 and September 20, 1969. 

Field burning, like all agricultural practices, is exempt from the 

general air pollution laws of the State of Oregon. The Department of 

Environmental Quality does, however, attempt to regulate field burning in 

the Willamette Valley under the provisions of HB 1228 (ORS 411.9.840) adopted 

by the 1969 legislature. This statute directs the Environmental Quality 

Commission to establish a meteorological control program to regulate the 

type and extent of burning done on various classifications of days. It 

also states that the Commission "shall weigh the economic consequences of 

scheduled burnings and the feasibility of alternative actions, and shall 

consider weather conditions and other factors necessary to protect the 

public health and welfare ••• "· 

The effect of field burning in 1969, and the public response to them, 

provide ample evidence that the program of the Department as applied during 

1969 was inadequate to protect the "public health and welfare. This 

report has therefore been prepared in order to provide general background 

information and full documentation of the 1969 season, and an explanation 

of the policy and program the Department proposes to apply to field burning 

during 1970, 1971 and 1972, until 1973 when it is proposed that open field 

burning as it is now practiced be completely eliminated. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

Ac~ges 

A survey conducted by the Air Resources Center of Oregon State University 

during the 1969 season indicates that the 1969 acreages of grass seed and 

cereal grain fields grown and burned in the Willamette Valley, exclusive 

of Washington County, were as follows: 

Speci,.,e:s Acreage Grown Acre'?-ge Burned Percent Burned ----
Perennial grasses 135,000 135,000 100% 
Annual ryegrass 101,000 75,000 75% 
Cereal grain 121,000 _ _..:uioo ?% 

Total 356,000 219,000 62% 



Distribution of species and acreages is notably uneven in the Valley, 

with over 60% of the perennial grasses and 85% of the annuals being grown 

in the three southernmost counties (Linn, Lane and Benton). 

Residue Amounts 

The amount of smoke generated in field burning depends on many factors, 

the most important of which being the residue density per acre. The estimated 

density of residue, acreage burned, and resulting total straw tonnage for 

various species is estimated as follows: Total Valley 
Species Density, ton/acre ~ Tons burned 

Annual ryegrass 5 75,000 375,000 
Perennial ryegrass 4 48,ooo 192,000 
Blue grass 2.5 8,300 20,800 
Bent grass 2 20,000 40,000 
Fescue 3 29,000 87,000 
Other gra.ss 3 29,000 87,000 
Grain 3 9,3gQ_ 27 ,900 

Total 219,000 829,700 

Air Contaminant Emissions 

F'our classes of air contaminants are considered to be of greatest 

importance in considering the air pollution impa.ct of field l:>nrning. A 

brief description of these contaminants, in order of importance, is as 

follows: 

1. Particulates are extremely small particles of solid or liquid matter, 

and make up the visual part of smoke and are responsible for visibility 

reduction in the affected area. Field fire smoke particles are predom­

inantly from O.l to 1 micron in size, approximately the optimum size 

for retention in the lungs when inhaled. 

2. Hydrocarbon gases include eye irritants and those compounds giving smoke 

its characteristic odor, and may also combine photochemically with 

nitrogen oxides to give secondary contaminants such as ozone. 

3. N_i_trogen oxides include nitrogen dioxide, a brown-colored gas which 

contributes to visibility reduction. Nitrogen oxides are a major 

component in photochemical smog reactions. 

4. Carbon monoxide is a colorless gas most generally associated with 

heavy motor vehicle traffic in congested urban areas. 

Research directed by Dr. R. W. Boubel at Oregon State University has 

resulted in a reasonable knowledge of air contaminant volumes emitted per 

ton of typical residues. These emission factors, together with corresponding 



estimates of average pounds emissions per acre and total emission in the 

Valley are as follows: 

Contaminant 

Particulate 
Carbon monoxide 
Hydrocarbons 

Einission lb/ton 

15.6 
101 

25 

.2£.mparative Source Strer:,,gth of Field Burning 

Average 
lb/acre 

60 
380 

95 

Total 1969 
Emissions from 
Field Burning_ 

13,000,000 lb. 
81+,ooo,ooo lb. 
21,000,000 lb • 

A comparison between field burning and other contaminant source types 

is valid only if specific air contaminants are considered. Since particulate 

has been identified as the most significant emission, the following com­

parisons are most significant. 

Wigwam Waste_ll.:irn~ - 'l'he average burner emits about 7 lb. of particulate 

per dry ton of wood waste consumed, and might burn 60 tons per day. Its 

total particulate emissions per day would thus be about 420 pounds, equivalent 

to about 7 acres of the average Valley grass field. On August 12, 1969 

(known as "Black Tuesday), 18,000 acres were burned in Linn, Lane and Benton 
' 

Counties .. 

Using the 7 acre equivalent, these 18,000 acres were equivalent to 

about 2500 wigwam burners operating in the Upper Valley. 

Kraft ~ Mills - The two kraft pulp mills operating in the Valley 

during 1969 emit a total of about 30,000 lb/day of particulate, equivalent 

to about 500 acres of field burning. Hence, the 18,000 acres of fields 

burned on 11Ble.ck Tuesday" could be said to be equivalent to 72 additional 

kraft mills operating in the Upper Valley for one day. 

Automobiles - All the automobiles in the Willamette Valley, including 

the Portland Metropolitan area, emit about 30,000 lb/day of particulate 

matter, thus being equivalent to about 500 acres of field burning. To 

produce the same tonnage of particulate matter from automobiles as was 

produced by field burning on "Black Tuesday" would require an endless belt 

225 lanes of traffic wide stretching from Eugene to Albany, packed bumper­

to-bumper with 10,000 automobiles per lane moving at an average speed of 

25 miles per hour for 21+ full hours. 



TO MEMBERS OF. THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs S. Waterman, Member 

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION STAFF 

E. C. Harms, Jr., Member 
George A. McMath, Member 

DATE May 12, 1970 for May 22, 1970 Meeting 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED REGULATIONS FOR REGISTRATION, PLAN REVIEW, SAMPLING, 
AND PARTICULATE EMISSIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

Testimony received at the Public Hearing on April 24, 1970 has been 
rc•viewed and evaluated. Certain additional revisions to the regulations 
have been made, and adoption of the revised regulations is recommended. 

An explanation of the suggested changes and additional discussion of 
the testimony is as follows: 

REGISTP.ATION, APPESJVAI, OF PLANS, SAMPLING AND TESTING 

Subdivision I: ~~istration 

Item II(3) (e) has been changed to require that the plot plan show the 
height of air contaminant sources rather than buildings, as in the initial 
draft., 1rhis change was one of several suggested by the Association. of 
Oregon Industries relating to information·required to be submitted by 
registrants. 

No change has been made in the re-registration requirements. However, a 
short re-registration farm will be prepared and mailed out annually to each 
registrant by the Department, minimizing the administrative inconvenience 
to industry. 

Subdivision II: Notice of Con.struction s.nd Approval of Plans 

The only cl1ange ii1 this section is to include height of air contaminant 
sources rather than height of building:3 in the list of required information. 
As fo.r AOI 's objection to item II(2) ( c), which defines "a significant 
increase in process capacity 11 as 11new construction11 , etc*, it is the 
opin:i.011 of the sto.ff that tf1is item is perl1.~1ps redur1dant v1ith respect to 
items (a) aJ1_d (b) 1 but ndds cl.~-i.rity to t.l1e defird_tiu:n.. It sho11ld be noted 
that an ir1crease in process .£,BY~~~;z_, not Eoduction is specified; hence 
t'here 1.<Jill ci.1~·rays be some physical change involved in the incr·ease,,, There 
is no intention ho.re to require notification of every fluctuation in a 
firm's production schedule. 

Subdivision III: Sam.eling and '._l'estine;, 

No changes have made made in th.is section. 
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GENERAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR PARTICULATE MATTER 

No changes are recommended in the Visible Emissions or Fuel Burning 
Equipment limitations, In the absence of concrete quantitative data 
submitted by industry, the Staff reiterates its judgment that the 
standards proposed are technically feasible and enforceable. As was mentioned 
in the initial staff presentation, the Regional·Authorities concur in this 
judgment. 

The question was raised at the hearing regarding the consideration given 
to wood-fired boilers. Two major factors are involved here: first, the 
technical feasibility of hogged fuel boilers complying with Ringelmann 
No. l; and second, the overall balance of wood residues disposal in 
Western Oregon. Based on conferences with the Regional Authorities and 
a limited extent of field investigation, it appears that a well-controlled 
wood-fired boiler can meet Ringelmann No, 1 when operating well below 
rated maximum capacity, but not at full load conditions, when Ringelmann 
lY, to 2 can be achieved. 

It is generally agreed that combustion of wood residues in a well controlled 
boiler is preferable to disposal in a wigwam burner. There has been a 
tendency for companies to convert hog fuel boilers to natural gas or oil 
when faced with a demand to reduce emissions, thus eliminating a needed 
residue market. Unfortunately, the Staff does not have information avail­
able to properly evaluate cu:r·rent trer1ds in boiler application and l·esidue 
utilization, and it seems a reasonable approach to proceed cautiously for 
the time being. Compliance with a Ringelmann No. 2 as proposed will take 
care of the. really offensive boilers, while the No. l required of new 
installations will assure that new boilers will be built to maximum technical 
standards. 

The language of Section V of the standards, "Refuse Burning Equipment" 
has been .substantially modified, partly in response to AOI suggestions. 
Specific reference to wig11am waste burners has been deleted, with wigwam 
burners now included as equipment designed to burn more than 200 pounds 
per hour of refuse. Standards for this general class have been upgraded 
to coincide with the previously proposed standards for wigwam burners, i.e. 
O. 2 grains/scf for exic;ting and 0.1 grain/scf for new sources. Depart1"ent 
of Environmental Quality sta.ndards for larger incinerators are thus ident:Lcal 
with those of the Mid-Willamette and Lane Regions. 

In administering the grain loading standard for refuse burning and fuel 
burning equipnHent, the Department will not consider modifications to 
existing equipmeJlt. ::::o1ely for the purpose of meeting air quality standards 
to constitute chc.tnrr(~ o:f the 001Jrce '.s status to that o:f 11 ne;.·1 11 ~ Thus existing 
wigwam burners, including modifications to achieve compliance, must meet 
0.2 grain/scf, while brand new ones must comply with 0.1 gr/scf. 
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CONCLUSION - ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY 

Most of the above comments have dealt with the testimony of Associated 
Oregon Industries,chief industry spokesman at the public hearing. 
Additional testimony was received from the Southern Oregon Timber 
Industries Association, which generally endorsed the AOI statement. 
In common with AOI, SOTIA raised the question of tax relief for wigwam 
waste burner modification, requesting an EQC poticy statement on the 
matter. They also requested uniform enforcement of EQC regulations. 

Western \food Products Association presented testimony in opposition to 
the visible and particulate emission standards applied to wigwam waste 
burners, claiming they are unattainable. Mr. Stanley Corder, of the 
Oregon State University Forest Research Laboratory, called the Commission's 
attention to the experimental waste burner program. Staff evaluation of 
this project indicatES that visible emissions below Ringelmann No. l and 
particulate emissions below 0.2 grain/scf are achievable with application 
of the recommended rnodificatiollB. 

The Oregon Environmental Council presented a statement in support of the 
proposed standards, but urged the Commission to continue to press for 
complete phaseout of wigwam waste burners. It is the opinion of the 
staff' that the requirements of the proposed emission standards will 
provide considerable incentive for companies to find residue marlrnts and 
phase out burners rather than install costly burner modifications. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

May 4, 1970 

PROPOSED REGULATION FOR 
REGISTRATION, APPROVAL OF PLANS, AND SAMPLING AND TESTING 

OF AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES 

SUBDIVISION I: REGISTRATION 

I. Registration in General - The following air contaminant sources, 

not under the jurisdiction of a regional air pollution control 

authority, shall register with the Department no later than 

IY/ ll!'t'li~yl, 1971 and annually thereafter as required by this section: 

1. Aluminum Reduction plants 6. Plywood, particleboard and 
2. Hot Mix Asphalt plants fiberboard plant sites 
3. Rendering plants 7. Open burning refuse disposal 
4. Kraft and sulfite pulp mills sites receivinginore than 
5. Installations operating 500 tons/year of refuse 

wigwam waste burners 8. Thermal-electric power 
generating plants 

Other contaminant sources shall register with the Department when 

so requested. 

II. Registration Requirements: 

l. Registration shall be completed within 30 days following the 

mailing date of the request by the Department. 

2. Registration shall be made on forms furnished by the Department 

and completed by the owner, lessee of the source, or agent. 

3. The following information shall be reported by registrants: 

a. Name, address and nature of business. 

b. Name of local person responsible for compliance with these 
rules. 

c. Name of person authorized to receive requests for data and 
information. 

d. A description of the production processes and a related 
flow chart. 

e. A plot plan showing the location and height of all air 
contaminant sources. The plot plan shall also indicate the 
nearest residential or commercial property. 

f. Type and quantity of fuels used. 
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g. Amount, nature and duration of air contaminant emissions. 

h. Estimated efficiency of air pollution control equipment under 
present or anticipated operating conditions. 

i. Amount and method of refuse disposal. /uJ,/? 
' 

III. Re-Registration: 

1. Once a year upon the annual date of registration, a person 

responsible for an air contaminant source shall reaffirm in 

writing the correctness and current status of the information 

furnished to the Department. 

2. Any change in any of the factual data reported under Section 

II-3 shall be reported to the Department, at which time re­

registration may be required on forms furnished by the Depart-

I. Requirement: 

No person shall construct, install, or establish a new source of 

air contaminant emission of any class listed in Subsection II(l) 

and not under the jurisdiction of a regional air quality control 

authority without first notifying the Department in writing. 

II. Scope: 

1. This regulation shall apply to the following classes of sources 

of air contaminant emissions: 

a. Air pollution control equipment 

b. Fuel burning equipment rated at 4oo,OOO BTU per hour or 
greater 

c. Refuse burning equipment rated at 50 pounds per hour or 
greater 

d~ Open burning operations 

e. Process equipment having emissions to the atmosphere. 

2. New construction, installation or establishment includes: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Addition to or enlargement or replacement of an air contam­
ination source. 

A major alteration or modification of an 
source that may significantly affect the 
contamination. 

air contamination 
emission of air , , 

, l 
I 0,.;fJil 

[ 'vt,, / , I : J 
J ,, ;, A significant increase in process capacity. 
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III. Procedure: 

1. Notice of Construction 

An:y person intending to construct, install, or establish a new 

source of air contaminant emissions of a class listed in Sub­

section II(l) shall notify the Department in writing on a form 

supplied by the Department. 

2. Submission of Plans and Specifications 

The Department may within 30 days of receipt of a Notice of 

Construction require the submission of plans and specifications 

for air pollution control equipment and facilities and their· 

relationship to the production process. The following information 

may also be required. 

a. Name, address and nature of business. 

b. Name of local person responsible for compliance with these 
rules. 

c. Name of person authorized to receive requests for data and 
information. 

d. A description of the production processes and a related flow 
chart. 

e. A plot plan showing the location and height of all air 
contaminant sources. The plot plan shall also indicate 
the nearest residential or commercial property. 

f. Type and quantity of fuels used. 

g. Amount, nature and duration of air contaminant emissions. 

h. Estimated efficiency of air pollution control equipment under 
present or anticipated operating conditions. 

i. Amount and method of refuse disposal. , .tl'd/!f'l t·»I~; 
The Department may require corrections and revisions to the plans 

and specifications to insure compliance with applicable rules, 

orders and statutes. 

3. Notice of Approval 

a. The Department shall upon determining that the proposed 
construction is in the opinion of the Department in accordance 
with the provisions of applicable rules, order, and statutes, 
notify the person concerned that construction may proceed. 

b. A Notice of Approval to proceed with construction shall not 
relieve the owner of the obligation of complying with 
applicable emission standards and orders. 
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~. Order Prohibiting Construction 

a) If within 60 days of receipt of the items set forth in 

Subsection III (2) the Environmental Quality Com~ission 

determines that the proposed construction is not in 

accordance with applicable statutes, rules, regulations 

and orders, it shall issue an order prohibiting the 

construction, installation or establishment of the air 

contamination source. 
Ai f;'"" , .•. ,. 

b) Failure to issue such order within'the 

herein shall be considered a determination that the pro-

posed construction, installation, or establishment may 

proceed, provided that it is in accordance with plans, 

specifications, and any corrections or revisions ther.eto, 

or other information, if any, previously submitted, and 

provided further that it shall not relieve the owner of 

the obligation of complying with applicable 
.A' . 

standards and orders. ,/,>·-',,/' 

5. Hearing 

emission 
• J 

L·t/ 
/I 

Pursuant to law, a person against whom an order prohibiting 

construction is directed may within 20 days from the date of 

mailing of the order, demand a hearing. The demand shall be 

in writing, state the grounds for hearing, and be mailed to 

the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality. The 

hearing shall be conducted pursuant to'. the applicable provisions 

of ORS Chapter 183. 

6. Notice of Completion 

Within thirty (30) days after any person has constructed an 

air contamination source as defined under Subsection II(l), he 

shall so report in writing on a form furnished by the Depart­

ment, stating the date of completion of construction and the 

date the source was or will be put in operation. 

} j 
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SUBDIVISION III: SAMPLING, TESTING AND MEASUREMENT OF AIR CONTAMINANT EMISSIONS 

I. Program: 

As part of its coordinated program of air quality control and preventing 

and abating air pollution, the Department of Environmental Quality may: 

1) Require any person responsible for emissions of air contaminants 

to make or have made tests to determine the type, quantity, quality, 

and duration of the emissions from any air contamination source. 

2) Require full reporting of all test procedures and results furnished 

to the Department in writing and signed by the person or persons 

responsible for conducting the tests.~,;,,,, ',£) 
,, ;jJP./•f .. J.,,l;,·,-U-,,, -

3) Require continual monitoring of;a!'i.t' fontaminant emissions and 

periodic regular reporting of the results of such monitoring. 

II. Methods: 

1. Any sampling, testing or measurement performed under this regulation 

shall conform to methods on file at the Department of Environmental 

Quality or to recognized applicable standard methods approved in 

advance by the Department. 

2. The Department may approve any alternative method of sampling provided 

it finds that the proposed method is satisfactory and complies with 

the intent of these regulations and is at least equivalent to the 

uniform recognized procedures in objectivity and reliability, and 

is demonstrated to be reproducible, selective, sensitive, accurate 

and applicable to the program. 

III. Department Testing: 

The Department, instead of requesting tests and sampling of emissions 

from the person responsible for an air contamination source, may conduct 

such tests alone or in conjunction with said person. If the testing or 

sampling is performed by the Department, a copy of the results shall 

be provided to the person responsible for the air contamination source. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

May ~. 1970 

PROPOSED REGULATION FOR 
REGISTRATION, APPROVAL OF PLANS, AND SAMPLING AND TESTING 

OF AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES 

SUBDIVISION I: REGISTRATION 

I. Registration in General - The following air contaminant sources, 

not under the jurisdiction of a regional air pollution control 

authority, shall register with the Department no later than 

~ 1, 1971 and annually thereafter as required by this section: 

1. Aluminum Reduction plants 6. 
2. Hot Mix Asphalt plants 
3. Rendering plants 7. 
4. Kraft and sulfite pulp mills 
5. Installations operating 

wigwam waste burners 8. 

Plywood, particleboard and 
fiberboard plant sites 
Open burning refuse disposal 
sites receiving more than 
500 tons/year of refuse 
~'hermal-electric power 
generating plants 

Other contaminant sources shall register with the Department when 

so requested. 

II. Registration Requirements: 

1. Registration shall be completed within 30 days following the 

mailing date of the request by the Department. 

2. Registration shall be made on forms furnished by the Department 

and completed by the owner, lessee of the source, or agent. 

3. The following information shall be reported by registrants: 

a. Name, address and nature of business. 

b. Name of local person responsible for compliance with these 
rules. 

c. Name of person authorized to receive requests for data and 
information. 

d. A description of the production processes and a related 
flow chart. 

e. A plot plan showing the location and height of all air 
contaminant sources. The plot plan shall also indicate the 
nearest residential or commercial property. 

f. Type and quantity of fuels used. 



-2-

g. Amount, nature and duration of air contaminant emissions. 

h. Estimated efficiency of air pollution control equipment under 
present or anticipated operating conditions. 

i. Amount and method of refuse disposal. 

III. Re-Registration: 

1. Once a year upon the annual date of registration, a person 

responsible for an air contaminant source shall reaffirm in 

writing the correctness and current status of the information 

furnished to the Department. 

2. Any change in any of the factual data reported under Section 

II-3 shall be reported to the Department, at which time re­

registration may be required on forms furnished by the Depart­

ment 'II 

Cf~fJ:~~e~~ ~ ~-'1~1:4"' s 1 
SUBDIVISION II: NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION AND APPHOVAL OF PLANS 

I. Requirement: 

No person shall construct, install, or establish a new source of 

air contaminant emission of any class listed in Subsection II(l) 

and not under the jurisdiction of a regional air quality control 

authority without first notifying the Department in writing. 

II. Scope: 

1. 1'his regulation shall apply to the following classes of sources 

of air contaminant emissions: 

a. Air pollution control equipment 

b. Fuel burning equipment rated at 400,000 BTU per hour or 
greater 

c. Refuse burning equipment rated at 50 pounds per hour or 
greater 

d. Open burning operations 

e. Process equipment having emissions to the atmosphere. 

2. New construction, installation or establishment includes: 

a. Addition to or enlargement or replacement of an air contam­
ination source. 

b. A major alteration or modification of an air contamination 
source that may significantly affect the emission of air 
contamination. 

c. A significant increase in process capacity. 
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III. Procedure: 

1. Notice of Construction 

Any person intending to construct, install, or establish a new 

source of air contaminant emissions of a class listed in Sub­

section II(l) shall notify the Department in writing on a form 

supplied by the Department. 

2. Submission of Plans and Snecifications 

'I'he Department may wi.thin 30 days of receipt of a Notice of 

Construction require the submission of plans and specifications 

for air pollution control equipment and facilities and their 

relationship to the production process. The following information 

may also be required. 

a. Name, address and nature of business. 

b. Name of local person responsible for compliance with these 
rules. 

c. Name of person authorized to receive requests for data and 
j_nformation. 

d. A description of the production processes and a related flow 
chart. 

e. A plot plan showing the location and height of all air 
contaminant sources. The plot plan shall also indicate 
the nearest residential or commercial property. 

f. Type and quantity of fuels used. 

g. Amount, nature and duration of air contaminant emissions. 

h. Estimated efficiency of air pollution control equipment under 
present or anticipated operating conditions. 

i. Amount and method of refuse dispof'al. 

The Department may require corrections and revisions to the plans 

and specifications to insure compliance with applicable rules, 

orders and statutes. 

3. ~ce of Approv1!!. 

a. The Department shall upon determining that the proposed 
construction is in the opinion of the Department in accordance 
with the provisions of applicable rules, order, and statutes, 
notify the person concerned that construction may proceed. 

b. A Notice of Approval to proceed with construction shall not 
relieve the owner of the obligation of complying with 
applicable emission standards and orders. 
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4. Order Prohibiting Construction 

a) If within 60 days of receipt of the items set forth in 

Subsection .III (2) the Environmental Quality Commission 

determines that the proposed construction is not in 

accordance with applicable statutes, rules, regulations 

and orders, it shall issue an order prohibiting the 

construction, installation or establishment of the air 

contamination source. 

b) Failure to issue such order within the time prescribed 

herein shall be considered a determination that the pro­

posed construction, installation, or establishment may 

proceed, provided that it is in accordance with plans, 

specifications, and any corrections or revisions thereto, 

or other information, if any, previously submitted, and 

provided further that it shall not relieve the owner of 

the obligation of complying with applicable emission 

standards and orders. 

5. Hearing 

Pursuant to law, a person against whom an order prohibiting 

construction is directed may within 20 days from the date of 

mailing of the order, demand a hearing. Tho demand shall be 

in writing, state the grounds for hearing, and be mailed to 

the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality. The 

h·earing shall be conducted pursuant to thfr applicabl.e provisions 

of ORS Chapter 183 •. 

6. Notice of Completion 

Within thirty (30.l days after any pe·r.son 'n~s constructed an 

air contamination source as defined_under.Sulisection II(i), he 
.. · • • -......_,-'1- .'· 

shall so report in writing on .a .t:orin furnished by the · 

" ment, stating the date of c,omplet;Lon of 
.... --

date the source was or will be put·in· 

" j'• ·-· .. .. · 

.... 

·1· 
•·· .. ···.'. 
·-1 

: I 
.j 

I 



SUBDIVISION III: SAMPLING, TESTING AND MEASUREMENT OF AIR CONTAMINANT EMISSJONS 

I. Program: 

As part of its coordinated program of air quality control and preventing 

and abating air pollution, the Department of Environmental Quality may: 

1) Require any person responsible for emissions of air contaminants 

to make or have made tests to determine the type, quantity, quality, 

and duration of the emissions from any air contamination source. 

2) Require full reporting of all test procedures and results furnished 

to the Department in writing and signed by the person or persons 

responsible for conducting the tests. 

3) Require continual monitoring of air contaminant emissions and 

periodic regular reporting of the results of such monitoring. 

II. Methods: 

1. Any sampling, testing or measurement performed under this regulation 

shall conform to methods on file at the Department of Environmental 

Quality or to recognized applicable standard methods approved in 

advance by the Department. 

2. The Department may approve any alternative method of sampling provided 

it finds that the proposed method is satisfactory and complies with 

the intent of these regulations and is at least equivalent to the 

uniform recognized procedures in objectivity and reliability, and 

is demonstrated to be reproducible, selective, sensitive, accurate 

and applicable to the program. 

III. Department ~: 

The Department, instead of requesting tests and sampling of emissions 

from the person responsible for an air contamination source, may conduct 

such tests alone or in conjunction with said person. If the testing or 

sampling is performed by the Department, a copy of the results shall 

be provided to the person responsible for the air contamination source. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

May 4, 1970 

GENERAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR PARTICULA'rE MATTER 

I. Definitions: 

1. "Existing source" means any air contaminant source in existence 

prior to Juhe 1, 1970. 

2. "Fuel burning equipment" means equipment, other than internal 

combustion engines, the principal purpose of which is to produce 

heat or power by indirect heat transfer. ,./ft~''' ,,,. 
3. "New source" means any air contaminant source installed, constructed, 

c.o~,it~J1 or modified after June 1, 1970. 

4. "Opacity" means the degree to which an emission reduces trans­

mission of light and obscures the view of an object in the 

background. 

5. "Particulate matter" means any matter, except uncombined water, 

which exists as a liquid or solid at standard conditions. 

6. 11Reful3e 11 means unwanted matter. 

7. "Refuse burning equipment" means a device designed to reduce the 

volume of solid, liquid, or gaseous refuse by combustion. 

8. "Ringelrnann Smoke Chart" means the Ringelmann Smoke Chart with 

instructions for use as published in May, 1967, by.the U.S. 

Dept. of Interior, Bureau of Mines. 

9. "Standard conditions" means a temperature of 6o° Fahrenheit 

and a pressure of 14.7 pounds per square inch absolute. 

10. "Standard cubic foot" means the amount of gas that wquld occupy 

a volume of one cubic foot, if the gas were free of uncombined 

water at standard conditions. When applied to combustion flue 

gases from·fuel or refuse burning, "Standard cubic foot" also 

implies adjustment of gas volume to that which would result at 

a concentration of 12% carbon dioxide or 50% excess air. 
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II. Special Control Areas: 

The following areas of the State are established as Special Control 

Areas, and are deemed applicable to these Regulations and to Emission 

Standards for Industrial Processes. 

al Willamette Valley, defined as all areas within counties of the 
State under the jurisdiction of a regional air pollution control 
authority as of June 1, 1970, including: 

1) The Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority, which includes 
!the counties of Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and Washington, 

2) The Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority, which includes 
the counties of Benton, Linn, Marion, Polk and YamhilJl, 

3) L;uie Regional Air Pollution Authority, which includes Lane 
County. 

b) Umpqua Basin, de~ined as the area bounded by the following line: 

Beginning at the SW corner of Sec. 2, Tl9S, R9W., on the Douglas­
Lane County lines and extending due South to the SW corner of 
Sec. 14, T32S., R9W, on the Douglas-Curry County lines; thence 
Easterly on the Douglas-Curry and Douglas-Josephine County lines 
to the intersection of the Douglas, Josephine and Jackson County 
lines; thence Easterly on the Douglas-Jackson County line to· 
the intersection of the Umpqua National Forest boundary on the 
NW corner of Sec. 32, T32S, R3W, thence Northerly on the Umpqua 
National Forest boundary to the NE corner of Sec. 36, T25S, 
R2W, thence West to the NW corner of Sec. 36, T25S, R4W, thence 
North to the Douglas-Lane County line, thence Westerly on the 
Douglas-Lane County line to the starting point. 

c) Rogue Basin, defined as the area bounded by the following line: 

Beginning at the NE corner of T32S, R2E, W.M.; thence South along 
Range line 2 E to the SE corner of T39S, R2E; thence West along 

·Township line 39s to the NE corner of T4os, R7W; thence South 
to the SE corner of T40S, R7W; thence West to the SE corner of 
T40S, R9W; thence North on Range line 9W to the NE corner of 
T39S, R9W; thence East to the NE corner of T39S, R8W; thence 
North on Range line 8W to the SE corner of Sec. 1, T33S, R8W 
on the Josephine-Douglas County line; thence East on the Josephine­
Douglas and Jackson-Douglas County lines to the NE corner of 
T32S, Rl W; thence East along township line 32S to the NE corner 
of T32S, R2E to the point of beginning. 

d) Within incorporated cities having a population of four thousand 
(4000) or more, and within three (3) miles of the corporate limits 
of any such city. 
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III. Visible Air Contaminant Limitations: 

1. Existing Sources Outside Special Control Areas: 

No person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit the emission 

of any air contaminant into the atmosphere from any existing 

air c6ntaminant source located outside a Special Control Area 

for a period or periods aggregating more than 3 minutes in any 

one hour whi&h is: 

a) As dark or darker in shade as that designated as No. 2 on the 

Ringelmann Chart, or 

b) Equal to or greater than 4o% opacity. 

2. New Sources in All Areas and Existing Sources Within Special 
Control Areas: 

No person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit the emission of 

any air contaminant into the atmosphere from any new air contam­

inant source, or from any existing source within a Special Control 

Area, for a period or periods aggregating more than 3 minutes in 

any one hour which is: 

a) As dark or darker in shade as that designated as No. 1 on the 

Ringelmann Chart, or 

b) Equal to or greater than 20% opacity. 

3. Exceptions to III(l) and III(2): 

a) Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason for 

failure of any emission to meet the requirements of Sections 

III(l) and III(2), such sections shall not' apply. 

b) Existing fuel burning equipment utilizing wood wastes and 

located within Special Control Areas shall comply with the 

emission limitations of Subsection III(l) in lieu of Sub­

section III(Z). 

IV, Fuel Burning Equipment Limitations: 

No person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit the emission of partic­

ulate matter, from any fuel burning equipment in excess of: 

a) 0.2 grain per standard cubic foot for existing sources; or 

b) 0,1 grain per standard cubic foot for new sources. 
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V. Refuse Burning Equipment Limitations: 

No person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit the emission of 

particulate matter from any refuse burning equipment in excess of: 

a) For equipment designed to burn 200 pounds of refuse per hour 

or less, 0.3 grain per standard cubic foot; or 

b) For equipment designed to burn more than 200 pounds of refuse 

per hour, 

1) 0.2 grain per standard cubic foot for existing sources, or 

2) 0.1 grain per standard cubic foot for new sources. 

VI. Section 21-011, Smoke Discharge, OAR Chapter 340, is repealed1 "~'': 



' . 

NOTICE OF INTENDED ACTION 

AND OF 

PUBLIC HEARING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Department of Environmental 

Quality intends to present to the Environmental Quality Commission, 

for their &doption, certain proposed regulations to be added to 

OAR Chapter 34o. The proposed regulations establish new air contam­

inant emission limitations for industrial processes other than fuel 

burning and refuse burning and those industries already regulated 

under other specific emission standards. 

Copies of the proposed new standards and regulations may be 

obtained upon request from: 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
State Office Building 
14oo s. W. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Telephone: 226-2161, Extension 230 

Any person desiring to express written views or data on this matter 

may do so by forwarding them to the above stated address before 5:00 p.m., 

May 21, 1970, or may appear and be heard orally or submit any written 

data or views at a public hearing regarding the adoption of the proposed 

regulations, to be held in Room 36, State Office Building, Portland, 

Oregon on May 22, 1970, beginning at 2:00 p.m. DST. The Presiding 

Officer at the Hearing will be Mr. B. A. McPhillips, Chairman, Environ­

mental Quality Commission, or his authorized representative. 

Dated this 30~ day of April, 1970. 

-~/tiw~/ 
enneth H. Spies, Director . " __ /? -Yi I 

Department of Environmental Qualit;T ~ vv / 



TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs S.. Waterman, }'1ernber 

E. C. Harms, Jr., Member 
George A. McMath, Member 

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION STAFF 

DATE May 11, 1970 for May 22, 1970 Meeting 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED EMISSION S'rANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES, FOR 
PUBLIC Hl~ARING ON MAY 22, 1970 

The attached proposed regulation represents another part of the updated 
particulate emission standards that the Staff deems necessary to achieve 
needed reductions in particulate emissions throughout the State. In 
concert with the visible ernissions, fue 1 burning, and refu.se burning 
emission standards considered at a Public Hearing on April 23, 1970, 
the Emission Standards for Industrial Processes will provide objective 
mass emission standards for the sources of 85% to 95% of non-seasonal 
particulate emissions in the St.ate. 

With adoption of these regulations, the only remaining major source left 
uncovered by specific Department of Environmental Quality regulations 
will be open burning of solid waste at refuse disposal sites. Sb,.ff 
of the Air Quality Control Division and the Solid Waste Program are 
preparing a revised open burning regulation for public hearing in the 
near future to replace the current limited standard. 

The emission standards under consideration at the present time apply 
to all industrial particulate emission sources other than fuel and refuse 
burning equipment, and other than kraft pulp and hot mix asphalt plants 
no\1 covered by specific reg!Jla.tions.. AvaiJ.a.ble emission inventory data 
for the Willamette Valley indicate that the proposed regulation will 
cover the source of approximately 39% of the annual particulate emissions, 
and about 24% of the particulate categorized as 11 fine 11 - of a size to 
contribute to atmospheric suspended particulate. Among the major industries 
subject to the regulation are plywood, particleboard, primary and secondary 
metals, and cement manufacture. 

The attached Informational Report provides a description of the technical. 
and administrative aspects of the proposed regulation. The regulation 
is similar in concept and uses the same process weight table as standards 
adopted or proposed by Regional Authorities, but in many circumstances the 
proposed Department of Environmental QuaJ.i ty standard becomes more stringent 
in application. As the Informational Report points out, this comes about 
as a result of applying the process weight table to an entire plant site 
(process unit), rather than to individual items of process equipment 
within the plant site. 

In developing and evaluating the proposed regulation, the staff worked 
extensivel0' with the Mid-'dillamette Valley Air Pollution Authority, and 
has also consulted with the Joint Coordinating Subcommittee of the Regional 
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Authorities and the Environmental Quality Commj_ssion. It was pd.marily 
at this latter body's suggestion that the deadline of January 1, 1975 
was set for full compliance by sources currently in compliance or 
proceeding on a schedule of compliimce with any less stringent Regional 
standard. 

It is hoped that the use of the term "less stringent" and "more stringent" 
as used herein is not misleading, for neither application of the process 
weight table is a permissive standard. The process weight standard applied 
on a process equipment basis has been used in Los Angeles since 1948, and 
is used today by a number of state and local agencies. The level of 
control it requires is substantial. 

There are some problems with the conventional process weight standard, 
however, which the proposed DEQ regulation is in.tended to remedy. One 
problem is the ambiguity inherent in determining what constitutes a single 
item of process equipment, which in some instances logically should comprise 
more than one piece of hardt•1are. The Informational Report deals briefly 
with this problem, and it appears that any one given agency could work out 
a consistent policy for applying the regulation. There i.s some doubt, 
however, that the four agencies controlling air pollution in Oregon could 
all arrive at exactly the same interpretation in every instance, making 
consistent application of the law impossible. 

Another problem with the process weight standard applied on an equipment 
basis is that it can be met by many source.s by application of somewhat 
less than maximum technology, and therefore frequently falls short of 
maximizing the reduction of emissions. Improvements in control technology 
since the 1950's when Los Angeles first began using the standard have 
made possible considerable improvements in the control of certain source 
types. 

The Staff has examined a number of industries with respect to the proposed 
standard., and concluded that application. of the process weight table on 
a process unit basis is technically feasible and in most cases has the 
effect of requiring the application of highest and best treatment, which 
usually means installation of bag filters or electrostat:Lc precipitators of 
99% to 99.576 efficiency. Included in the survey of industries were 
primary and secondary metals plants, cement, and particleboard plants. 
For some of the plants currently in compliance with the conventional 
process weight standard, relatively simple additions to improvements 
to existing equipment would be required to upgrade the system, while 
others would presumably have to scrap existing equipment and start from 
scratch. 

One source for which it appears the proposed. standard is not technically 
feasible at the present time is the kraft pulp industry. 'l'he 1975 standard 
for particulate omissions from kraft pulp mills total to 5.5 lb/ton for 
the aggregate of recovery furnace, lime kiln, and smelt tank. For a 500 ton 
a day mill this results in an allowable emission of 115 lb/hr. Allowable 
emissions if computed according to the process weight table applied on a 
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process unit basis would be about 45 lb/hr. Since early results from the 
kraft mill sampling program indicate that achievement of the 5.5 lb/ton 
presents somewhat of a challEwge under current Jecl!no]_ogy, gec1·easing the 
allowable emissions to somewhat less than half that amount does not appear 
feasible at this time. For that reason kraft mills, as well as hot mix 
asphalt plants (which are currently operating under a generally more 
stringent regulation) are specifically exempted from the proposed standard. 

The Staff recognizes that there may be other instances in which full 
compliance with the proposed standard either is technically not fea.sible 
or is economically impractical. No such case has as yet been clearly 
identified, but the possibility caJmot be ruled out. 'l'he expectation 
is that any company that believes the standard to be impractical for its 
specific case will apply to the Commission for a variance, as provided 
for in the law. The staff would recommend granting such a variance only 
if it determines that highest and best practicable treatment is being 
applied. While recognizing that public acceptance of variances from 
pollution standards is in short supply these days, the Staff feels strongly 
that a stringent general standard, )'Jith provisions for variances, adopted 
now, is highly preferable to a less stringent standard adopted now and 
updated later. Consideration of every possible difficulty an.d inequity, 
or the development of specific standards for individual industries, would 
create an unacceptable delay. in pro\Yiding needed abatement tools and clear 
guidance to industry regarding the level of emission control that will be 
required i.n the future. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEN'J~AL QUALITY 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

May 1970 

INFORMATIONAL REPORT 

PROPOSED EMISSION S'l'ANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES 

INTRODUCTION 

The proposed Emission Standltrds for Industrial Processes is a highly 
technical and, at first glance, rather confusing regulation. While 
it is true that much of the difficulty 1Vith the regulation lies in the 
legal language, the various provisions themselves are somewhat complicated. 
This report has been prepared in order to more fully explain the terms and 
provisions of the regulation, and provide examples of its application. 

THE CONCEPT OF THE PROCESS WEIGHT TABLE 

The concept of basing a particulate emission standard upon the weight 
rate of process materials introduced into an industrial process is not 
completely new to air polJ.ulion control in Oregon. '.l'he currently proposed 
regulation is similar in concept to the hot mix asphalt plent regulation 
in that a maximum allowable emission rate is based upon the rate of materials 
input to the process, according to a table of corresponding process weight 
and allowable emissions. The major differences between the proposed standard 
and the asphalt plant standard are the following: 

1. The proposed standard applies to aH industrfo.l processes except for 
asphalt plants, kraft pulp mills, fuel burning :for indirect heating, 
and refuse disposal. 

2. Whereas asphalt plants are limited to a maximum of 40 pounds per hour, 
the proposed general standard allows additional emissions, e.t a lower 
rate of increase, for process weights in excess of 60,000 lb/hr. SeEJ 
Figure 1. 

3. The proposed regulations provides for two ways of computing process 
weight and applying the emission standard, resulting in two levels 
of control for application according to whether a source is new or 
existing, and within or outside a Special Control Area. 

It is these latter provisions which require a detailed explanation. 

"PROCESS UNIT" vs. "PROCESS E~!ENT" 

Two key definitions must be clearly understood before the proposed 
regulation can become comprehensible. The term "process unit" and "process 
equipment" are the tools by which the above mentioned two levels of control 
are distinguished. 
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"Process equipment" is simply defined in the regulation as "any equipment 
used in a manufacturing or materials handling process. 11 It can be a dryer, 
a cyclone or group of cyclones, a.n electric arc furnace, or any other 
piece .of equipment. Application of the process weight erni<osion standard 

--------------0n---the---basis---o-f'--pr0eess--ec1uiprnent--is--s-1'raJ,gh-t-forward---wi-t·h--each---indiv-idua.-l------------­
piece of process equipment within a plant site allocated a certain maximum 
allowable particulate emission according to the input of process materials. 

"Process unit" is in most respects a synonym for "plant site", and for all 
practical purposes is composed of tho aggregate of process equipment with­
in a plant site. Application of the process weight emission standard on 
a process u11it basis means that a single total hourl~r emission J.ir11it is 
established for a plant site, regardless of the number of individual pieces 
of process equipment, according to th0 total hourly rate of input of 
process material to the plant site. 

The complicating factor in the process unit definition results from the 
need to allow for the existence of more than one major economic activity 
located at the same physical premises. A common example of such a case 
would be an integrated timber products plant, which actually comprises 
essentially separat0 economic units, such as a lumber mill, plywood mill, 
and a particleboard plant. The definition of process unit, plus some 
additional qualifications in the General Provision section (II(5)), allows 
for each unit in such installations to be treated as a separate plant site. 

The two levels of control established by the regulation are essentially 
the following: 

Less stringent: Process weight table applied individually to each 
piece of process eauipn1en± withi11 a process unit .. 

More stringent: Process weight table applied to the pro_:::ess unit as 
a whole. 

That the l'.rocoss~.!_ application of the process weight table is more 
stringent than the proce.:_;s equj;.12rnent application can be clearly pointed out 
by considering sevora.l simplified and hypothetical examples of process 
units with more than one piece of process equipment. 

Consider an industrial operation consisting of two basic operations with 
proce.ss material flows as shown schematically below: 

Proce.ss unit 
Boundary 

Input "A" 
10,000 lb/hr. 

lnpu t "B" 
5,000 lb/hr. --

i Emission 
Waste 2000 

r-- - -t-----
I Process 
I Equ:i.pment . 
I No. l 
I 
I 

I 

'-· -· ... - -

lb/hr. 
-- - --
8000 lb/hr. . 

Emission 

--- t -
Process 
Equipment 
No. 2 

- ' I 

+ I 
____ ..J 
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'rhe computation of allowable emissions for this hypothetical industry on 
a process equipment and process weight basis would be as follows: 

Process Equj:E.T.'.'~_2Eg_ui12men_l 

No:l 
No. 2 

Total plant 

~~~!:. 
10,000 lb/bi' 
13,000 lb/hr 

Process Unit Basis: Process weight = 15,000 lb/hr 
Allowable emission = 13.13 lb/hr 

Allowable Emission ---·-
ro;oo lb/hr 
11.89 lb/hr 

21.89 

! 

Thus the total allowable emi.ssions from this particular hypothetical plant 1

1

i 
site are 67% greater when computed on a process equipment basis than on 
a process unit basis (21.9 lb/hr compared to 13.l lb/hr). I 
1rl1e above exan1ple demonstrates the case of mul t:Lple processes in series.,, I 
A mor·e subtle case, in which the process unit application is also more i 

stringent than the process equipment method, is the C8-5C in which the process 
equipment is in parallel. Suppose a steel foundry has t.wo electric furnaces, 
each of which receives 10,000 lb/hr of raw materials; the schematic diagram 
and comparative computations of a_llowable emissions would be as follows: 

r---- - ---, 
Input: 10,000 lb/hr , Furnace I 

~~mission 
?\ 

---,--,~I"" Noo 1 1---~--~ 

Emission 

Input: 10,000 lb/hr ,,JF;irnace -~"'i 
.~!~· 2 I 

Proce.ss Unit Boundary ?L - -- ·-· .J 

Process Unit Basis: 

Eouinment 
_..;;..~-~-

No. l 
No. 2 

Total plant 

Proces~eight 

10,000 lb/hr 
10,000 lb/hr 

Procec;s weight = 20,000 lb/hr. 
Allowable emission = 16.19 lb/hr. 

Allowable Emission 

10.00 lb/hr 
10.00 lb/l!E,_ 

20.00 

In this particular case the total allowable emission for the plant site 
would be abont 25% greater computed on the process equipment basis than 
on the process unit basis, an indication of the nature of the process 
weight table. 'l'he incremental increase in allowable emissions gets smaller 
and smaller as the process weight increases. 

BASIC ELEM'~NTS OF THE PROPOSED REGUIATION 

Subsections II(l) and II(2) of the regulation set forth the emission 
lirni tations for new and existing sources (June 1, 1970 is established us 
the criterion for determining whetl1er a sourc;e is 11 nev111 or "existing") 
inside and outside Special Control Areas. The Specia_l Control fu•eas 
ref erred to are the same ones included in the visible emission and grain 
load1.· t' standards being adopted at the present time. 
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Emission limitations are established using the process weight table applied 
on either the process equipment basis or pro.cess unit basis. The following 
table shows the basic provisions: 

A:PPLICA:TION-OFPROCESSWEIGHT TABlcE-

Inside Special Outside Special Control 
Control Arec1s Areas ----

!':."<is ting Before Process equipment basis Process equipment 
Sources J a:o .• 1, 19'?5 v1ith exce£tions as noted basis --=--=-,...,,,_·-· ,._., -

I After Process unit basis Process equipment 
Jan. l., 19?5 basis ..... ...,.._,,,-=-

New 
Process unit basis Process unit So\1rces 

basis -
An important exception to the basic rate for existing sources inside Special 
Control Areas is that any source not already in compliance with the emission 
limitation on a process equipment basis or on an accepted schedule for such 
compliance, must ins'tall sufficient controls to go all the way to compliance 
with the more stringent process unit limitation. 'I'his is a logical step 
in view of the requirement that all sources inside Special Control Areas 
co1n1Jly with the process u11it einissi.Oi:l lin1itat:ion by YJ.o late:r:· t}1a21 Jan .. 1, 
19?5. Similarly, any modifications or addHions to existing plants located 
within Special Control Areas will require that the entire unit be brought 
into compliance with the more stringent limitation. 

NOTES ON ADMINISTRATION OF Tiffi REGULATION .,_ ... _____ _ 
As with any complex regulation designed to cover a wide range of circumstances, 
the proposed Emission Standards for Industrial Processes will be subjcoct 
to different interpretationG by variou.s parties in some circumstances.. Title 
areas of most probable disagreement are in determining when a plant site 
consists of n1ore than one process unit, and i11 defir1ing tl1e various process 
equipment within a process unit. It is the intention of the Department of 
Environmental Quality to apply in either circumstance a common sense 
interpretation of the regulation, treating each individual case on its 
own merits. 

For determining when two divisions within a plant site are to be considered 
separate process units, the criteria used is basically a consideration of 
the difference :Ln products of the two divisions. For example, a plant 
consisting of two buildings, each housing equipment for producing particle­
boaxd, would be considered a sine;le process unit. On the other hand, if 
one of the buildings houses a plywood mill, then two process units would 
be defined, 

The formal means provided in the regulation for delineating process units 
is the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC). In the case of a particle­
board plant and plywood mill located side by sidG, the particleboard plant 
would be classified as SIC No. 21f99, "Vlood Products, Not Elsewhere Classified", 
while the plywood mill would be given SIC No. 2432, "Veneer and plywood". 
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The two activities therefore have separate SIC Nos., are not ordinarily 
associated (though they may be associated) with one another at common 
plysical locations, and in combination do not fit under a single industrial 

: eiassl.fl.oatl.oii.; lieii.ee they :meet fne:l:'egiilatioh cI':LteI'iaTor:cohsideratioh 
as separate process units. 

In defining various process equipment within an existing process unit, 
problems occasionally may arise in interpreting what physically constitutes 
an "equipment". Generally, the more pieces of process equipment that can 
be defined, tho higher the total allowable emission will be. For example, 
consider a pneumatic materials ha~<'ldling system conveying grain, sawdust, 
or some similar product from one place to another. Such a system mig·ht 
consist of a blower, a pipe, and a number of cyclones used to separate 
tho product from the air by which it is conveyed. Suppose the system 
included four identical cyclones side by side in parallel: 

storage1-.~~~~Q 
I 

Blower _____ ~-
Bin -- -

'l'he question that arises is whether each of these cyclones is to be given 
an allowed emission based on 1/4 of the total amounL of product beine 
co.nveyed ~ or whether t11e tra:nsfer system is to be considered as a l'Jhole, 
\'lith an allowable emission for the four cyclones in combination computed 
on the basis of the total rate of material handled. Two considerations 
will be given in determining the solution. First, multiple equipment 
whose function could be equally performed by a single similar unit, following 
accepted engineering practice and at approximately equal cost, will generally 
be considered as a single piece of process eo,uipmcmt, with allowable emissions 
computed accordinp;ly. This would probably be the case in the example of the 
materials handling cyclones. 

The second consideration that may be applied to such cases is the level of 
emission control required by one interpretation or the other. This considera­
tion, legally justified by Subsection II(3) of the regulation, "Higher 
Treatment and Control", gives the Department needed latitude in assuring that 
reasonable control of major· pollution problems is not circumvented merely 
by a lax interpretation of the process equipment definition, Thus, if the 
cyclones in the example are contributing a local problem which could be 
alleviated by improving them to comply with an emission limitation based 
on an interpretation of the transfer system as a whole constituting a 
single "process equipment", then the tendency will be to make such an 
interpretation. · 

In conclusion, it should be emphasized that the Department recognizes the 
difficulties it111erent in administering a regulation as complex ro1d ii1 so1ne 
respects ambiguous as the proposed Emission Sbmdards for Industrial Processes. 
It is confident, however, that by meeting the difficulties head on and resolv­
ing each situation on its own merits and in consultation with the concerned 
parties, that the regulation can he applied. While it is certainly not 
claimed to be the last word in emission standards, the proposed regulation is 
considered to be a rnajor improvement over existing stPJlda:cds and a needed 
step toward achieving the air quality that Oregonians demand. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

May 4, 1970 

EMISSION STANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES 

I. Definitions: 

1. "Process equipment" means any equipment used in a manufacturing 

or materials handling process. 

2. "Process unit" means the aggregate of all process equipment within 

an economic unit which produces goods or services at a single 

physical location and is engaged in one, or predominantly one, type 

of economic activity for which a Standard Industrial Classification 

code is app1icable. 

3. "Process weight per hour" means the total hourly rate at which 

process materials, including solid fuels but excluding liquid and 

gaseous fuels, are introduced into a process unit or process 

equipment. 

4. "Standard Industrial Classification" means the type of classifying 

and assigning codes to economic units by type of activity, as 

enumerated in the "Standard Industrial Classification Manual" 

published by the Executive Office of the President--Bureau of 

Budget, 1967, issued by the Superintendent of Documents, U. S. 

Government Printing Office, Washington, D. C. 

5. "Existing process unit" means any process unit in existence prior 

to June 1, 1970. 4fpPP;eJ 
6. "New process unit" means rmy process unit installed, constructe,d, ~o;lf/f/. 

or modified after June 1, 1970. 

7. "Special control areas" means those areas of the State specifically 

described in the General Emission Standards for Particulate Matter, 

Section II(a) through II(d), as adopted on May 22, 1970 by the 

Environmental Quality Commission Order No. , and duly -----
filed with the Office of the Secretary of State. 
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II. INDUSTRIAL PROCESS EMISSION LIMITATIONS 

1. Outside Special Control Areas 

a) For existing process units, no person shall cause, suffer, allow, 

-----or-permit---the--emission-o-f-particutate-matter-into-the-atmosplrere-­

from any process equipment in excess of the amount prescribed for 

the process weight per hour allocated to such process equipment, 

as set forth by Table I, marked Exhibit "A" and by reference 

incorporated specifically herein, 

b) For new process units, no person shall cause, suffer, allow, or 

permit the emission of particulate matter to the atmosphere 

from any process unit in excess of the amount prescribed for the 

process weight per hour allocated in such process unit, as set 

forth by Table I. 

2. Within Special Control Areas 

a) Except as provided in Subsection II(2)(b), for all existing process 

units, no person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit the emission 

of particulate matter into the atmosphere from any process equip­

ment in excess of the amount prescribed for the process weight 

per hour allocated to such process equipment, as set forth by 

Table I. 

b) For the classes of existing process units listed below, no person 

shall cause, suffer, allow or permit the emission of particulate 

matter into the atmosphere from any process unit in excess of 

the amount prescribed for the process weight per hour allocated 

to such process unit, as set forth by Table I: 

1) Process units not in compliance with the emission limitations 

set forth in Subsection II(2)(a) as of June 1, 1970, 

2) Process units not on an established program of control accepted 

by the Department prior to June 1, 1970, 

3) Process units which construct, install, or modify process 

equipment such that air contaminant emissions are significantly 

affected. 

c) All existing process units shall comply with the emission limitation 

set forth in Subsection II(2)(b) by not later than January 1, 1975. 
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d) For new process units, no person shall cause, suffer, allow, or 

permit the emission of particulate matter to the atmosphere 

from any process unit in excess of the amount prescribed for 

--------------------------the-process--we'1gh-t--per-houl'---aUocated-to __ such_pro_cess __ unit_, __ 

as set forth by Table I. 

3. Higher Treatment and Control 

a) Generally - The limitations set forth in Subsections l and 2 of this 

section are the minimum emission requirements permitted for all 

process units and equipment within the State. 

b) ORS 449.765 declares it to be the public policy of the State of 

Oregon to restore and maintain the quality of the air resources 

of the State in a condition as free from air pollution as is 

practicable, consistent, within the overall public welfare of the 

State. To carry out this policy, ORS 449.770 states that the 

purpose of the air pollution laws of Oregon is not only to control 

and abate existing air pollution but to prevent new air pollution. 

As a result of this policy declaration and purpose statement, the 

Department of Environmental Quality may require the application 

of the highest and best practicable treatment and control currently 

available for all new and existing process units. 

4. Exclusions 

a) This section applies to any operation, process, or activity except 

the burning of fuel for indirect heating and the burning of refuse 

in which the products of combustion do not come into direct contact 

with the process materials. 

b) Subsections 1, 2 and 3 do not apply to those industries 

regulated and controlled by other specific regulations. 

Sections 26-005 to 26-030 and 27-005 to 27-045, Chapter 

or plants 

(See 

340 OAR.) 

5. General Provisions 

a) Where a single physical location encompasses two or more distinct 

and separate economic activities for which different Standard 

Industrial Classification codes are applicable, such activities 

shall be treated as separate process units, provided it is 

determined that: 

1) Such activities are not ordinarily associated with one another 

at common physical locations; and 
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2) No single industry description in the Standard Industrial 

Classification includes such combined activities. 

_ ____ __ _ ____________ b) ___ 'r!l_e process weight per hour shall be based upon the process 

materials introduced into the process unit or process equipment 

in one complete operation or cycle and the time required to complete 

that operation or cycle, excluding any time during which the 

process ·unit or equipment is idle. 

c) The proce$s weight per hour referred to in this section shall be 

base~ upon the normal maximum operating capacity of the process 

unit or process equipment; and if such normal maximum capacity 

should be increased by process or equipment changes, the new 

normal maximum of capacity shall be used as the process weight 

in determining the allowable emissions. 



TABLE I 

· ··· ·· · ·· Parfic-ura:t-e-Matter Eiifiss-fi>ns-stanaara:s ·-ror-Proceasun.1f an.<r 
Process Equipment 

Process Emission Process Emission Process Emission 
Lbs/Hr Lbsl:l!r Lbs/Hr Lbs/Hr Lbs/Hr Lbs/Hr 

50 0.24 2300 4.44 7500 8.39 
100 o.46 24oo 4.55 8000 8.71 
150 o.66 2500 4.64 8500 9.03 
200 0.85 2600 4.74 9000 9.36 
250 1.03 2700 4.84 9500 9.67 
300 1.20 2800 4.92 10000 10.00 
350 1.35 2900 5.02 11000 10.63 
4oo 1.50 3000 5.10 12000 11.28 
450 1.63 3100 5.18 13000 11.89 
500 1.77 3200 5.27 14000 12.50 
550 1.89 3300 5.36 15000 13.13 
600 2.01 3400 5.44 16ooo 13.74 
650 2.12 3500 5.52 17000 14.36 
700 2.24 3600 5.61 18000 14.97 
750 2.34 3700 5.69 19000 15.58 
800 2.43 3800 5.77 20000 16.19 
850 2.53 3900 5.85 30000 22.22 
900 2.62 4ooo 5.93 4oooo 28.30 
950 2.72 4100 6.01 50000 34.30 

1000 2.80 4200 6.08 60000 40.00 
1100 2.97 4300 6.15 70000 41.30 
1200 3.12 44oo 6.22 80000 42.50 
1300 3.26 4500 6.30 90000 43.6o 
14oo 3.4o 4600 6.37 100000 44.6o 
1500 3.54 4700 6.45 120000 46.30 
1600 3.66 4800 6.52 14oooo 47.80 
1700 3.79 4900 6.60 160000 49.00 
1800 3.91 5000 6.67 200000 51.20 
1900 4.03 5500 7.03 1000000 69.00 
2000 4.14 6000 7.37 2000000 77.6o 
2100 4.24 6500 7.71 6000000 92.70 
2200 4.34 7000 8.05 

Interpolation and extrapolation of the data for process unit weight rates 
in excess of 60,000 lb/hr shall be accomplished by the use of the equation: 

E = 55.0P O.ll - 40, where E = rate of process unit emission in lb/hr 

and P = process weight in tons/hr. 



TESTIMOJIY OF ASSOCIATED OREGON INDUSTRIES 
TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

May 22, 1970 

Re: proposed "Emission Standards for Industrial Process." 

Our technical committee has reviewed this proposal and makes the following 

observations: 

1. With regard to the definition of "Process unit," we know of no other 

jurisdiction that uses such a definition. The usual application of process 

weight standards is based on process equipment. Los Angeles, where the standards 

were originally formulated, applies process weight on a process equipment 

basis. The Bay Area Code (San Francisco, Oakland) also applies their process 

weight on a process equipment basis as does the more recently adopted Puget 

Sound Code. The effect of such a definition is to place on Oregon industry the 

responsibility of meeting this proposed standard without any prior experience 

anywhere to guide them or your staff in meeting the standard. 

2. The theory of process weight was adopted originally by the Los Angeles 

Air Pollution Control District based primarily on emissions from metal melting 

operations. The standard was developed in one geographic area for industry 

1 ocated in that area. IJhil e other juri sdi cti ons are adopting these standards 

on a process equipment basis for general application and you have adopted the 

process weight concept for asphalt plants, we doubt the technical justification 

for the proposed process unit standard when applied statewide to the broad 

variety of Oregon industry. We therefore believe that on application to all 

Oregon industry, it wi 11 cause requirements which cannot be achieved by equip­

ment available in the foreseeable future. 

3. We further believe/that application of the process weight concept as 

proposed will definitely limit the size of future industrial operations in this 
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state, and will cause the proliferation of smaller plants designed to achieve 

compliance with the more tolerant process weights allowed for the smaller 

processes. For example, 10 process units of 10,000 lbs; per hour process weight 

would each be allowed 10 lbs. of emission per hour or a total of 100 lbs. per 

hour for the 10 units; but one process unit of 100,000 lbs. per hour process 

weight would only be allowed 44,60 lbs. per hour - a net reduction of 55.40 

lbs. per hour. If the smaller units were located in a limited geographic 

area you would have achieved little. This kind of rule does not appear to 

make either economic or air quality control sense. 

It appears to us that economic size limitation of industry or control of 

plant design which will encourage small plants will result, If this is a valid 

assumption this board should clearly understand it and speak directly to the 

point and not allow this effect by default by the adoption of a highly con­

fusing process weight table which admittedly .defies reasonable administration. 

4. The process weight table arbitrarily assumes that large industry 

or multiple industrial units can handle high efficiency collection more 

economically than smaller units. We believe this to be a patently false 

assumption. However, in many instances, the process weight regulation 

approach is too elaborate for a small organization which is not financed 

adequately. Checking the performance of a process weight regulated 

installation is expensive and time consuming, and, if trained personnel 

are not available, this type of regulation is difficult to enforce. 

5. Reason dictates that control programs should be designed to achieve 

ambient air qualities rationally selected on the basis of established 

the lack of experience with the process weight program 
. . ··1·· ,j .\ 

~f(). Ip ,.:.-:'~;i.'; t i:r 1..-;> 

criteria. In v1ew of 

as proposed, we recommend that if you do adopt a standard of this type 

that it be allowed on a process equipment basis until such time as another 

basis can be justified. 
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6" If the proposed standard is adopted in any form and you do in fact 

determine that on application it cannot be met by an existing Oregon plant 

or industry, then you could only grant a variance for the continued operation 

of such a plant or industry" In order to aVo"id the difficulty posed by 

variance granting we suggest that you might wish to consider something like the 

following language as a new subsection (6) of II: 

"If in the application of this rule to any source or class of source 

the Department determines that strict compliance with the rule would be 

unreasonable or impractical due to special conditions or because no other 

reasonable alternative, facility or method is currently available to meet 

this standard, the Department shall promulgate such additional standards 

for such source or class of sources that are compatible with their ability 

to achieve particulate matter emission control." 

7, We recommend that II (3) (b) is surplusage that should be deleted 

from the regulation" A regulation has the force and effect of a statute and 

should be a proper interpretation of the law" We are concerned with a 

statement contained in a rule that purports to interpret two statutes and 

then arrives at a conclusion of law that creates an uncertain standard, 

If adopted, Oregon industry will be required to meet a process weight 

standard" But to allow the Department to change the requirements at any 

time as suggested in the proposed rule makes the entire standard so 

ambiguous and potentially arbitrary as to make it meaningless, As a 

matter of law we conceive no justification for such a statement in a 

general standard and urge its deletion. 

8" As you adopt regulations which require ever greater information from 

industry either to directly comply (such as registration) or to show com­

pliance (process weight) the greater becomes the necessity for fully 

understanding and applying the confidentiality provisions of the statute -
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0RS 449.702 (3), 449.707 (3) and 449.800. We believe these statutes should 

be stated in your rules to provide wider knowledge of these provisions. 

Further, the staffs of all pollution control agencies should be fully aware 

of their responsibilities under these provisions. 



MID WILLAMETTE VALLEY 

MICHAEL D. ROACH 
0 irector 

AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 
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May 21, 1970 

Environmental Quality Commission 
State OFfica Building 
1400 Southwest Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Dragon 97201 

Attention Mr. B.A. McPhillips 

Re: Proposed Emission Standards for Industrial Processes 

Gentlemen: 

The Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority wishes to speak in 
favor of the propmsed emission standards for industrial processes. 
Through experience, the Authority knows the pressing need for a mass 
rate emission standard. We have clearly demonstrated in our region 
that certain processes that meet the Authority's concentration or grain 
loading standard have consistently exceeded the ambient sir standards. 

Specific note should be taken of the more important and desirable factor 
mf this standard and that is its potential application on a plant 
site basis. The primary objective of this Commission and all air pol­
lution control authorities is to protect their cammuni ties' air supply. 
This stendard provides a degree of this protection by preventing 
circumvention by the installation of multiple process lines or additional 
stacks. At the same time the standard becomes significantly mare string­
snt the larger the process. 

I would like to quote the National Air Pollution Control Authority 
on their review of the Authority's revised regulation which includes 
a similar standard as the one before you for consideration: "Tha 
new provision concerning separate process units are especially note­
worthy since the process weight rule can be applied with a meaaure 
of certainty and the circumvention of the rule by building multiple 
units and substantially deteriorating air quality at a site is avoidsd~u 

As indicated the Authority included a very similar standard in its 
revised regulations which has been to two public hearings in March and 
April of this year. The Authority's standard was developed jointly with 
the staff of the Department of Environmental Quality. At the public 

MEMBER COUNTIES: BENTON I LINN MARION I POLK 1 YAMHILL 



Environmental Quality Commission 
Mr. 8.A. McPhillips 
May 21, 1970 
Page Two 

hearings no adverse comments were received from industry though they 
were well represented at the meetings. This lack of opposition to 
what is considered e significant standard is attributed to the Authority's 
forewarning two years ago in the Authority initial enforcement effort 
that such a standard would be required in the future. Approximately 
one year ago, the Authority staff held meetings with the most effected 
industries to receivetlleir comments and explore reasonable process 
weight standards. Prior to the Authority's public hearings, represent­
atives of ADI reviewed the standard end expressed their support with 
minor modification. This modification provided for existing particle­
board plants to be in compliance with the regulation by 1973. Due to 
the preliminary work by the Authority, the 1975 date is not required for 
our region. 

The Board of Directors of the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution 
Authority adapted the revised regulations with the emission standard far 
industrial process es proposed. The Authority urges the adoption of the 
standard under consideration today ta provide a degree of consistent 
application between the regions end the State of Oregon. The Authority 
feels the proposed standard is a significant step forward in the control 
of particulate matter in the Willamette Valley. 

Sincerely yours, 

l cj,//;/ ;JJµ.J(_J ,(:;;~£(;_ __ 

MICHAEL D. ROACH 
Director 

MDR:ds 



May 21, 1970 

Mr. B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P. O. Box 571 
McMinnville, Oregon 9 712 8 

Dear Mr. McPhillips; 

WAil CHANG ALBANY CORPORATION 

I'. 0. BO\ ~hO 

AIB1\NY,lH!fC<lN '!73J.I 

{'iOJ) '!LI, ·111 I 

A TU Llll'Nr COMl'1\NY 

Under the proposed process weight standard, efficiently integrated plants 
probably would not be built in the future. Rather, it would be far easier 
to build each unit operation as a separate entity, such that the product 
of one would become the raw material for the next processing step. Such 
a system would multiply the weight of "raw material" by the number of steps 
through which it passed, thereby drastically altering the total of legally 
allowable emissions under the proposed regulations. 

An example of the extreme lengths to which such a scheme might lead is 
shown on the two attached flowsheets of the zirconium production process. 
I have circled those steps which could, from a process standpoint, stand 
alone. Obviously, such breakdown would result in less economical operations 
with less efficient control systems. Our industry and most likely the public 
would surely support with enthusiasm more equitable regulations which have 
greater obvious relevance to the air quality of our state than do such tools 
as a general process weight standard based on process units as defined 
by the proposed regulations. 

I would appreciate your consideration of these factors in reaching your 
conclusions. 

WAA:eh 
Attachment 

Sincerely, 

/._ 

W, A. Aschoff 
Chief Engineer 
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state of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

!DJ~®~OW~llJ 
lJll MAY 201970 

AIR QUALITY CON!JiR~ALT PAVEMENT ASSOCIATION OF OREGON'S 

Presentation to 
State Board of Health 

Department of Environmental Quality Control (Air) 
Portland, Oregon 

Introduction 

The Asphalt Pavement Association of Oregon is an association con­
sisting of 28 asphalt plant owners and 12 equipment dealers and 
asphalt sales companies, all dedicated to the use of asphalt for 
road construction and to protecting the integrity and image of 
the industry. This image naturally includes the cooperation of 
the industry in maintaining clean air. 

We are appearing before your Board explain some of the P,roblems 
of the industry and to ask you not to adopt the proposed set of 
rules at i:his time arl.d to take a new approach to rules for 
asphalt plants. We ask you to take this new approach for the 
following reasons: 

Operation of an Asphalt Plant is an Intermittent Operation 

The emissions from asphalt plants are both particulate and gas­
eous. As such, we are classified with other industries whose 
emissions a1°e either particulate or gaseous. However, let us 
explain that very few asphalt plants run continuously (more 
that 10 to 12 hours per day) but rather are operated intermit-· 
tently each day. The daily operation is intermittent because 
weather conditions, specifications, mixing and laydown require­
ments restrict us to a fixed tonnage per plant per day. 

Our production season is normally a full five months from June 
through October, with a small production in May and November, 
and virtually nothing from December through April. 

How, then, can you regulate our industry with the same regula­
tions as a 24-hour-per-day and a 365-day-per-year plant? Our 
contribution to the air pollution problem can never be as great 
as those plants whose operations are steady, rather than inter­
mittent. 

Plant Location (Fixed Plants) 

Many of our plants have a fixed location <"nd are in such a 
location that meteorological and topographical factors determine 
the extent to which contaminants emitted into the air from a 
source will disperse and become diluted. 
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Each fixed plant should be judged in this nature--not by a blanket 
set of rules applicable to all within a 3-mile radius of a town 
with a population of 4,000. It is conceivable to sit within a 
few blocks of town and cause no problems and, on the other hand, 
to sit outside the 3-mile limit and let havoc reign for miles 
around. 

Portable Plants 

Many portable plants are put in locations designated by the bid­
ding agency or locations dictated by the rock source or the near­
ness to the project. These plants should not be judged by a 
standard set of rules that applies to the City of Portland the 
same as to the sagebrush country of Harney County. 

Adverse Effects 

The adverse effects of air pollution are: 

1. Esthetics 
2. Economic effects 
3. Safety 
4. Personal discomfort 
5. Interference with normal bodily functions 
6. Illness (accute or chronic) 
7. Death 

Based on an anAlysis of the above 7 items, the determination of 
the extent of air pollution equipment necessary should be made. 
It should never be the same for each location because the prob­
lems and adverse effects will not be the same. 

Temporary Permits 

Permits for temporary installation of portable equipment should 
be issued, based on the adverse effects relative to the site 
and the availability of water and gas and portable air pollution 
equipment to do the job. We have in Oregon now--by a regional 
authority--a restriction preventing a plant from entering any of 
its area without meeting the entire code. The job is 8,000 tons 
(no more than 10 to 12 days of work), and the site is near a 
town of less than 3,000 people. 

How can the plants who merely indicate they will conform by 1972 
continue to operate 24 hours a day for the next two years, while 
we cannot operate ten days? An executive order limiting tlrn 
rate of production would solve the whole affair. -~~ 

Present Rules Are More Than Sufficient 

In 1969, in your protective area of the state, you had a variable 
number from 30 to 40 plants operating which produced in the 



neighborhood of 2,000,000 tons. You received a total of 5 
citizen complaints, 0 complaints from city or county government, 
and you filed a total of 0 complaints yourself. These are the 
facts furnished by your Portland office. These results are 
based on your 1969 rules. Why, then, should your 1970 rules be 
more restrictive? 

In the testimony from your staff at the hearing in Salem on 
April 24, 1970, it was indicated that all the other regional 
authorities wanted a change. The Lane Authority's latest amend­
ment was May 13, 1970. Mid-Willamette has one under considera­
tion now, and the Columbia-Willamette's latest amendment was 
January 1, 19 70. 

If the new Ringleman proposal suggested by your authority was 
necessary for these authorities, why did they omit them from 
these most recent amendments? 

Plant Improvements 

An inventory of our plants reveals that a total expenditure of 
$425,000 has been made on 17 reporting plants; and of that 
amount, a total of $315,000 was made in-1969 or 1970, all for 
air pollution control equipment. Give this equipment a chance. 

As we stated before, we agree with the clean·-air concept--as 
long as the rules are i 0 ational and applied in. a uniform manner 
to all industries. 

Summary 

1. We feel that our industry should be governed by a set of 
rules based on an intermittent operation. 

2. We feel that rules should be applied, based on plant location 
taking into consideration meteorological and topographical con­
ditions together with relation to populated areas. 

3. We feel that portable plants should be h<lndled with temporary 
permits issued for a job duration, with due consideration of 
location, availability of water and gas, and hardships involved 
and length of the job. 

4. We feel the present rules of all regional authorities and 
the state authority--as applied to the asphalt plants--are suf­
ficient at this time. 

5. We feel the improvements our industry has made in 1969-70 
deserve a chance under the present rules before additional 
restrictions are passed. 
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6. We feel if the public is really concerned about air pollution, 
they will provide you with sufficient staff and operating expense 
to actually determine and isolate the true causes of air pollution 
so that conforming industries will not be penalized. 

We wish to thank your staff for their prompt and courteous time 
alloted our industry in receiving these matters last week, and 
we wish to thank you for taking time away from your jobs to 
serve the public in your present capacity as Board members. 

We hope you will consider these proposals in the vein in which 
they are offered-··nei ther one of rebellion nor one of disagree­
ment with the clean-air concept but rather in the light of under .. 
standing our particular industry, the manner in which it operates, 
the special problems involved, our minor contribution to the 
total problem and our major attempt to control air pollution 
within the asphalt plan·t industry. 

db 

Respectfully submitted, 

ASPHALT PAVEMENT ASSOCIATION 
OF OREGON 

by: Mike Huddleston, Manager 



P. 0. Box 711 The Dalles, Oregon 97058 

Mayl9, 1970 

Environmental Quality Commission 
State Office Building 
1400 S. W. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Gentlemen: 

Q1wlitu a/umiri1."t ."I: ri:'! o/;.-,!i'· nnrf 

.1i:r·,: Pii;, in~o/, lnl:r·I, ru,! <n:d /,u 

pip1·, tu/w, hn,'fuu· l•'c/ir,/,"< ,,- · 

for)'illf'..I, j0r~:i11;• 1:nct:, hu•:-t" •fi 

ing5, illl/!dt'! UJr,._1:-u1!\, dr·( :•·.u; ii:,, 

bor. 1/tuc/•11111\ •o.•ci•1! sh-1r· i_. i,:.1:1 
and Ji,·nt'{I prr'ss 1."xt1:11i •• 1:• <Ndi' 

ucrs. Similar /"•1c£,.c:< :"1: :.·ri ,'2"< 

zirconium and cl• d 

Telephone: 296~6161 

Please accept the following comments on the proposed "emission standards for 
industrial processes". It may be proper to review the development of the process 
v;eight table which is proposed to be the basis of the particulate emission regulation. 
In 1949 the then newly formed Los Angeles County Air Pollution Control District, 
together with the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, employed Kaiser Engineers to 
sample emissions from metallurgical and other dust and fume producing installations 
that were characteristic of the Los Angel.es County area. The engineering consultants 
provided the data to the Air Pollution Control District and these data were used by 
the district to develop a mass rate table for the control of dust and fumes. At that 
time there was no single source in Los Angeles County t11at would release more than 
34/hr. if controls in the range of 80 to 90% efficiency were applied to them. The 
tendency to apply this table or extensions of it, such as the San Francisco Buy area 
table, to other areas without a critical determination as to whether the regulations 
being applied meet the local need or are nece.ssary to achieve the air quality goals 
set should be resisted. The adoption of such a process weight table for an entire 
state seems to me to be unreasonable. Difficulties can arise from the adoption of 
such tables in the failure to recognize the specific needs of specific communities, 
either in terms of source reductions required or the technological or economic 
fea sibi!ity of local industrial compliance. 

The concept of applying the process weight to an entire site, as it is the apparent 
intention of the definition of a "Process unit", Section I, Item 2, is applied in no 
jurisdiction that I know of. The Bay area applies it to an emission point, i.e. a 
stack. Early on a rational decision was made in the Los Angeles District, that in 
the case of four open-hearth furnaces to be treated with a single electrostatic 
precipitator would be considered as four sources and not one. The corollary of this 
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decision, of course, is that if the four open-hearths had been equipped with 
four distinct control units they would still be considered as four sources. This 
interpretation has been up till now universally recognized. Dr. John Middleton 
personally disavowed the concept promulgated in Section I, Item 2, "Process 
Unit" in a meeting on September 5, 1969 with representatives of the steel industry. 

In any case, the application of such a process weight table to a process such as 
an aluminum reduction plant is technological nonsense. If the proposed aluminum 
reduction plant regulation, upon which a hearing has already been held, is not 
adopted, presumably uriless specifically exempted, reduction plants would come under 
this regulation. There is no way that the Harvey Aluminum Reduction plant at The Dalle: 
could comply with this regulation as written even with the installation of electro-
static precipitators operating at a 99% efficiency level, 

If the Commission does in fact adopt the proposed regulation, I strongly urge that 
the concept of applying this standard to an entire industrial complex be deleted. 

Very truly yours, 

LB/vk 
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~n~na ~Ate/ vmd!r4tp C?Jo-#~an~ 
State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL C,UAUTI' 
~~_, @:v<!Ji!O?t .97#6'.9 
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May 20, 1970 

·_,-, 
·-" 

·111 
1 "Alll QUALITY CONTROi. 

Mr. B. A, tlcPhi.llipa, Clrntrman 
Environrn.en tal Qua.Ii ty Ccn•unisr3ioa 
Dep.urtrnent of En·vironm2r1tal Quali Cy 
P" O~ Bo2c 231. 
Portland, Oregon 9 720 7 

Dear Mr. J<k.Phi 111.pa: 

It haa come to our attention that the Air Quality Control Divl.oion 
~·7111 recorwnend 11Em:Lsu1on Stn11dnr.dt; for Industr:Lal Processua 11 to the 
Commission ft;)r adopt:lo11 at. the EQC Mt~cting scht~duled for lJ'ridayi 
:t-'fay 22 ~ For th:;} past se·v·crnl n1onthn ~ \>le hcr\re he~n conducting effiieit~:Lon 

tests and nngineerir;i.g atudie§ at: our Riddl£>.~ O:engon~ nicke.1 plant v,.7:tth 
the objective of detetmirdng the highest 11nd bcoet possible me11ns of 
control.lit1g enrtRsions f:com t:he pla.nte The results of theee studies 
have i.nd:!.cHted thf! mrrx:trnum, cont1·:ol t\rhich we can (3xpect~_ utilizing the 
best equip1noot aval.lnble,, WE1 have det:e1:1nincd that it t-1111 be :lm· ... 
posoibl<~ for: u0 to raeet the proposed nEL'l:!.snion Standards for In.duetrial 
ProcessafJn titilizing the l1ighes t an_d best por:H..1ible control methods 9 

Based on our fi.ndings, we respe.ctfully urge the Cornmiseien to cornddi'.:r 
8(~r,iouoly th0. iE1plicationr1 tba.t t11,.:;ne p:ropoGed s.i.tundards 'H:tll 11£1.ve 011 
our indusit:xyj> as ,,_,1e.ll as other industries in thri ~~t:utt'?- ';<'lith aind.lar 
problemc ~ \}(-} t:\:'!co1ffn-1nnd that industries ·with i1upousiblt--:i. teclu:1ologicnl 
pl·oblewa bu controlled t.n1dcr spec'.lD.l ·e~::gulEi.t:icn1a or, at the very ll~.£.nst~ 

the proposed <>Um<lards should be modtflud to take h1to occount such 
8pec1al problomB ~ 

Thank you for your consideration. 

pb 

cc: He ~·1.~ PattmrBon/" 
Ke He Spies 

Respectfully yourn, 

HANNA NICKEL s~mLTING COMPANY 

~"-""" ''""'"----~~ 

~
' ,f,,. ~ ""~- -(( 

·E.· T :. llaney .. 

Manager, Riddle Opera Hons 



1-J:tll~:n11t::itt.e Inclunt.r:LeH i! Incor1Joro.tec1 
"l"b•· " 1D'' , .. • 0 ' "7) \'I> ~n "1 ··C'· ·) k~. a!l.J , .L 1,, 1.,,, ,LO""- ..Jil:r ,,,l ,,.c,11..(; 

1002 JC:i.rcctrG:l.··~re Bu:tld:l.n[:: 
Portlt1nd.., Orec;nn 972ot1 

Ma,y 5, 1970 

He: Tnx Hel:i.ef A:pplicat:ton Ho. '1'·--9T 

At :ttn rr1eei;;tng on A·p:eil 2h )\ 19'70 }l thr~ Et11ri:con1no1Tl;e,l Q;u:~.15. ty 
Cor:D.'.,1isEJion eoni3ic.lc:~cecl tJ:ir.~ ntsJ':t' ~':'."'Erport; 0J1d 1·eeo:':.:J11en_dri,i:;io:nn rer;ardinp 
:~rorr,t• t.11):plicntic;11 for ccL"ttr:tei.:~t:lor.1. ot tb.:t:sc:; c;fc1c•;:1e;;; :,:1,;:1>.::t a co1J.•r.:::y·o1 .. 
i:nr::rt:alJ.D,tic1l1 DA3 fl J?Ollut:ton COUiJ:eol faeil:Lt;1{ fo.Y.· °tax l"Glief T.1U1~j)08E::E.q e 

J-\.ftor consi0.1:.:rable disc1.1u~~ions- tlte Co;rJJ','lius:lon dec:tdod to (Lef\_~r n.ct:i.o:n 
o:n ~v-our 1~ .. pp11c:<.tt.iot1 1:u:.it:1l tl1e x1oxt'. }';J_rc;:etin~i~ of tl1e Corntrtasio:a 0J1d 
reqti.est tht:rt. 8. rern."esentati ··re :froJ:n the Ce>rflpa:n.y· npJ_)eD..J." at ·i~h,;-,;{:; t:i.:rne 
to .sru:rire:c <{UO~{tio:nr;: EL'1d }Jrencnt. s11c:t1 t'tddJt:l.0110..l info:r."'lno:t~ion aB 1nay 
'be 2tcc0sHn.1""y to co:i:rvince t.he GoJ.:ncd.sFJ5-o.n tl1e.t 't1'.1c clc,iT.2ed f&.c:l.litieu 
irerc ir1 fa.ct :i.:ni:.:talled ~p:e1nci.pal1:y :to:1? po1J.:ut1en cori.tx·o1 ~ 

1'.Pb.e next. r~10eting of' i:;he I:rr1riro~'il8t1t0.l Q,tt<:"lit~r Co~nm5.ssio:n <:·till 1)e 
11eld, on I·1ay· 22.,, 19'TO '.Ln_ Hoorn 36 of tl1e Btato Oft.ice )3ui1ding, 
l-'o:t:·tlan_d_$ OregQj:l ~ boginnlnf'.r o.t 9: 00 a~r~ .. 

m.,s :mJb 

Very trul:y you.:rr; , 

Ee. ;r <!< i'Teatl1ersbee., Dort1t:y· DJr1::ctor 
Dcpr_trt1nent of J~111riroru·:1errtal C-),11ali ty 



TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

FROM 

DATE 

B. A. M:::Phillips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs S. Waterman, Member 

: AIR QUALI'.L'Y CONTROL DIVISION 

E. c. Harms, Jr., Member 
George A. McMath, Member 

: April 13, 1970 for Meeting of April 24, 1970 

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY 
NO. T-97 

This application was initially received on September 15 7 1969. 
Additional information was received on January 13 a.nd April 6, 
1970. A summary of the application and results of the staff 
review are given below: 

1. Applicant: Willamette Industries, Inc. 
Albany Division (Duraflake Company} 
1002 Executive Building 
Portland> Oregon 97204 
Mr. A: R. Morgans, Financial Vice President 
Phone: 227-5585 

The Company p:coduces particle board at the plant located 
on Old Pacific Highway, Albany, Oregon. 

2. The facility claimed consists of three large cyclones, a covered belt 
conveyor and related electrical equipment. The facility is located at 
the Albany plant site. Installation of the facility was completed axid 
operation commenced on June 15, 1969. 

3. The total installed cost of the facility is $40,710.21. An account.ant's 
certification of this figure is attached. 

4. Staff Review: 

An initial portion of the particleboard process involves drying the wood 
particles. Duraflalce does this by contacting them with hot boiler exhaust 
gases in three rotating kiln devices. The air-particle mixture leaving 
the driers is lifted by blowers and separated by large cyclones. The air 
is then exhausted to the atmosphere and the dried particles are advanced 
in the process by belt conveyor. The exhaust air contains very small 
wood particles which are considered to be air contaminants. 

The previous system consisted of two cyclones in series followed by a 
belt conveyor for each of the three driers. Installation of the claimed 
facility (a new cyclone for each drier and one covered belt conveyor} 
lowered air pollution primarily by reducing the number of emission 
sources. J.ncidental reduction by improved cyclone performance is only 
a possibility since insufficient data are available. 
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T-97 

The Company claims that the principal purpose for installing the claimed 
facility was the reduction of emissions to the atmosphere. Although 
the Company did submit some evidence to support this claim, the staff 
still has some reservation toward certifying the facility. The staff 
could not establish sufficient evidence for recommending against 
certification. Mid Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority has indi­
cated that in their opinion these facilities were installed for pollution 
control. 

5. Staff Reconunendation: 

The staff reconunends that a "Pollution Control Facility Certificate" 
bearing the actual cost of $40, 710.21 be issued for the facility clafa1ed 
in Application No. T-97. 



PEAT, MARWICK, MITCHELL & Co. 
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 

1010 STANDARD PLAZA 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

September 8, 1969 

Mr. A. R. Morgans, Financial Vice President 
Willamette Industries, Inc. 
1002 Executive Building 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Mr. Morgans: 

Exhibit E 

In connection with your application to the Oregon State Sanitary Authority 
for certification of pollution control facilities for tax relief purposes, 
we have examined the cost& for the dust control cyclones in the dust control 
dryer building at the Albany division (as detailed in the respective Exhibit C 
of the application). In making our examination, r.ve have relied upon such 
detail as being complete itemization of labor and materials devoted to the 
construction of the facility described. Our examination consisted of a 
detailed inspection of vendors' invoices and other documentation of disburse­
ments. We have also traced the costs shown into the plant and equipment 
accounts of the Company. 

In our opinion, Exhibit C of the application, detailing the costs for the 
dust control cyclones, amounting to $40,710.21, fairly presents the actual 
costs incurred by Willamette Industries, Inc. in the construction of the 
facility. 

Very truly yours, 

PEAT, MARWICK, MITCHELL & CO. 

R. M. Alexander, Partner 

RMA:OL 

T·-97 



E X H I B I T C 

Carothers Sheet Hetal Company 
Furnish and install three new cyclone collectors 

for Heil dryers and related items as per quote 
Additional work not covered in initial quotation 

Salem Metal Fabrication Company 
Fabricate 42" x 87'-0" long conveyor & 

drive equipment 

Miscellaneous Electrical Equipment 

Miscellaneous 

Internal Plant Payroll 

$25,703,00 
1,685.13 

6,982,00 

2,197,49 

2,690,20 

l, 452. 39. 

$l,O, 710. 2;h 

T-97 



TO HFJ·!BEW) OF THE ENVIROl!MENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
lferman M:eierjurgen, Mo1;1ber 
Storrs S .. Wntcrmrtn, Nernbcr 

FROM AIH QUALITY CONTHOI, D'.IVISION 

E .. C., liarms, Jr,, 1 }'iember 
Ge or go A. J.!cMath, Member 

DA'I'E Dec0mb<>r· l? fo.r December 19, 1969 Meeting 

SUBJECT: CMmoN MONOXIDE AMBIEN'l' AIH STANDAPJJ 

The staff hac reviewed the testimony given o.t the public hearing on 
November 20, 1969, and recommends adoption of the Carbon Monoxide Ambient 
Air Star1da_rd .:1s prese11ted .. 

The c:r·iter:Lc;. document which v1as distributed to interested· :persons discusses 
in considera.ble detail the problems rela.ting to and cffectr;; of carbon rno11oxide 
and this report :ls still 2.vailablc., Because it is felt thsre was Jess 
era9hasis on f;:;.ctors influenci11g uptake of carbon ffionoxide ~ the following 
po:Lnts from tho report should be mentioned. 

The report recot;nic:es that a relatively small concentration of carbon 
monoxide i.n inhctled air ca~1 tic up sir;n.ificD.nt ciua11titie.s of 11emoglobin as 
carboxyl1emoglo·bin; that the E.t.mount of co.rbon rnoao)~ide wi t!1in the body is 
related to both its concentration in the air ·an~:l length of ti~;;e the individ­
ual is eY~IJOsed; the biologic response time for carbon mo11oxide is quite 
differcn_t from response time for an odorous or irritru1t r;a.s; and tl1at t:10 
uptake and excretion of carbon monoxide is ar1 exponential function at low 
concentrations. 

The report points out that an eauilibrium condition is esta.blished between 
the carbon monoxide in the air breathed and tlw.t in the blood; and that the 
process of absorption or excretion will be suk>tantially co1cplete in two 
to twelve hours. For example, the amount of carbon monoxide in cie;arette 
sri'1ok.e vo.r:i.es between 1% &Jld 2.5;-t; by volume.. If tho heavy srnok:er has a. '7~6 
carb0x;yh0moglob::L11 concentration (20-30 cit;arettes per day gives a ranzc of 
3-10;~ with an average of 5~~) and is exposed to 25 })])fll of c2.1·bon mo11oxide, 
he will actually excrete carbon monoxide. If exposed to 50 ppm, there will 
be no uptake, and if exposed to l.00 ppm, the uptake will be quite slo·,;. 
Parallel. examples can be made for smokers or non-smokers alike entering or 
leaving higher level areas. 

Implementation Pro~ram 

It is the conclusion of the staff that an immediate short·-term progra::i to 
reduce emissions of ca.rbon r.ionoxide in urban .:treas is neither tcchnic~ll~· 
or econo1nically .fca.siblc, nor warra11ted by tl1c seriousness of the proDlem 
at the present time. No public health cmerr;ency is considered to exist 
at the present ti::ie. Independent cntimates of De.partmcnt staff and 
consultants in the Federal goverrn:1cnt have indicated that total carbo!1 
monoxide omissions in urbo.n areas· a.re currently decreasing at a rate of 
approximately 6;t per year as a result of 1968 and 1970 Federal emission 
standards for motor vehicles. 



TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A, McPhil.lips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs S .. Waterma.n, Meraber 

FROM AIR QUALITY CON1'll0L DIVISION 

E. C. Harms, Jr., Member 
George A. McMath, Member 

DATE December 17 for December 19, 1969 Meeting 

SUBJECT: CAHBON MONOXIDE AMBIENt' AIR STANDARD 

The staff has reviewed the testimony given at the public head.ng on 
November 20, 1969, and recommends adoption of the Carbon Monoxide Ambient 
Air .Standard as prese11ted,, 

The criteria. document which was distributed to interested persons discusses 
in considerable detail the problems relating to and effects of carbon monoxide 
and this report is still available. Because it is felt there was less 
emphasis on factors influencing uptake of carbon monoxide, the following 
points from tho report should be mentioned. 

The report recognizes that a relatively small concentration of carbon 
monoxide in inhaled air can tie up sie;nificant quantities of hemoglobin as 
carboxyhemoglobin; that the amount of carbon monoxide within the body is 
related to both its concentration in the air and length of time the individ­
ual is ex-posed; the biologic response time for carbon monoxide is quite 
different from response time for an odorous or irritant ge.s; and that the 
uptake and excretion of carbon monoxide is an exponential function at low 
concentrations. 

The report points out that a.n equilibrium condition is established between 
the carbon monoxide in the air breathed and that in the blood; and that the 
process of absorption or excretion will be substantially complete in two 
to twelve hours. For example, the amount of carbon monoxide in cigarette 
smoke varies between 1% and 2.5% by volume. If tho heavy smoker has a T-;6 
carboxyhemoglobin concentration (20-30 cigarettes per day gives a range of 
3-10% with an average of 5~6) and is e:qiosed to 25 ppm of carbon monoxide, 
he will actually excrete carbon monoxide. If exposed to 50 ppm, there will 
be no uptake, and if exposed to 100 ppm, the uptake will be quite slow. 
Parallel examples can be made for smokers or non-smokers alike entering or 
leaving higher level areas. 

Implementation Program 

It is the conclusion of the staff that an immediate short-term program to 
reduce emissions of carbon monoxide in urban areas is neither technically 
or economically feasible, nor warranted by the seriousness of the problem 
at the present time. No public health emergency is considered to exist 
at the present time. Independent et>timates of Department staff and 
consultants in the Federal government have indicated that total carbon 
monoxide emissions in urban areas are currently decreasing at a rate of 
approximately 6% per year as a result of 1968 and 1970 Federal emission 
standards for motor vehicles. 


