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AGENDA

Lnvironmental Quafity Commission Meeting
10:00 a.m. June 26, 1970

Council Chambers, Portland City Hall, Portland, Oregon

#A, Minutes of May 22, 1970, meeting

¥B. Project plans for May, 1970

“C. Allocation of state grant funds to regional aﬁthorities

/D. Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority - Amended Rules
/E. Proposed regulations for primary aluminum plants

¥'F. Proposed emission Standafds for industrial processes

G. Construction grants for sewage treatment works

“iI.  Coast Packing Company, Ontario - Waste Discharce Permit
I. Tax Credit'applicétions |
1. Publishers Paper Co., Oregon City T-40 ($4,035,703)
2. Amalgamated Sugar Co., Nyssa T-116 ($25,750)
3. Blue Lake Packers, Inc.,, Salem T-118 ($15,269.00)
4. Boise Cascade Corp., McMinnville T-114 ($27,842.74)

5. W. J. Voit Rubber Corp., Portland T-125  ($17,334.68)

6. K. F. Jacobsen § Co., Inc., Portland T-128(29,510)

7. Crown Zellerbach Corp., West Linn T-130 ($1,665)
8., Western Kraft Corp., Albany T-138 ($41,746.77)
9. Reynolds Metals Co., Troutdale T-139 ($151,881.06)

10. Ash Grove Cement Co., Portland T-142 ($9,724.37)




MINUTES OF THIRTEENTH MEETING
of the
Oregon Envircnmental Quality Commission

June 26, 1970

The thirteenth regular meeting of the Oregon Environmental Quality

Commission wag called to order by the Chairman at 10:00 a.m., Friday,
June 26, 1970, in the Council Chambers, City Hall, Portland, QOregon.
Members present were B.,A. McPhillipsg, Chairman, Edward C. Harmg, Jr.,

George A. McMath, Herman P. Meiexrjurgen 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, Aixr Quality Control Division Director; Harold L. Sawyer and
A. Dale Nunamaker, Supervising Engineers; James R. Sheetz, bDistrict Engineer,

and F.G. 0Odell, C.A, Ayer, ¥.A. Skirvin and R.{. Sherwood, Associate Engineers.

MINUTES OF MAY 22, 1970 MEETING

It was MOVED by Mr. Meierijurgen, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried that
the minutes of the twelfth regular meeting of the Commission held in Portland

on May 22, 1970 be approved as prepared by the Director.

PROJECT PLANS

It was MOVED by Mr. Meierjurgen, seconded by Mr. Harms and carried that
the actions taken by the staff during the month of May 1970-on the following
32 water pollution control and 2 air quality control projects be approved:

Water Pollution Control

Municipal Projects (30)

Date Location Project Action
5-1-70 Ashland Sanitairy sewers Prov., app.
5-4-70 Eagt Salem S&D #1 Eastland Park No. 2 Prov. app.
5-4-70 Lakeview Sub. S5.D. Sanitarv sewers Prov. app.
5-11~-70 St, Helens STP Addenda #8 & 9 Approved
5-11-70 Salem Glen Creek Trunk Add. #2 Prov. app.
5-11-70 Oregon City LID #31, Add. #1 Prov. app.
5-11-706 Lincoln City Add. #1 Dawson Development Prov. app.

Add. #2 Phase 2 of sanitary -

sewer project
5~11-70 Sherwood School sewer Prov. app.
5-11-70 Gregham Stonegate san. sewer Prov. app.




Date Location
5-~-11-70 Salem
5~11=-70 Cannon Beach
5-12-70 Hood River
5=-12-70 La Grande
5=13-70 Portland
5=13-70 Portland
5~13-70 Portland
5-14-70 Ashland
5=15=70 Gold Beach
5-15=70 Dundee
5-15-70 Portland
5-18-=70 Jackson County
5-19-70 Wasco County
5-20-70 Elkton
5-21-70 Veneta
5=-21-70 Salem
5=-22-70 Umatilla
5-27-70 Harrisburg
5-27=-70 East Salem S&D #1
5~28=70 Oregon City
5~29-70 North Powder

Industrial Projects (2)

5=15-70 Portland Canning
Co., Sherwood
5=15-70 Coast Packing Co.,

Ontario

Air guality Control

Date Location
5-11-70 Ontario
5-29=-70 . Nyssa

COAST PACKING CO., Ontario

-2 -

Project

Savage Road sewer

Lagoon expansion & sewers
Indian Creek sewer, Phase 1
Change Orders #1 & 2

N.W. St. Helens Rcad
Maplewood #5 san. sewer

5.E. 63rd Avenue

Black QOak Terrace

Prel. report for secondary
Change Orders A-3, 4, 5, & 6
53 change orders to contract

for primary treatment expansion
Irrigation of sewage effluent

at Hyatt Lake Rec. Center
Celilo Indian village non-
overflow lagoon

Sewerage report

System and lagoon

Battle Creek-Commercial St.
area

Prel. engineering report on
secondary facilities
Simpson Park, First Addition
Sleepy Hollow

Woodfield Park

Sewerage system and lagoon

Pretreatment plans

Revised plans and letter of
intent ‘

Project

Coast Packing Co.
Rendering odor control
Emalgamated Sugar Co.
Modifying collector on
boiler

Action

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

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

Prov. app.
Comm. sub.

Approved
App.

Prov. app.

Comm. to

FWQA

App. with comm.
Prov. app.
Prov. app.

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

Approved

Bpproved

Action

Cond. app.

Cond. app.

Mr. Sherwood presented the staff report regarding this matter, a copy of

which has been made a part of the Department's permanent files.

He stated

that the Coast Packing Co. had been requested by letter dated May 13, 1970
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to give assurance in writing by not later than June 15, 1970 that the
necessary waste control facilities would be installed without further delay
and in accordance with a definite time schedule for the company's slaughter-
house and rendering plant located near Ontario. He said that at the time

of the meeting no such assurance had yet been received from the company.

Mr. Sherwood therefore recommended that a waste discharge permit for
said company be denied in accordance with established administrative
procedures. fThe company had previously applied for renewal of its present
..permit.

Mr.- Ayer reported that complaints have been received from adjacent
residents about odors emanating from the existing waste disposal facilities.
Mr. Sheeﬁz reported that solid wastes from the plant have been disposed of
on agricultural lands apparently with no complaints.

Mr. George Ward, Consulting Engineer, was present to represent the

company. He explained the improvements to the waste disposal system as
proposed by him and also by another consulting engineering firm, Chronic
and Associates of Boise, Idaho. He argued that the company should.not be
required to cover the anaercbic lagoon until and unless experience proved
it necessary. He estimated it would cost $56,000 to cover the present
lagoon but he thought it might be possible to reduce its size. He indicated
the other air quality controls could be completed in about 60 days and the
water pollution contreols in about 90 days. He requested a 6 months trial
period to determine if a cover on the anaerobic lagoon would be necessary.
After considerable discugsion and questioning by the Commission members,
it was MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. McMath and Mr. Meierjurgen and
carried that a waste discharge permit for Coast Packing Company of Ontario
be allowed with the conditions agreed to by the engineer, Mr. George Ward,
and with the ingtallation to be completed in 90 days and the need for a

cover on the anaerobic pond to be reviewed after 6 monthg of operation.

AMAT.GAMATED SUGAR COMPANY TAX CREDIT APPLICATION

Mr. Robert D;West was present to represent the Amalgamated Sugar

Company.  Mr. Sa@zer reviewed the staff's evaluation of the company's tax
credit application No. T-116.
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It was MOVED by Mr. Waterman, seconded by Mr. Meierjurgen and carried
that as recommended by the staff a tax credit certificate in the amount of
$25,750 be issued to the amalgamated Sugar Company of Nyssa pursuant to
application No. T-116 covering the installation of waste treatment and

disposal facilities 80% or more allocated to pollution control.

ALLOCATION OF STATE GRANT FUNDS TO REGIONAL AUTHORITIES

Mr. Patterson reviewed the staff's memorandum of June 5 regarding the

requests of the three regional air pollution authorities for state funds to
assist them in financing their programs during fiscal year 1971l. He pointed
out that the regquests total some $18,391.34 in excess of the funds appropri-
ated by the 1969 legislature for this purpose. He therefore submitted
several alternative methods for allocating the available funds to the regions.
He also reported that there was a discrepancy in the figures for one of the
districts and so suggested that action be deferred until this couid be corrected
Mr. Waterman expressed his concern about the loss of federal funds to the
regions if their requests for state grants could not be fully met. He said
he thought this contribution was too important to lose.
it was MOVED by Mr. Waterman, seconded by Mr. Meierjurgen and carried

that action in this matter be deferred until the next meeting of the Commissiocon.

MID-WiLLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY - AMENDED RULES

Mr. Patterson reported that the staff had reviewed the Mid-Willamette

Valley Air Pollution Authority's new and amended air quality standards which
had been adopted by the region on May 19, 1970 and that they had been found
to be in compliance with state requirements. He therefore recommended that
they he approved by the Commission. '

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

ambient air standards adopted by the MWVAPA on May 19, 1970 be approved.

PUBLISHERS PAPER COMPANY TAX CREDIT APPLICATION

Mr. Peter Schnell was present to represent the company. Mr. Sawyer

reviewed the staff's evaluation of the Publishers Paper Company's tax credit
application No. T-40 for facilities installed at its Oregon City mill for

the purpose of abating pollution in the Willamette River.
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It was MOVED by Mr. Meierjurgen, seconded by Mr. Waterman and carried
that as recommended by the staff a tax credit certificate in the amount of
54,035,703 be issued to Publishers Paper Company of Oregen City pursuant to
application No. T-40.

Mr. Meierjurgen commended the company most highly for its efforts in
abating its share of the pollution in the Willamette River. He stated that
this project represents a signal step in restoring the quality of the

Willamette.r

PROPOSED ‘-REGULATIONS FOR PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS

Mr. Skirvin reviewed a staff memorandum dated June 10, 1970 regarding

proposed regulations for primary aluminum plants which had been the subject
of a public hearing on February 26, 1970.

He submitted a revised amended draft dated Juné 24, 1970 of the proposed
regulations and recormended that it be approved by the Commission. It
establishes visible emission standards and requires the use of highest and
best practicable treatment and control in every case. It alsco requires
detailed monitoring, reporting and conducting of special studies within

specified time schedules.

Mr. Robert Kerr, attorney for the Wasco County Fruit and Produce League,
wasg present and eipressed ajreeﬂent with the requirement for highest and best
practicable treatment and control. After learning that it would be the intent
of the Commission to adopt specific emission standards for fluorides and
particulates as soon .as necessary data and information become available; he
said his clients would have no serious objection to the proposed regulations.

Representatives of the aluminum mills were also present at the meeting
but had no comments to make.

It was MOVED by Mr. McMath, seconded by Mr. Waterman and carried that
the proposed regulations for primary aluminum plants as amended and revised
be adopted.

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

these minutes.
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PROPOSED EMISSICN STANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES

Mr. 0dell presented a comprehensive discussion of the staff's proposed
emission standards for industrial processes which had been the subject of
a public hearing held on May 22, 1970. He previously had prepared a
memorandum report dated June 12, 1970 regarding this matter and on June 16
had transmitted to the Commigsion members an amended proposal. He recom-
mended that the amended proposal be adopted and further that specific source
classes such as primary aluminum, nickel, silicon and Portland cement plants
which could not comply be exempt from the process unit emission limitation
and instead be required to meet the process weight standard applied on a
Process equipment basis.

The Chairman said he is concerned about the objections raised by industry
and more particularly by other regulatory agencies regarding the proposed
standards.

Mr. Waterman said he also has misgivings about the emissions limitation
curve because there is such a large break in it.

Mr. Harms commended Mr. Odell for his fine presentation which he said
helped greatly to clarify his understanding of the intent and purpose of the
standard. He said, however, that this is an extremely important matter and
therefore it demands thorough consideration before receiving final actioen.

It was MOVED by Mr. Waterman, seconded by Mr. Harms and carried that
action on adeopting f.he proposed standards be deferred for 60 days.

Mr. Waterman said that on July 2 another meeting of the regicnal
coordinating committee would be held and that the proposed standards could
be given further consideration by that group at that time.

The meeting was recessed at 12:00 noon and reconvened at 1:25 p.m.

OREGON SEED COUNCIL'"S REQUEST FOR RE-HEARTNG

Mr. Jchn Horton of Albany, Attorney for the Oregon Seed Council, was

present and although not on the agenda requested the opportunity to appear
before the Commission. He had previously filed with the Commission a

petition requesting that the field burning schedule adopted on May 22, 1970
be amended to permit the burning of cereal grain fields. That petition was

denied by an order of the Commission dated June 25, 1970.
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He therefore appeared and presented another petitioh for réconsideration
of the May 22, 1970 field burning schedule. He asked that a hearing on the
matter of cereal grain field burning be held within the next 10 days. He
claimed that the seed growers will be spending an estimated $7,000,000 for
purchase of mobile incinerators and some $1,000,000 for their operation, He
claimed further that there are about 10,000 acres of grain fields that should
be burned this year for preparation and conversion to legume crops and that
if not permitted to be burned the cost of clearing them would be an ad-
ditional $250,000 ($25 per acre). ' ' . -

Mr. Horton contended that the Commission had exceeded its authbrity in
prohibiting grain field burning under the schedule adopted May 22. After
congiderable discussion concerning this point Mr, Silver said that in his
opinion the Commission had followed proper legal procedures and had not
exceeded its authority.

Mr. Harms said he did not think any new testimony would be presented and
therefore he did not see any reason for holding another hearing.

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

the petition submitted by Mr. Horton for a rehearing be denied.

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FOR SEWAGE TREATMENT WORKS

Mr. Nunamaker presented a priority list of 60 sewage treatment works

projects for which applications had been received by the Department for
federal and/or state grants for fiscal year 1971.

He reported that the 60 projects had a total estimated comstruction
cost of approximéﬁeij.$77,000,000, of Qﬁich some $71,000,000 would be
eligible for grants. On a basis of 30 to 33% grantsg, depending on whether
or not the project could meet HUD planning requirements, the total grant
reguests amounted to slightly more than $25,000,000,

The first applicant on the list is the Bear Creek Valley Sanitary
Authority which received a partial grant from the 1970 FY funds but is still
eligible for an additional $2,000,000. The second applicant is St. Helens
with a priority point total of 70 and a request for $818,000. The last
applicant on the list is Portland with a priority point total of only 23

and a request for $358,300 for an outfall sewer project,
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The Director pointed out that at the present time it is still not
known how much federal money, if any, will be available to the state of
Oregon for sewage treatment works grants during FY 1971. He reported
that the Administration has nothing in its budget for this purpose for
'71 but that the U.S. House of Representa%ives hag already approved an
appropriation of $1 billion dollars and the U.S. Senate may try to increase
this to $1-1/4 billion dollars which is the full amount authorized by the
Federal Clean Water Act. He said there is therefore a good chance that
Oregon's allotment for 1971 may be about the same as this year or about
$8.1 million.

It was the consensus of the Commission members that everything possible
should be done to implement to its maximum the state grant and loan program
which had been approved by the voters at the May primary election when they
passed ballot measure No. 4. This would include a 50% federel -~ 25% state
grant if at all possible. '

A copy of the priority list submitted by Mr. Nunamaker has been made
a part of the Department's permanent files.

It was MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried that the
priority list as submitted be approved with the understanding that all
applicants' eligibility for the maximum amount of both state and federal
grants under the constituticnal amendment recently passed will be preserved

when it is established.

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Messrs. Sawyer, Skirvin and Ayer presented the staff evaluations of

the tax credit applications covered by the following motions.

It was MOVED by Mr. Meierjurgen, seconded by Mr. Harms and carrvied that
a tax credit certificate in the amount of $515,269.80 be issued as recommended
by the staff to Blue Lake Packers, Inc. of Salem pursuant to application
No. T-118.

It was MOVED by Mr. Meierjurgen, seconded by Mr. Waterman and carried
that a tax credit certificate in the amount of 527,842.74 be issued as
recommended by the staff to the Boise Cascade Corporation, McMinnville,

pursuant to application No. T-114.
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It was MOVED by Mr. Waterman, seconded by Mr. Meierjurgen and carried
that a tax credit certificate in the amount of $17,334.69 be issued as
recommended by the staff to the W.J. Voit Rubber Co., Portland, pursuant to
application No. T-125,

It was MOVED by Mr. Waterman, seconded by Mr. Meierjurgen and carried
that a tax credit certificate in the amount of $151,881.06 be issued as
recommended by the staff to the Reynolds Metals Co., Troutdale, pursuant
to application No. T-139. Mr. William Campbell was present to represent
the company.

i1t was MOVED by Mr. Meierjurgen, seconded by Mr. Harms and carried that
a tax credit certificate in the amount of $29,510 be issued as recommended
by the staff to K.F. Jacobsen and Co., Portland, pursuant to application
No. T-128.

It was MCOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. Waterman and carried that a
tax credit certificate in the amount of $1,665 be issued as recommended by
the staff to Crown Zellerbach Corp., West Linn, pursuant to application
No. T-130.

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

that a tax credit certificate in the amount of $41,746.77 be issued as

recommended by the staff to Western Kraft-Corp., Albany, pursuant to-application

T-138.

It was MOVED by Mr. Waterman, seconded by Mr. Meierjurgen and carried
that a tax credit certificate in the amount of $9,724.37 be issued as

recommended by the staff to Ash Grove Cement Co., Portland, pursuant to

application No. T-~142.

There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 2:15 p.m.

Respectully submitted,

Kenne H. Spies i

Director




ADOPTED June 26, 1970

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL.QUALITY... .
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION

PROPOSED REGULATION
for
PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS

(As Amended)

I. Statement of Purpdée' In fﬁrtherance of the public policy of the state

as set forth in ORS 449,765, it is hereby declared to be the purpose of

the Commisszion in adopting the following regulations to:

A.

Require, in accordance with a specific program and time table for
each operating primary aluminum plant the highest and best practic~
able collection, treatment and control of atmospheric pollutants
emitted from primary aluminum plants through the utilization of
technically feasible equipment, devices and procedures necessary to
attain and maintain desired air quality.

Require effective monitoring and reporting of emissions, ambient air
levels of fluorides, fluoride content of forage and other pertinent
data. The Department will use these data, in conjunction with observa-
tion of conditions in the surrounding areas, to develop emission and
ambient air standards and to determine compliance therewith.

Encourage and assist the aluminum industry to conduct a research

- and technological development program designed to reduce emissions,

in accordance with a definite program, including specified objectives
and time schedules.

Establish standards.which based upon présently available technology,
are reasonably attainable with the intent of revising the standards

as heeded when new information and bettef technology are developed.

Ii. Definitions

A-

6/24/70

411 Sources - Means sources including, but not limited to, the
reduction process, alumina plant, anode plant, anode baking plant,

cast house, and collection, treatment and recovery systems.




D.

E,
F.

G,
H.

I.

P.

6/24/70
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Ambient Air - The air that surrounds the earth, excluding the general

volume of gases contained within any building or structure.
Anode Baking Plant - Means the heating and sintering of pressed anode

blocks in oven-like devices, including the loading and unloading of

the oven-like devices.

Anode Plant - Means all operations directly associated with the prepara-
tion of anode carbon except the anode baking operation.

Commission - Means Eavironmental Quality Commission.

Cured Forage - Means hay, straw, ensilage that is consumed or is intended

to be consumed by livestock.
Department - Means Department of Envirommental Quality.

Fmission ~ Means a r&lease into the outdoor atmosphere of air contami-

nants.

Emission Standard - Msans the limitation on the releass of a contaminant

or multiple contaminants to the ambient air.

Fluorides - Means matter containing fluoride ion.

Forage - Means grasses, pasture and other vegetation that is consumed
or is intended to be consumed by livestock.

Particulate Matter - Means a small, discrete mass of aolid or liquid

matter, but not including uncombined water.

Primary Aluminum Plant - Means those plants which will or do operate

for the purpose of or related to producing aluminum metal from aluaminum
oxide (alumina).

Pot Line Primary Emission Control Systems - Means the system which collects

and removes contaminants prior to the emission point. If there is more
than one such system, the primary system is that syatem which is most
directly related to the aluminum reduction cell.

Regularly Scheduled Monitoring - Means sampling and analyses in compli-

ance with a program and schedule approved pursuant to Section V.
Standard Dry Cubic Foot of Gas - Means that amount of the pgas which

would occupy a cube having dimensions of one foot on each side, if the
gas were free of water vapor at a pressure of 14,7 P.S.I.A. and a
temperature of 60°F,



Emission Standard -

A.

Bﬂ

Visible emissions from all sources shall not exceed twenty (20)

per cent opacity (Ringelmann 1).

Eﬁch primary aluminum plant shall proceed promptly with a program to
comply with this regulation. A proposed schedule of compliance shall
be submitted by each plant to the Commission not later than one hundred
and eighty (180) days after the effective date of this regulation.
After receipt of the proposed schedule, the State shall establish a
schedule of compliance for each plant. Such schedule shall include

the date by which full compliance must be achieved but, in no case,
shall full compliance bhe later than January 1, 1975.

IV. Highest and Best Practicable Treatment and Control Requirement

V.

VI.

Notwithstanding the specific emission limits set forth in Section III of

these regulations, in order to maintain the lowest possible emission of

air contaminants, the highest and best practicable treatment and control

currently available shall in every case be provided.

Monitoring

A. Each primary aluminum plant shall submit, within sixty (60) days after
an effective date of this regulation, a detailed monitoring program.
The proposed program shall be subject to revision and approval by the
Commission. The program shall include regularly scheduled monitoring
for emissions of gaseous and particulate fluorides and total particu-
lates. A schedule for measurement of fluoride levels in forage and
ambient air shall be submitted.

B. Necessary sampling and analysis equipment shall be ordered or other-
wise provided for within thirty (30) days after the monitoring program
has been approved in writing by the Commission. The equipment shall be
placed in effective operation in accordance with the approved program
within ninety (90) days after delivery.

Reporting

AI

6/24/70

Unless otherwise authorized in writing by the Commission, data shall

be reported by each primary aluminum plant within thirty (20) days




.

of the end of each calendar month for each source and station in-

cluded in the approved monitoring program as follows:

1. Ambient air: Twelve-hour concentrations of gaseous fluoride
in ambient air expressed in micrograms per cubic meter of air.

2. Forage: Concentrations of fluoride in forage expressed in ppm of
fluoride on a dried weight basis.

3., Particulate emissions: Results of all emission sampling conducted
during the month for particulates, expressed in grains per standard
dry cubic foot, in pounds per day, and in pounds per ton of aluminum
produced. The method of calculating pounds per ton shall be as
specified in the approved monitoring programs. Particulate data
shall He reported as total particulates and percentage of fluoride
jon contained therein.

Lk, Gaseous emissions: Results of all sampling conducted during the
month for gaseous fluorides. All results shall be expressed as
hydrogen fluoride in micrograms per cubic meter on a volume basis
and pounds per day of hydrogen fluoride.

5. Other emission and ambient air data as specified in the approved
monitoring program.

6. Changes in collection efficiency of any portion of the collection
or control system that resulted from equipment or process changes.

B. Bach primary aluminum plant shall furnish, upon request of the Commis-
sion, such other data as the Commission may require to evaluate the
plant's emission control program. BEach primary aluminum plant shall
immediately report abnormal plant operations which result in increased
emission of air contaminants.

C. Prior to construction, installation or establishment of a primary
aluminum plant, a notice of construction shall be submitted to the
Commission. Addition to, or enlargement or replacement of, a primary
aluminum plant or any major alteration therein shall be construed as

construction, installation or establishment.

VII. &Special Studies

'A. Special studies, covering the areas in subparagraphs 1, 2, and 3 of
this subsection shall be conducted at each primary aluminum plant.
1. Emissions of particulates from all sources within the plant, in-
cluding size distribution and physical and chemical character-
istics where feasible, and a separation of fluoride and non-

fluoride particulate.

6/24/70
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2. Plume opacity from all sources within the plant, including its

~ relationship to grain loading, partiéuléte characteristics,
particle emissions in pounds per ton of production and stack
characteristics.

3. Emissions of sulfur dioxide, hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide,
chlorine and chlorides, oxides of nitrogen, czone, water vapor,
and fluorides from all sources.

Fach primary aluminum plant shall submit a program for conducting the

aforesaid special studies to the Commission for approval within sixty

(60) days after the effective date of this regulation.

The results of the special studies shall be submitted to the Commission

not later than eighteen (18) months after approval of the special

studies program.

VIII. Revision of Emission Standards

A,

B.

6/24 /70

A public hearing may be called on or before ninety (90) days after
submission of the results of the special studies to evaluate the
special studies, current technology and adeguacy of these regulations
and to make revisions to the regulations as necessary.

The Commission may, after public hearing, establish more restrictive
regulations for new primary aluminum plants or for plants that expand
existing facilities. Data documenting projected emissions and changes
in or effects upon air quality that would result from the construction

or expansion, must be submitted to the Commission, together with plans

" and specifications, in accordance with Section VI (C).




Table 3

PROJECT PLANS

During the month of May, 1970, the following preoject plans and specifications

and/or reports were reviewed by the staff.

The disposition of each project

is shown, pending ratification by the Environmental Quality Commission.,

Date

Localion

Municipal Projects (30)

Project

Action

5-1-70 Ashland Sanitary sewers Prov. approval
5470 East Saleﬁ S&D #1 Eastland Park No. 2 Prov. approval
5-4--70 Lakeview Sub. S.D. Sanitary sewers Prov. approval
5=11.-70 St. Helens STP Addenda #8 & 9 Approved
I5—11~7O Salem Glen Creek Trunk Add, #2 Prov. approval
5-11-70 Oregon City LID #31, Add. # Prov. approval
5-11-70 Lincoln City Add. #1 Dawson Development Prov. approval
Add. #2 Phase 2 of sanitary
sewer project
5-11~70 Sherwood School sewer Prov. approval
5-11-70 Gresham Stonegate san. sewer Prov. approval
5-11=70 . Salem Savage Road sewer Prov, approval
5=11~-70 . Cannen Beach Lagoen expanslon & sewers ~Prov. -appreval
5-12-70 Hooa River Indian Creek sewer, Phase 1 Prov. approval
5.12-70 La Grande Change Orders #i & 2 Appréved
5--13-70 Portland N.W. 5t, Helens Road Prov. approval
- 5~13-70 Portland Maplewood #5 san. sewer Prov. approval
5~13~70 Portland S.E. 63rd Avenue Prov. approval
5-14-70 Ashlaﬁd Black ©ak Terrace Prov. approval
’5~15~7O Gold Beach Prel. report for secondary Comments submitted
5~15-70C Dundee Change Orders A-3, 4, 5, & 6 Approved
5~15-70 ° Portiand 53 change orders to conéract Approved
for primery treatment expansion




Table 3 (Cont.)

Date Location Project

5-18-70 Jackson County Irrigation of sewage effluent
at Hyatt Lake Rec. Center

5=19=70 Wasco County Celilo Indian Village non-
overflow lagoon

5~20-70 Elkton Sewerage report

5.21-70 Veneta System and 1agoon

5-21-70 Salem Battle Creek-Commercial St.
area

5-22-70 Umatilla Prel, engineering report on
secondary facilities

5-27=-70 Harrisburg Simpson Park, First Addition

5-27-70 Bast Salem S&D #1 Sleepy Hollow

5-28-70 Oregon City Woodfield Park

5-29-70 North Powder Sewerage system and lagoon

Industrial Projects (2)

5-15-70 Portland Canning
' Co., Sherwecod
5=15=70 Coast Packing Co.,

Ontario

Pretreatment plans

Revised plans and letter of
intent

Action

Prov. approval
Comments to
FWGA

Apnroved with
comment s

Prov, approval

Prov. approval
Prov. approval

Prov. approval
Prov. approval
Prov. approval

Prov., approval

Approved

Approved
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PROJECT PLANS AND REPORTS

The following project plans or reports were received and processed

by the Air Quality Control Division staff during the month of May 1970:

Date Locaticn Project - Action

11 Ontario Coast Packing Co. Conditional
Rendering odor control approval

29 ~ Nyssa Amalgamated Sugar Co. Conditional
Modifying collector on approval

boiler




TO : MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
B. A. McPhillips, Chairman B, C. Harms, Jr., Member
Herman Meierjurgen, Member George A. McMath, Member
Storrs S. Waterman, Member

FROM ¢ AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISICON

DATE : June 5 for June 26, 1970 Meeting

SUBJECT: ALLOCATION OF STATE FUNDS TO REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION CONTROL AUTHORITIES

Background:

State funds allocated to the Department of Environmental Quality for the
biennium total $145,000. These funds were provided to maitch local funds on

a basis of 50% of the local funds allocated to conduct each Regional Authority
Control program.

Fiscal Year July 1, 1969 - June 30, 1970 Allccations:

At the July 2k, 1969 meeting of the Commission a summary staff report on appli-
cations for State money totalling $#64,977 was presented. At that time it was
pointed ocut thet the projected estimate of Regional requests for State monies
for the biennium would exceed budgeted monies. Attached is a copy of the staff
recommendation dated July 14 for the July 24, 1969 meeting.

Following a discussion it was moved and seconded and carried that State grants
in the amount of $64,977 as requested by the three Regions be approved for this
fiscal year with the admonition that State funds for the following year may not
be sufficient to meet all of the requests. Sitate funds were allocated as follows:

Columbia-Willamette Air 420,250
- Pollution Authority - - ; :
Lane Regional Air Pollution #25,239
Authority
Mid-Willamette Valley Adir $11,488
Pollution Authority
Total #64,977

This left a balance in State funds ($145,000 - $64,977) of #80,023.

Current Requests for June 1, 1970 - June %0, 1971:

Federal Clean Air Grant Applications and requests have been received by the
Department for this coming fiscal year as follows:




e

Total Local Federal State

Budget Funds Funds Tunds
Ludget Lunas Lunes Zunes

CWAPA 448 ,243.00 $98,913,.00 $229,874.00 $49,456.00

LRAPA 160,046.00 55,175.%3 77,28%.00 27.587.67 (Supplemental request
not included)

MWVAPA 151,733.00 42,751, %3 87,621.00 21,370 .67
Total of reguests for State funds $98, 414,34

The current balance of State funds is $80,023 which results in a deficiency of
$18,%91.34 between the requested and available funds. This does not include a
supplemental application by the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority to the
Federal Government for a program increase of §5,232 ({#3,924 in Federal, #972 in
local, and $436 in State funds); however, at this time the Regional office has
not acted on this request.

Requests have been made to the Department to request the Fmergency Board to
allocate the additional State funds for Regleonal program operation. Consulta-
tions with our Department fiscal officer have advised that since the alloccation
for Regional programs was not a separate appropriation, but rather included in

the Department budget, that until it car be shown that the Department has a
deficiency, the likelihood of approving an additional appropriation of #18,391.34
seems remote. It is too early to determine if the Department will have a surplus
or deficiency in the total Department budget.

With the assumption that Department funds will become available or that the
meney will become available throuph the Energency Board then the method of allo-~
cation of existing funds is not so important. If, however, funds do not become
available it is significant and the method of appropriation may be significant
in establishing a policy if similar deficiencies arise in the future.

The difficulty.in establishing & formula arises from-the fact -that each of the
programs is in a different stage of development, has different population
densities, geography and uncontrolled sources. The Federal Govermment allocates
money on a project basis as development, establishment, or improvement depending
upon the stage of the program and application. Projected Federal grants are
normally on a 3-year basis with funds granted annually uvpon application. Only
new money is generally matched. FRach Region has money budgeted which is not
matched by the Federal Government and is entitled "program exclusive of project"
or FEP. '

Attached in the appendix to this report are statistics on staff, population, and

arecas of each Region. IFive methods were used to calculate allocations, for

example, details are in the appendix. No attempt was made to point out the

. deficiencies in each of these methods. Other methods could alsoc be evaluated
or used,




Recommendation:

It is recommended that monies be appropriated on the basis of a pepulation
pricrity basis. The allocation would be by Mathod 2 in the appendix and
would be as follows:

CWAPA 849,294
LRAPA 11,524
MWVAPA ' 19,205

Total 480,023




APPENDIX TO JUNE 5, 1970 STAFF REPORT Page 1 of 4

ALIOCATION OF STATE FUNDS TO REGIONS

Department of Invironmental Quality
Columbia~Willamette Air Quality Control (CWAPA)
Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority (LRAPA)

Mid-Willemette Valley Air Pollution Authority
{MWVAPA)

(1) Does not
(2) Does not
(%) Does not
(4) Does not

CWAPA

MWVAPA

LRAPA

CWAPA

MWVAPA

~ LRAPA

include 2 part time.

include 1 part time.

(1)

include Legal Counsel by contract.

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFFS

Area, Square
27
3712 sq. mi.

10
T562 sg. mi.

10
1”610 Eq - mi ]

PER CAPITA COST OF PROGRAM

$h48,245
897,000
$151,733
349,320

$165,278
209,000

i}

Miles

1/137 sq.

1/556 sq.

[}

$ .50/capita
$ L434/capita

$ .79/capifa

1/460 8q.

Current 1970-.71
20 20

24 (2) 29 (2)

6 (3) (&) 10 (8)

10 (4 10 (4)
0 67

mi.

mi.

mi.

include Diastrict Office Personnel or Assistance.

Population

27 _
W 1/ 33,200

A0 . = 1/34,900
240,320

= o _
309,000 = 1/20,900
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APPENDIX
METHODS OF CALCULATING THE ALLOCATION OF
STATE FUNDS TO REGIONAL PROGRAMS

1. On the Basis of the Regional Estimate of Program Needs:

This method would provide money with a priority on the basis of the Regions?
estimated needs made in 1968 which was the basic input to the appropriation.

1968 Estimate of Actual Current Estimated
CWAPA Needed State Money Reguests Deficit
' 1969-70 $35,000 $20,250%
1970-91 k5,000 Lo, 456
Total $80,000 $79,706 None
LRAPA
1969-70 $16,073 - $23,239*
1970-71 19,000 27,587
Total $35,073 $50,826 $15,753
MWVAPA
1969-70 $11,500 $11,488*
1970-71 19,834 21,370
Total $31,334 $32,858 § 1,524

Total of Regional
Requests 146,407 4163,390

“Previously Approved by Commission.

Recommendation:

On this basis, the recommendation for allocation to the Regions would be as
follows:

Appropriation
CWAPA = $49,456
LRAPA $35,073 ~ $2%,239 = $11,834 - Correction = 10,822
MWVAPA $21,334 - $11,488 = $19,846 - Correction = 19,745

Total $80,023
2. On the Basis of Population:

This method would provide money with a priority on the basis of pepulation
and would assume alr quality problems and support should be largely related

to population. Percent Population of Region

Region Population is to Population of all Regions
CWAPA 897,000 61.6%
LRAPA 209,000 14.49

 MWVAPA 349, %20 : : ' 2L %

Total i,455,320
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Recommendation:?

On the baesis of population and available money for fiscal year 1970-71 of
$#80,023, the recommendation for allocation to the Regions would be as follows:

Allocation Deficit

CWAPA (.616)(80,023) = §49,284.17 162

LRAPA  (L144)(80,023) = 11,523.31 16,064

Mavapa  ( .24)(80,023) = 19,205.52 2,165
Total $80,02%.00

3. On the Bagis of Priority Support to Program Exclusive of Project.

This method would provide money with a priority of support to the Regions
of "progrem exclusive of project!, for which no Federal matching funds are
available. Remaining money available would be allocated by {a) population
or (b} by percent of local money allocated Regional Air Pollution Authorities.

(a) The State money available, $80,023, would be appropriated to the
to the Regional PEP in the amount of $46,73%% and the remaining
$33,250 distributed by population ratios.

Recommendation:

On thisbagis, the recommendation for allocation to Regions would be as follows:

Region PEP Population Distribution  Allocation Deficit
(State Tunds) of Remaining
CWAPA $16,137 plus $20,482 = $36,619 $12,8%7
LRAPA 19,001 plus 4,788 = 23,789 3,498
MWVAPA 11,635 plus __ 7,980 = 19,6315 1,755
Total 46,773 " $33,250 - . $80,023

(b) The State money for PEP would be allocated as in (a) above but the
repaining money available would be on the basis of a prierity of
local money budgeted for Regional programs whlch totals $196,829,
and individually is as follows:

CWAPA $98,913 or 50.25%
LRAPA 55,175 or 28.03%
MWVAPA 42,829 or 21.72%

Recommendation:

On this basis, the recommendation for allocation to Reglons would be as follows:

Region PEP Based on local Fund Allocation Deficit
Tnput

CWAPA $16,137 plus $16,709.13 + adjust. #33,371 $16,085

LRAPA 19,001 plus 9,319.97 27,587 0

MWVAPA 11,635 plus. __ 7,221.90 19,065 2,305

Total $ug,773 £23.250 $80,023




Page 4 of &

4, On the Basis of Priority of local Money Matchable by the Federal Government.
This method would provide money with a priority of suppbrt to the Regions
on Federal project money for which matching Federal funds are available
and to PEP on a local money contribution basis.

Recommendation:

On this basis, the recommendation for allocation to Regions would be as follows:

Region 50% of local Based on Local Allocation Defdcit
Project Money Pund Input

CWAPA 133,319.00 plus  $1k,261.96 #47,581.00 $ 1,875.00

LRAPA 8,587.00 plus 7,955.47 16,543.00 11,044,00

MWVAPA 9,735.00 plus 6,164.57 15,899.00 5,471.00

Total $80,023

5. On the Basis of Equal Distribution of the Deficit %o the Regions:

Recommendation:

On the basis of equal distribution of the deficiency in funds available ($18,%91.37},
gach Region would assume a deficit in the regquest of $6,130.45 and allocations
would be as follows:

CWAPA 43,3226

LRAPA 21,457

MWVAPA 15,240




TO : MEMBEZRS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

B. A, McPhillips, Chairman E. C. Harms, Jr.
Herman FP. Meilerjurgen, Member Gea. A. McMath, Member
Storrs Waterman, Member

FROM ¢ AIR QUALITY CONTROL STAFF
DATE : July 14 for July 24, 1969 Meeting

SUBJECT: ALLOCATION OF STATE FUNDS TO REGIONAL AIR POLLUTICON CONTROL AUTHORITIES

Applications for state funds from the Regions for the fiscal year 1969-70
have been received in the amount of $64,977.

The state funds allocated to the Department for the biennium total $1545,000.
These funds are provided to match state funds on a basis of 50% of the local
funds to the conduct of regional control programs.

The original estimate of regquired funds was made March 20, 1968 after con-
sulting with the Regions. The estimate of $145,00C was based upon a program
being initiated in the Jackson-Josephine County area and the following
regional estimates with some allowance for second year of the biennium in-
Creases.

Total Program State Tunds
Columbia-Willamette Air . $363,000 $30,250
Pollution Authority
Lane Regional Air Pollution _ 86,535 16,073
Authority ‘
Mid-Willamette Valley Air 108,076 9,006
Pollution Authority L . 55,329

Federal Grant Applicaticns have been submitted to and have been approved by
the National Air Pollution Control Administration for each Region for the
1969-70 fiscal year. A sumnary of fund sources and budget for that period
is as follows: :

State I'unds  Federal Funds . Total Budget

Columbia-Willamette Air $30,250 272,250 #363,000
Pollution Authority

Lane Regional Air Pollution 23,239 77,283 147,000
Authority '

Mid-Willametie Valley Air 11,488 102, 404 1%6,869

Pollution Authority
$64,977 $451,937 646,869




Current estimates of state funds required by the Regions for the next two
years are as follows: :

By Year Biennium
Mid-Willamette Valley Air 1969=70  $11,488
Pollution Authority 1970-71 17,108
Lane Regional Air Pollution 1969-720  §23,239
Authority 1970-71 28,000

$ 51,239

Columbia~-Willamette Alr - 196970 ' $30,250 ‘

Pollution Authority 1870-71 52,937

$ 83,387

Estimated Biliennium Total - All Regions $163,022

SUMMARY :

The funds available for the biennium are now estimated to be exceeded by the
requests for state funds by $18,022 for that same period. It should be
emphasized that the 1970-71 requests are esiimates of the respective Regions
at the present time. The Mid-Willamette Valley “Air Pollution Authority
request appears reasonably definite because ol a required change in base by
the federal govermment. Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority also
reported their request was probably a miniwmum request. '

Since there are no guidelines in the statute this information has been pre-
sented for discussion and staff guidance.

CONCLUSTON :

1. The staff can be directed to make a further evaluation with
established Commission policy, or

2. State funds can be allocated for the fiscal period July 1, 1969
to June 30, 1970 to the Regions at this time as follows:

Columbis-Willamette Air $30,250
Pollution Authority

Lane Regional Air Pollution 2%,239
Authority

Mid-Willamette Valley Air 11,488

Pollution Authority
$64,977




10 : MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

B. A, McPhillips, Chairman E. C. Harms, Jr., Member
Herman Meierjurgen, MNember George A. McMath, Member
Storrs Waterman, Member

FROM : AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION
DATE : June 16, 1970 for the June 26, 1970 Meeting

SUBJECT: AMENDMENTS TO RULES OF THE MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY .

As required by ORS 449.855 (2), the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution
Authority has submitted to the Department of Environmental Quality for
approval amendments to the quality and purity of air standards adopted by
the Regional Authority.

A copy of the new rules and amendments adopted May 19, 1970 are attached.

The staff has reviewed the standards beginning on page ¢ and finds the purity

of air standards, Particulate Fallout Rate, Suspended Particulate Matter, and
Carbon Monoxide are as restrictive as Environmental Quality Commigsion standards.
The Department of Environmental Quality does not have standards for Sulfur
Dioxide but the adopted standard is reasonably consistent with those under con-
sideration by the staff.

RECOMMENDATTON

It is recommended that the ambient air standards of the Mid-Willamette Valley
Adr. Pollution. Authority approved on May 19, 1970, be approved.




] MICHAEL D. ROACH
Director

NHD WELLAMETTE VALLEY
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Mr. H. M., Patterson, Director
Air Quality Control Division : JUN 81 1970 b
Department of Environmental Quallty ,
P. 0. Box 231 AR QUALITY conTrOL
Partland, Oregon 97207 T

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The revisw by vyour office of the Authority's amended and new rules
and regulations has been recelved. The gpecific polnts in your
comments are reviewed in the order that they were raised.

1. In regard to the definition of "sampling stations,®
the Authority will rely on the pgeneral usage of the
station locations as defined hy the Department of
Environmental Quality.

2. The use of the word "amandatory" has been reviewed
with the Authority's attorney, and it is his desire
that this word be retained in preference to your
suggestion of the use of the word "corrective.!

3. ~The-typographic-error in-the word Ysuthorized" on
page 17 will be corrected.

Enclosed are fifteen copies of the new rules per your reguest. The
Authority will immediately move ahead on codification and publication
af the new rules based upon the Department of Environmental Quality's
Teview.

Sincerely yours,

y7 el il i

~Michael D. Roach
Dirsotor

MDR:dl
Enclosures
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MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY

INDEX

TO
NEW RULES AND AMENDMENTS
{(Adopted May 19, 1970)

POLICY = .
Repeal and adoption of new Rule 10-005

DEFINITIONS
Apendments supplementing Rule 10-015

REGISTRATION
Repeal and adoption of new Rule 12-001

APPROVAL OF PLANS PROCEDURE

Repeal of Rule 12-010 and enactment of new
Rules 12-006, 12-007, 12-008, 12-00%, and
12-010 ' '
TABLE I - Exempt alr contaminant sources

SOURCE EMISSION TESTS
Amendment of Rule 12-020

AMBIENT AIR STANDARDS

Repeal of old Rules and enactment of 14-010,

14-015 relating to partlculate fallout

AMBIENT AIR STANDARDS, Cont.
Enactment of new Rules 14-025 and 14--030
relating to sudphur dioxide: and carbon

monoxide

EMISSION STANDARDS - VIéIBLﬁ EMISSIONS
Amends 15~010, 15-020 and provides new
Section 15-011

EMISSION STAﬁDARDSm PROCESS, uNIT, WEIGHT
New Rulesg 15-050, 15-055, 15-060, 15-065,
and 15-070, Table III

EMISSION STANDARDS, Cont.
New Rules 15-075, 15-080, 15-085 relating
to hot-mix asphalt plants, etc.

OPEN BURMNING RESTRICTIONS
Repeal of 0ld Rule and enactment of 16-005
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PROPOGED NEW RULLES AND AMENDMENTS
OF
MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY

Section 1. Rule 10-005 is repealed and in lieu thereof the following
is adopted.

10-005 - POLICY

(1) In the interest of the public heelth and welfare of the peopls -
it is declaved te be public policy of the Mid-Willamztte VUalley Air '
Pollution Authority to restore and maintain the quality of the air re-
anurces o7 the territory in a condition as frez from alr pollution as
is practicable consistent with the oversll public welfare of the terzi-
tury. The program of this Authority for the cortrol of air pollution.
shall be undertaken in a progressive manner, and each of its objoctives
shall he sought to be accomplished by cooperation and conciliation among
all the parties concerned.

Section 2, Rule 10-015 -~ DEFINITIONS:
(1) "Agricultursl oneration” means the grm1 ing or ha“UDS*JFq af

crops, the ﬁeieLngmgf Uowis ar anlialg, 0T heay, in g gainfil W?H““Ll
L th uae of equipment insicsnt +P“’€tﬁa

(1-a) ™Air contaminant" mears dust, fumes, mist, emckes, siher
particulate matter, vapor, gas, ndorous substance, or any combination
thereof.

(2) "Alr pollubtion® means the p?gqewce A thp sutdoor atmosphﬂra
0f .one_or mars air Lcnrdﬂ1rdnrs, or any comil nation theTeot, an our:icient

quantitivs and uF sUCH Lﬂ”r&ﬂiﬁ:tEulce ang oy | durehicd eg ara or are
tikely to he Jngln'"uq tn pubiic weltsre, L o tne heslzh oF Auman, ﬂj°'t
- Or animal Iifg or %9 propsiby O WHLCH UNJULY 1NLOCT2REs Lith rn|nvldnt

of 1ife anrd PrONeRLY.

-

(3) "Atmosphere or ambient air" medns ﬁha surrounding outside air.
(4) "Authority" means the Mid-Willamette Uslley Alr Pollution
Authority. : .

- (5) “Agenpy" means the Mid-Willamette Valley Alr Pollution
Authority. '

(6) YBpard" means the Board of Directors of the Mid-Willamette
Ualley Air Follution Ruthority.

(7) '"Control equipment® means sny alr cleaning device which prevents
or controls the emission of any air contaminant.



(8} “Emission" means the relsase into the outdoor atmosphare
nf air contaminants.

(9) "Emission point" means the location, place in a horizontal
plane and vertical elevation at which sn emission enters the atmosphere.

(100 ‘"Eguipment" means any stationary or portable device or any
part thersof capable of causing emission of any air conteminants into
the atmosphera.

(11} T"Excass 2ir" means the quantity of sir which exceeds tha
theoretical quantity of air reguired to completa combustion.

(12) "Fire permit issuing agency" means any city firs depertment,
rural protection district, forest protection district, county court
or board of county camm;ssioners or their deqlgnaﬁed rapreqentatives,
85 applicable.

(13) "Fuel burning equipment" mesns equipment other than internal
combustion engines end marine installations, the principal purposze of
which is the production of hot air, hot water or steam.

{14) "Garbaps" means putrescible animal or vegetable waste re-
sulting from handling, preparation, couking and serving of feood,.

(15) "Health Officers" mesans the duly eppointed health offizers
or their esuthorized representatives of a political subdivision partieci-
pating in the Mid-dillamegtte Valley Air Pollution Authority.

(16) M"Incinerator" means a conbustion device specifically designed
for the destructicn, by burning, of solid, semi-solid, liguid, or gascous
combustible waste and from which the salid residus contains 1itéle or
no combustible materisl.

(17) "Installation" meana the placemsnt, assemblage or consiruction
of equipment or control apparatus at the Qfemise where the eguipment or
control apparatus will be used, includes all. preparatory work at such
pramises. ‘ : -

1
(18) "LandrTBﬂﬂlnqj means_ihs remcval of trees, brush, grass, or
buildings in preparation for a 1and anﬁwrﬂanu or EDPSETUCLlDﬂ nrniso Tt

(19) '"Motor vehicle" means any self-propelled vehicle designed for
~transporting persons or property on a strest or highway.

(20) "Multiple chamber incinerator" means any incinerator con-
sisting of thres or more refractory-lined combustion chamhers in series,
physicallv separated by refractory walls, interconnected by gas paszage
ports or ducts and employing adegquate d351gn parameters necessary for
maximum combpustion of the material to be burned.

2




(21) ®0dor" means that property of an air contaminant that affect
the sense of smell. .

(22) *"Opecity® means the degree to which an emission reduces trans-
mission of light and obscures the view of an object in the background.

(23) *"0utdoor fire" means the burning of any matter in such a manner
that the products of combustion resuliing from the burning are emitted
directly into the atmosphere without passing through a stack, duct, vent,
or chimney.

. (24) "Partlculate matter" means any matter, except uncombined water,
which erists as a salid or llquid at standard conditions.

(25) "Particle fallout rate" means the weinght of partlculate matter
which settles OLL GF THe AiT DRT UNLE Ared in & gLVen Lenqtn of Gimee |

(26) "Person" or ¥Persons™ means any individual, public or privats
~corporation, political subdivision, agency, board, department, or bureau
of the state, municipality, partnership, association, fiom, trust, estate
or any other legal entity whatscever which is recognized by law as the
subject of rights and duties.

(27) “"Refuse® means a mixture of rubbish and garbange.

(28) “Ringelmann Chart® means the Ringelmann Smoke Chart with in-
structions for use as published in May 1967 by the United States Bureau
of Mines. '

(23) "Rubbish" megans a mixture of non-putrescible solid wastes,
“excluding eshes and consisting of both-combustible end non-combustible
wastes such as paper, cardboard, yerd clippings, wood, glass, cans, bed-
ding, household articles and similar materials, :

. (30) "Sanitary Autharity" means the Department of Environmental
Quality or Environmental Quality Commissipn of Oregon.

(31) "Smoke" means small gas-borne particles resuliing from incom-
plete combustlon, consisting predomirately of ‘carbon, ash, snd other
combustible material present in sufficient fuantity to bs obssrvahle or
a suspension in a gas of asolid particles in sufficient gquaniity to be
nbsarvahle.

{32) “Suigended articulste matter” means particulate matter which

R by L o e L W DY WL Ok

normally remains susnended in Lhe agnosioherc..




' 5 {

. request.

{33) "Standard conditions" in emission tests means a gas temperaturs
of 60 degrees F, and a gas pressure of 1l4.7 pounds per sguare lnch absoluta.

(34) "Threshold level of olfactory detection" means the odor per-
captible threshold for fifty (50) percent of the pdor panel as determined
by the dilution method described in the "Amgrican Soclety .of Testing
Materials," "Standard Methcd for Measurement of Odor in Atmosphares
(Dilution Method)," Designation D 1391-57 or an esguivalent method.

(35) “"Wigwam waste burner" means 8 burner which consists of a
single compustion chamber, has the general fsaetures of a truncated cone
and is used for the incineration of waste,.

. RULES FOR REGISTRATION, REFORTS AND SUOMISSION OF PLANS

Section 3., Rule 12.-005 is repealed and in liseu thereof, the following
rule is enacted. '

12-00) - REGISTRATION

(1) Upon requéet of the Auvthority, all air contaminant sources
within the Jurisdiction of the Authority shall register with the Authority.

(2) Registration shall be completed within 30 dsys following date of

(3) Regiatration shall be mads by the cuner, lessee of the source

.or agent on forms furnished by the Directur. The ownar, lessee of the

source 0T agent, shall be responsible for the registration and the cor-
rectness of the information submitted.

(4) The Director mzy require from registrents any information
relevant to air poilution sugh as but not limited to (2) name, address
and nature cf business; (b} =ir pollution control eguipment being utilized;
(c) leccaticn, size and height of air contaminant outlets; {d) process
employed; (e) type and guentity of fuels used; (F) asmount, nature and

- duration of air contaminant emission; (g) amounts and methods of refuss

disposal; and (h) nams of local person responsible for complliance with

these Rules. .l
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(?) Each registration shall be signed bL the owner, lessee or agent
to verify the registration information. '

(&) Rny air contaminant source that is'suhject to the‘requirement
of reg?stra?xon shall maintain such registration in currenmt status by
re-registering with the Authority of any change made affecting the in-

‘formation on file.



Section 4. Rule 12-010 is repealed and in lisu thereof, the following
is enacted:

12-006 - NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION

(1) Except for those sources exempted in Table I of this section,
no person shall construct, install, or establish new air pollution contrel
equipment or new process equipment from the alr contaminant sources re-
ferred to in subsection (3) of this section mithout first notifying the
Director in writing.

(2) All persans, firms and corporations operating or maintalning
industrial, inmstitutionsl or commercial establishments shall notify the
Dirpctor in writing asnd submit plans and specifications as provided in
Section 12-007 of these Rules prior to instellatiaon, consiruction or
establishment of fuel burning equipment rated at 400,000 8TU per hour or
greater or incinerators.

(3) Classes of air contamination sources are those enumerated in
the "Standard Industrial Classification Manual® published by the Executive
Office of the President, Bureau of Budget, 1967, issued by the Superinten-
dent of Documents, U, S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D. C.,
the major group classification being as follows:

Agriculture Services
Mining and Quarrying of Nonmetallic Minerals Except Fuels
Manufacturing of:
. Food and Kindred Products
Lumber and Uood Products Except Furniture .
Furniture and Fixtures
Chemipals and Allied Produrcts
_FPetroleum Refining and Related Industries
‘Rubber and Miscellaneous Plastic Products
Electrical Machinery, Equipment, and Supplies
Leather and Leather Products
Stone, Clay, Glass and Concrete Products
Prlmarv Metals Industry Except Aluminum
Fabricated Metal Products Except Ordinance Machinery
and Transportation Eguipmerit
Machinery Except Electrical ' .
Transportation Eguipment |
(4) For the purposes aof this section, any edditions to, enlargementa
"of, reducticns to, or replacement of an existinn air contamination source
shall ba regulated the same as construction, installation or establishment
of a new contaminant source.




12.007 ~ SUBMIGSION OF PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONG

(1) UWithin 30 days of receipt of cansituction notice, thae Director
may reguire, prior 4o construction,. installation or establishment of the
air contamination source or sources coversd thereby, registration as re-
guired in Rule 12-0{11 and the submission of plans and specificeiions drawn
in accordance with acceptsble engineering practices. Such plans and speci-
filcationa shall include the estimated quantities of input and output of
alr contaminants together with the astimated efficlency of the air pollution
control equipment and shall be accompanied by a descrigtion of the process
angd a related flow chart. A plot plan, including the distance snd the
height of buildings within a reasonable distance from the place where the
gquipment is or will be installed also shall be submitted.

(2) Sufficient information shall be included to show that the proposed
equipment or control apparatus will meet the emission standords as set forth
in these Rules. The Director may request corrections and revisions to the
plans and specificstions, iF. any, to insure compliance with these Rules.

12-008 -~ NOTICE OF ARPPROVAL

(1) The Director shall, upon determining that the proposed construce
tion is,in the opinion of the Authority in sccordance with the provisions
of these Rules, promptly notify the person concerned that construction may
proceed. A notice of approvel to proceed with construction shall not

“relieve the ounar of the obligation of cnmpiying with the emission standards
of these Rules.

12-00% - ORDER PROHIBITING CONSTRUCTION

(1) If within 60 days of receipt of plans, specifications or any
subsequently regquested revisions or corrections to the plens and speci-
fications or any other information reqguired pursuant to this Section, the
Auttority determines that the proposed tonstruction, installation or
establishment .is not in accordance with the provisien of these Rules, 1t
shall issus an order prohibiting the construction, installaticn or
establishmant of the alr contamination socurce or sources. Failure of such or-

-der to issue pithin the time prescribed herein shall be considered a deter-

mination that the construction, instsllation or esteblishment may proceed,
pravided that it is in accordance with plans, specifications and any
corrections or revisions thereto, or otheg information, if any, previously
submitted; and further provided, it shall not 'relieve the ouwner of the
obligation of complying with the emission standards of these Rules.

(2) Any person against whom the order is directed may, within 20 days
from the date of malling of the order, demand & hearing. The demand shall
be in writing, shall state the grounds for hearing and shsll be mailed to

‘the Authority. The hearing shall be conducted pursuant to the provision
of Rules 19-005 to 23-D30.




- analyses.

12010 - NOTICE OF COMPLETION
(1) Notice shall bhe provided in writing to the Authority of the com-
pletion, installaticn or establishment. and the date when the ocperation will
COMMENCE «
TABLE I
(Rule 12-006)
"AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES EXEMPT FROM NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION

(1) Air conditioning or ventllating systems not designed tD remove
alr contaminants generated by or releaszd from eguipment.

(2) Atmosphere gensrators used in connection with metal heat treating
PTOCESSeS.

(3) Blast cleaning equipment which uses a suspension of abrasive in
ligquid. : ‘

(4) Frundry sand mold forming equipment, unheated.

- (5) Fuel burning equipment which is used salely for a private dmelling
serving four families or less.

(6) Insecticide epray equipment.

(7) Internal combustion englnes, excluding gas turbine and jet engines.
(8) Laboratory equipment used exclusively for chemical or physical
(3) Laundry driets, extractors or tumblers used exclusively for the

.removal of water from fabric.

(10) Sewing equipnent.

(l1) Surface coating by use of an aquﬁauéésolution ar 8 suspension.

(12) Steam cleaning equipment, ;

(13) Storagas tanks, reservoirs or contalners:
(a) OFf a capacity of 6,000 gallons or less used for organic
solvents, diluents gr thinners
(b) Of a capacity of 40,000 gallcns or less used for liquid

fuels including gasoline, lubricating oil, tallow, vegetable
0il or wax emulsions,. : '




(14) Vacuum cleaning systems used for housekeeping.

(15) Vacuum producing devices used in laboratory operations and vacuum
producing devices which do not remcve or convey air cuntamlnants from or to
another source. - :

(16) Vents used exclusively for:

(a) Sanitary or storm drainage systems; or
(b) Bafety valves.

(17) Uashing or drying equipment used for products fabricated from
metal or gless, if no volatile erganic material is used.

(18) UWelding, brazing or soldering egquipment.

{19) Asphalt laying eguipment.

(20) Eguipment used in sgricultursl operations.

(21) Barbecue equipment used in conrection with any residence..
Section 5. Rule 12-020 is emended to fead as follows:
12-020 - S0URCE EMISSION TESTS

(1) Whenever the Director has reason in believe an emission in excess
of that allowed hy these Rules is occurring or is likely to occur be may:

(A) Require any person. responsible for emission of aif
contaminants to make or have made tests to determine the
emission of air contaminants from any source.

(8) Specify testing methods to be used in accordance with
goud p“ofea31mnal practice and he may observe the testing.

(C) Require that all tests shall be conducted by reputable,
gualified personnel. : o

(D) Require that he be supplied with«a copy of the test
results in writing and signed by the persnn responsible
for the test. .

(E) Reguire installation of emission ‘monitoring egpiment
and submzqoLnnmgi_mon1Lnrlhgmrerm 5 or make such niher

pr Dviqwnnﬁ 53 tnat DDPTatDT” DT a1r Lontanznawt aqLLcS
may /_krouw Lhe pature Gr appearaure 07 emissions.




{2) The Director may conduct testm of emissions of alr contaminantas
from any source, and may request the pargon responsible for the source to
be tested to provide necegsary holes and ptacks or ducts and such other
safe and proper sampling and testing facilitles, exclusive of instruments
and sensing devices as may be necsssary for pr0per determination of emission
of air contaminants.

(3) The Director shall, upon request, supply a copy of the test re-
sults to the person responsible for the gsourdge ©of air contaminant emission.

(4) All sampling methods used will be maintained in a file in the
Director's office, which are aVailable for review by interested persons
during normal working hours.

Sectilon 6, Rules 14-010 and 14-015 are repealed and in lisu thereof the
following are enacted: ‘

14-010 ~ PARTICULATE FALLOUT RATE

(1) Particulate fallout rate measured at primary air mass stations,
primary ground level monitoring stationsp or special statlicons
shall not exceed:

(a) 10 grams of particulate matter per square meter
per month (10g/sq. m/mo.)} in an industrial area.

(b) 5 grams of particulate matter per square meter
per month (5 g/sqg. m/mo.) in an industrial area if
visual okservations show a presence of wood waste
or soot and the wvolatile fraction of the sample
exceeds 70 percent (70%)

(¢) 5 grams of particulate matter per square meter
per month (5 g/sq. m/mo. ) in residential and com-
mercial areas. .3

(@) 3% grams of particulate matter per square meter

per month (3%-g/sq. m/mo.) in residential and com-
mercial areas if visual obsmervations show the pres-

ence of wood waste or soot and the volatile fraction

of the sample exceeds 70 percent {(70%).

(e} 0,35 of a gram of calcium oxide per aquare
meter per month (0.35 g/sq. m/mo } in residential
and commerclal areas.

14-015 -~ SUSPENDED PARTICULATE MATTER

(1) The concentration of suspended particulate matter measured
in the air at primary air mass stations shall not exceed:




(a) 60 micrograms psr eubits meter of air (60 ug/mB)
for more than 50 parcent of the samples collscted
in any one calendar yvear, based on not less than 85
samples with at least 7 samples per month.

(b) 100 micrograms per cubic meter of air (100 ug/mB)
for more than 15 percent of the samples collected any
calendar month based on not less than 7 samples.

(¢) 20 micrograms of calcium oxide per cubic meter
of air (20 ug/m”) in residentilal and commercial areas
at any time. :

Secfion’?. The following Rules are enacted, to be known as 14-025 and
14-030, : :

14--025 —- SULFUR DICXIDE

(1} Sulfur dioxlde in the ambient air measured at primary air
masg stations, primary ground level monitoring stations, or
special stations shall not exceed the limitation shown in
Table II of this Rule. ‘

TABLE II
(RULE 14-025)

AMBTENT AIR STANDARDS FOR SULFUR DICXIDE

SOz(PPM BY VOLUME) _AVERAGING PERICD FREQUENCY IN OCCURRENCE
0.75 pepeme , 15 minutes Once in any 8 consecutive Mo
0.40 p.p.m. 1 hour Once 1in any 4 consecutive d:
0.10 pop.m, 24 hours : Once in any 30 consecutive <
0.05 p.p.m. 30 days Any 30 consecutive days

. 14~-30 - CARBON MONOXIDE {page 10)

(1) Carbon monoxide in the ambient ailr measured at primary air
mags stations or primary ground level monitoring stations
shall not exceed an average concentration of tWenty'(ZO)
PepeM. by volume for any consecutive eight (B) hours.

Section 7.A, Amends 15~010, 15-020and provides for new Section 15-011,

15-010 —~ RESTRICTICN ON EMISSION OF VISIBELE AIR CONTAMINANTS FOR
EXISTING SOURCES

(1) No person maintaining, owning, or operating existing sources
at the date cof adoption of, except as provided in Section
15-011, these revised Rules phall discharge into the atmos-
phere from any single source of emission whatscever any air
contaminant for a period or perilods aggregating more than
three minutes in any one hour which is:
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(a) as dark or darker in shade as that designated as No No, 1
on the Ringelmann Chart, or

(r) of such an opacity as to abscure an observer's view to
a degree equal to or greater than the smoke as dark or darker
in shade as to that designated No. 1 on the Ringelmann Chart.

15-011 - EXCEPTION FOR EXISTING FUEL BURNING EQUIPMENT UTILIZING WOOD
WASTE

No person mainfainlng, owning, or operating existing fuel burning
eguipment utilizing wood wagtes at the date of adoption of these

reviged rules shall digcharge lnto the atmosphere from any single
gource of emlseion whatsoever any alr contamlnant for a period or
periods aggregating more than three minutes in any one hour which

igt

{(a) as dark or darker in shade as that designated as No, 2
on _the Ringeimann Chart, or

{(b) of such an opacity as to obscure an observer's view
to a degree equal to cor greater than the smoke as darxk ox
darkerin shade as to that designated No. 2 on the Ringel-
mann Chart.

15-020 - EXCEPTION DUE TC UNCOMBINED WATER
Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reacson for failure

of an emission to meet the reguirements of Section 15~010, 15--011,
and 15-~015 such Sections shall not apply.
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'15-060 — EXCEPTIONS - (Process Weight)

‘reports in such form ad frequency as directed to demonstrate the pro-

Section 8, The following Rules axe azdded to and made a part of Chapter
IIT, Title 15, of the Rulezg and Regulations of the Mid-Willamette
Valley Alr Pollution Auathorlty, to be kXnown as Rules 15-050 to 15-070:

15-050 — DEFINITIONS - (Process Welght)

(1) As used in Rules 15-050 to 15-070 unless the context other-
wise reguires: . T :

‘(a} "Process Unit"™ means all equipment and appurtenances
within an economic unit whilch produces goods or services

at a single physical location and 1s engaged in one, or
predominantly one, type of economlc activity for which a
Standard Industrial Classification code is applicable.

{b) ™"Process Weight per Hour™ is the total hourly rate
at which process materials, including solid fuels, hut
excluding liquid and gaseous fuels, are introduced into
a-process unlt.

(c) "Standard Industrial Classification" means the class-
1fication or codification of unilts by type of activity, as
. enumerated in the "Standard Industrial Classification Man-
ual" published by the Executive Office of the President—
Bureau of Budget, 1967, prepared by Office of Statistical
Standards and isesued by the Superintendant of Documents,
U.5. Government printing office, Washington, D.C.

15-055 — EMISSION LIMITATIONS - (Process Weight)

Except as otherwise provided in these Rules, no person shall cause,
suffer, allow or permit the emission of particulate matter in any one hou
from any process unit in excesss.of the amount shown in Table III of thas
Rules for the process weight per hour allocated to such process unit.

(1) Rule 15-050 to 15-070 does not apply to the burning of fuel fo
the indirect heating and burning of refuse in which the producte of com- -
bustion do not come into direct contact with process materials. ’

(2) Persons presently owning, maintaining and operating particle-
board process units shall comply with Rule 15-050 to 15-~070 on or before
July 1, 1973. Upon adeption of these amendatory Rules, such person shall
proceed with a progressive program of air pollution control, applying the
highest and best practical methods of treatment and control currently
avallable and shall, at the request of the Authority, submit periodic

gress that such units are making toward full compliance with Rule 15-050
to 15-070. _
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'15-065 - SEPARATE PROCESS UNITS — (Process Weight)

Where a single physical locatlon encompasses two or more distinct:
and separate economic activities for which different Standard Industrial
Clagzification codes are applicable, such activities shall be treated as
separate process unite, provided it is determined that:

(a) Such activities are not ordinaxily associated with
~one another at common physical locationsg

' (b) No one industry description in the Standard Indus-
trial Clagegification includes such . combined activities,

15-070 - GENERAL PROVISIONS - {Process Weight)

(1) Process weight per hour shall be based upon the process
materials introduced into the process unit in one complete operation
or cycle and the time required to complete that operation or cycie,
excluding any time during which the process unit is idle.

(2) The process weight per hour referred to in Rules 15--050
~to 15-070 shall be based upon the normal operation maximum capacity
of the progess unit and if such normal maxdimum capacity should be
increased by process or equipment changes, the new normal maximam
capacity shall be usged as the process welght in determining the al-
lowable emissions,

(3) Compliance with the specific emission standard in Rule

'15-050 to 15-070 does not preclude required compliance with any
other applicable emission standard, or ambient air standard.

12
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TABLE IIT
(Rules 15-050 to 15.070)
PARTICULATE MATTER EMISSIONSG STANDARDS FOR PROCESS UNITS

Process Emission Process Emiseion Process Emission
Lbs/Hr. I bs/Hr. Lbs/Hr. Lhs/Hr, Lbs/Hn. Lbhs/Hr,
50 D.24 2300 Loty 7500 B.3%
100 0.L4G 2400 bo55 800D 8.71
150 ' 0.66 2500 : bbb B500 9.03
200 0.85 ' 2600 : b7l s000 2,25
250 : 1.03 2700 484 9500 5.67
300 1.20 26800 . 4,92 10000 i0.N0
2’0, - 1.35 2900 5.02 11000 13.63
400 - 1.50 3000 5.10 C 12000 11.28 |
4503 1.63 3100 5.18 13000 11.89
500 1.77 3200 5,27 14000 12.58
550 1.89 3300 5.36 15000 13,132
£00 2.01 3400 © o Bahiy ' 16004 12,7k
650 2.12 3500 5.52 17000 14,56
700 2.2l 36D0 S5.61 18000 14,57
750 2.34 3700 5.6% 19040 15.58
21018} 2.43 3800 5.77 200060 i6.19
- B50 2.53 3900 . 5.85 30000 22.22
500 : 2.62 L0000 5.93 " LO000 28.30
- 950 2.72 4100 G6.01 © o SP00D0 34,30
1000 , 2.80 L4200 6.08 6a0a0 0,00
1100 2.97 300 6.15 70000 L1.30
1200 3.12 L4000 6.22 80004 42,50
1360 3.26 4500 6.30 80000 43,60
. MWDo . 3.40 LEDD 6.37 ' 100000 44 .60
- 1500 3.54 4700 6. 1:5 120000 6. 30
1600 . B Y 1 L800 B.52 . 140000 47.60
1700 ' 3.79 4900 - - G000 160000 L9.00
1800 3,91 5600 6.67 200000 51.20
- -1900 4,03 5500 7.03 . 1080000 62.00
2000 [ | 6000 T.37 2000060 77.60
2100 bL.24 6500 7.71 L 6000060 g2.70
2200 Lo 34 7000 - 8.05 ,

Interpolation and extrapolation of the data for process unit weight rates
in excess of 60,000 1bh/hr shall be accomplished by the use of the equation:

55 P 11 L0, where E = rate of process unit smission Iin lb/hr and
process weight in tons/hr. :

E
P

L
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Section 9. The following Rules &ra.éﬁﬂﬁﬁéﬁ to be knowm ag 15-075 to
15-085: B : ‘

15-075 - HOT-MIX ASFHALT PLANTS.

(1) The maximum allowable emissions of particulate matter from
hot-mix asphalt plants shall be determlined from Table III except that
the maximum allowable particulate emissions from processes greater than
60,000 pounds per hour shall ke lLimited to 40 pounds pexr hour.

15~080 —~ RESTRICTION OF EMISSION OF LARGE-SIZE PARTICULATE MATTER

(1) No person shall cause or permit the emission of ary parti-
culate matter which ip larger than 125 microns in pize provided such
particulate matter does or will deposit upon real proparty of another
person,

15-085 -~ RESTRICTION OF EMISSION OF SULFUR DIOXIDE

(1) No person shall cause or permit emigsion of sulfur dioxide
in excesg of 1,000 parts per million by wvolume from any alr contaminate
emission source. ' ' ' '

TITLE 16

PROHIBITED PRACTICES AND CONTROL: OF SPRCIAL CLASGES

Section 10, Rule 16-005 is repealed and in lieu thereof the following
is enacted: .

16~005 — OPEN BURNING RESTRICTIONS

(1) No person shall cause or permit any open ocutdoor fire or sghall
conduct a salvage cperation by open burning except the following:

- {a). Fires, on site, of rubbish from any structure used exclusively

a8 a dwelling for not more than four familles between the hours of 10 a.m,

to 4 p.m.; provided that after July 1, 1%71, such burning shall be pro-

Hiblted if refuse collection serxrvice 1s availlakle at the site on a reg-
- ularly scheduled basis and at reasonabla cost.

- {b} Fires of tree trunks and limbs, brush, ahd other land clear-
Ing debris of comparable combustion characteristics provided the site
of such burning is not:
' (1) WwWihin one mile of a designated interstate or state pri-
mary highway; or :

(2) Within one mile of a commercial, municipal or private
alrport; or

(3) Within one quarter mile of a state secondary highway,
limited to the restrictions of subsection (2) of this section; or

(4) Within one quarter mile of a residence, excepting a
resldence that may be located on the same property ag the burning site.
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(e¢) Fires, including outdopor fireplaces and barbecues,
used for cooking of food and emall fires for ceremonial recreational
pPUrposSes.

'(d) Agricultural burning undexr ORS Chapters 449, 476,
and 478, : .

{e) Fires set or permitted by any public officer, board,
council or commilission for the purpose of fire prevention, elimination
@f a filre hazard, or training for fire control.

{2} The fires and open burning permitted by subsection (1) (b)
of this section shall be subject to and conducted within time periods
and in accordance with burning requirements designated the director,
and burning of land clearing debris within one gquarter mile of a state
secondary highway shall be limited to the initial land clearing opera-
tion of the respective owner or occupler of the property being developed.

{(3) No open outdoor fire permitted under 1 (a) and (k) of this
section shall be allowed on any day when the Director advises fire-
permit igsuing agencies to not issue permits because such practices
would have an adverse effect on air guality.

(4} Nothing in this section shall relieve a person responsible
for such burning from the consequences ©f;,; or the damages, injuries,
or claims requlting from such burning nor the requirement to obtain
applicable fire permits from fire-permit granting agencies.

Section 1l. Rules 16-010 and 16-105 are amended to read:
16-010 - MATERIALS EXCLUDED FROM ANY CPEN BURNING

No open outdoor fire allowed by fids Rule shall contain garbage,
asphalt, waste petroleum products, paint, rubber products, plastic,

or any -substance or material which normally emits dense SmOKe or obﬂ
noxious odors.

16-105 - EXISTING INCINERATORS, RESTRICTIONS

Ne person shall cause or permit the emission of particulate matter
from the stack or chimney of any existing inclnerator which is in excess
of Section 15-015 and Section 15-025 of these Rules. (EXCept for any
incinerator on residential premises used tc burn refuse arising from
the domestic activities on the same premises if the residence is not
more than four families.)

Section 1l2. The following'Rules are enacted, to be known as 16-130,
. 16-135, 16-140, and 16-145:

16-130 .- RESTRICTIONS ON THE CONCEALMENT AND MASKING OF EMISSIONS

(1) No person shall willfully cause or permit the installation
or use of any device or use of any means such as dilution, which with-
out resulting in a reduction in the total amount of air contaminants
emitted, conceals an emission of alr contaminants which would other-

wise violate these rules.
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(2) WMo person shall cause or parmit the inastellation or use of any
device or use of any means designed to magk the emissions of an air con- - -
taminant, which alr contaminant causes or is likely to cause detriment to
health, safety or welfare of any persaon.

16-135 - RESTRICTION ON THE EMISSION OF MRTER VAPOR

No person shall cause or permit emlssion of water vapor if the water
vapor causes detriment to the health, safety or wslfars of any persan, or
causes damages o properiy or business.

16140 - ODDR CONTROL MEASURES

(1) Control apparstus and eguipment shall be installed and operated
to reduce to a minimum odor bearing gases or odar bearlng particulate matter
emitted into the etmogphere.

(2) Gas gffluent from animal matter reduction or incineration shall
be maintained at a temperature of 1200° F. for at least 0.3 seconds, or
controlled in another manner determined by the Director to be equally or
more effective.

(3) The Authority may fequire that building or equipment be closed
and ventilated so that all air, gases, and particulate matter are effectively
treated for removal or destruction of odorous matter.

16-145 - STORAGE AND HANDLING OF PETROLEUM PRODUCTS

(1) In volumes of greater than 40,000 gallons, gasoline or any
vatlatile petroleum distillate or organic liquid having a vapor pressure of
1.5 pounds per square inch absolute or greater under actual storasge cone
ditions shall be stored in pressure tanks or reserveirs or shall be stored
in containers equipped with & floatlng roof or vapar recovery system or
other vapor emission control device.

(2) Gasoline or petroleum -distillate tank car or tank loading faci-

lities handling 20,000 pallans per day or more shall be equipped with sube-
mersible filling devices or other vapor emission control systems.

(3) Gasoline tanks with a capacity of 500 gallons ar more, installed
after the adoption of these Rules, shall be equipped with submersible filling
devices or other vapor emission control systems, ,

Section 13. Rule 21-010 ralatlng to conduct of hearings is repealed and in
lieu thereof the following is enacted:

21-010 - CONDUCT OF HEARINGS

. A1l hearings pertaining to the asdoption of Rules and Standards shall
be conducted by the Board of Directors. Other public heerings shall be
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held either by the Board and conducted by the chairman or by any member or
mempers of the Board of Directors or by a hesring officer as the Bmard af
Pirectors may designate. S

- Bectipn l&, Rule 21-020 relating to powers of chairman is amended to read
as follows: :

21-020 - PLWERS OF CHAIRMEN

(1) The Chairman or Vice Chairman of the Ruthmrity or g hearing officer
shall have the following pouers:

(a) To cause notice to be given of and hold hearings;
(b) To administer ocaths and affirmations;
(c) To examine witnesses;

(d) To issue citations and subpoenas: (Subpoeras may he
garved by any person authorized by the Chailrmarn.)

(e) To take or cause to be taken depositions as provided
by law;.

(f) To rule upon offers of proof and receive evidence, and
prier to ruling may seek the advice of the Attorney for the
Authority inm attendance at the hearing aor meeting,

(g) To regulate the course of the hearing, including:

(A) The power to eject any person who in any manner
interferes with the orderly procedure of a hearing;

(B) May require parties_.to proceedings to submit in

advance of hearing s written list of prospsctive

witnesses and an estlmate uF tlme required to present
" his or its case. '

(h) To hold conference, hefore or during the hearing for
the settlement or 51mpllflcatinn bf issues, with the consent
of the parties; , v

. 4 i
(i) 7o dispose of procedural requests or similar matters;
(J) To take any other action asuthoriized by these Rules.

Section 15. The following Rules are enacted pertalning to hearings officers
~to be known as Rules 22-055 and 22-060:
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22-055 - SUMMARY, FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF HEARINGS OFFICER

In the event the hearling is conducted by less than & majority of the
Board of Directors or by a hearings officer, a summary of the evidence with
findings of fact and conclusions of law end recommendations for declsion
shall he prepared by the perscn or persons conducting the hearing and
reviewed by the Board of Directors prior to making its order.

22-060 - SERVICE OF FINDINGS 8Y HEARINGS OFFICER

A copy of the findinge of fact and conclusiomns of law and the proposed
decision by the hearings officer shaell be served upon each partyadversely
affected by the proposed decision. Within five days after such service g
party adversely affected may submit written exceptions and the Board may
provide opporturnity for oral argument. The Board shall consider the findings
of fact and conclusions of law, proposed decision, written exceptions and
oral argument, if any, before making its decision.

Section 16. Rule 23-015 is amended to resd zas follows:
23-015 « DECISION

If a majority of the Board of Directors has conducted the hearing
the Agency shall render its decision within sixty days after completion of
the hearing. A copy of the decision shall be mailed to each party or his
attorney of record. If the hearing is conducted by a hearings afficer, or
by & member or members constituting lsss than a majority af the BﬁarnL whe

SR

final decision shall be made and entered by the Board Wwithin sixiy cays

afier- conclusion of the hearing if no exceptions are filed, or uj+n¢n 53Xty
davs after final arguments or written exceptions o a proposed decision.
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TO: MEMBERS OF THE ENVIROMENTAL QUALITY CCMMISSION

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman E. C. Harms,; Jr.; Member
Herman Meierjurgen, Member George A. McMath, Member
Storrs S. Waterman, Member

FROM: ATR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION‘

DATE: June 10, 1970; for meeting of June 26, 1870

SUGBJECT PROPOSED REGULATIONS FOR PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS

The subject proposed regulation, spec1f1c to alumlnum productlon facilities,
was a matter of public hearing on February 26, 1970. All testimony which
was submitted both at and subsequent to the hearlng have been previously
forwarded to the Commissioners. The hearing officers' reports likewise
have been previously furnished to you. This matter was alsc considered

at the recent commission~staff work session.

The proposed requlation, which has been amended based on the discussion
at the work session, is attached and recommended for adoption.

The foliowing changes are cited for your reference:

1. Statement of Purpose

Section A == The terms "highest and best practicable' and "neces-
sary to attain and maintain” have been inserted.

IT. Definitions
No changes were made.

IiI.”. Emission Standard

The proposed restriction of gaseous and particulate flourides

to prevent exceeding ambient air and forage flouride standards
has been deleted.

The proposed restriction of total solid particulates from the

reduction process has also been deleted.

Iv. Revision of Emission S$tandards

Section A «— In line 1, "on or before'" was substituted for "within'.

Section B -- In line 2, "regulations" was substituted for "emission
limits™.




Proposed Regulations for Primary Aluminum Plants MEMO
June 10, 1970 '

Page 2

V.

VI.

VII.

VIII.

Comgliance

All dates pertaining to the deletions made in Section III
were deleted.

Monitoring

No changes were madé.
Reporting

No changes were made.

Specigl Studies

No changes were made.

Other Air Quality Limitations

This section was deleted.




DHPARTMENT OF ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISTION

PROPOSED REGULATIONT
l"\_\ for ;
PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS

(As Awmended)

I. Statement of.Purpose In furtherance of the public policy of the state
as set forth in ORS 449.765, it is hereby declared to be the purpose of

the Commission in adopting the following regulations to:

A. Require, in accordance with a specific program and time table for
each operating primary aluminum plant the highest and best practic-
able collection, treatment and control of atmospheric pollutants
enmitted from primary aluminum plants through the utilization of
technically feasible equipment, devices and procedures necessary to
attain and maintain desired air guality.

B. Reguire effective monitofing and reporting of emissions, ambient air
levels of fluorides, fluoride content of forage and other pertinent
data. The Department will uée these data, in conjunction with obssrva-
tion of conditions in the surfbunding areas, to develop emissicn and
arbient air standards and té determine compliance therewith.

C. DBncourage and agsist the aluminum ipdustry to conduct a research
and technological development progrém\designed to reduce emissions,
in accordance with a definite progkam,“including specified objeciives
and time schedules. R . .

D. Establish gtandards which based’uponipreseﬁtlj available tecﬁnology,
are reasonably attainable with the intent of‘rgvising the standards

as needed when new information and better techhology are developed.

-II. Definitions

A. All Sources - Means sources including, but not limiﬁéd to, the
reduction process, alumina plant, anode plant, anode nging plant,

cast house, and collection, treatment and recovery sysfé@s.
. b

\‘A
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B.
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Aribient Air - The alr that surrounds the earth, excluding the general

, volume of gases contained within eny building or structure,.

Anode Baking Plant - Means the heating and sintering of pressed anode

biqoks in oven-like devices, including the loading and unloading of
the\qven-like devices. '

Anode\Plaﬁt - Means all operations directly associated with the prepara-
tion of\anode carbon except the anode beking operation.

Commis%iggﬁf Heans Environmental Quality Commissiocn.

Cured Foragé\— Means hay, straw, ensilage that is consumed or is intended

to be consume&\by livestock.

Department - Meéns Department of Environmental Quality.

Erission - Means & release into the outdoor atmosphere of air contami-

nants. N

kS

Fnission Standard - ﬁgans the limitation on the release of a contaminant

or multiple contaminants to the ambient air.
Fluorides - Means mattef\fontaining fluoride ion.
Forage - Means grasses, pé§ture and other vegetation that is consumed

or is intended to be consuméd by livestock.

A

Particulate Matter - Means a\amall, discrete mass of solid or liquid
matter, but not including uncoﬁbined water.

Primary Aluminum Plant - Means tﬁqse plants which will or do operate

for the purpose of or related to p}gducing aluminum metal from aluminum
- S

oxide (alumina). N

N,

Pot line- Primary Emission..Control Sysﬁéms - .Meang the system which collects

and removes contaminants prior to the emission point. If there is more
than one such system, the primary syétem is. that system which is most
directly related to the aluminum reduction cé;l.

Regularly Scheduled Monitoring - ﬁéanszsamplinguand analyses in compli-

ance with a program and schedule approved pursuaht to Section IV.

Standard Dry Cubic Foot of Gas - Means that amount bf the gas which

would occupy a cube having dimensions of one foot on gach side, if the
N
gas were free of water vapor at a pressure of 14.7 P.S.I.A. and a
™,
temperature of 60Q°F. \\




IIT. Emission Standard

\

A, ‘Yisible emissions from all sources shall not exceed twenty (20)

pér cent opacity (Ringelmann 1).

TV. Revision of Emission Standards

A, A pubiic hearing may be cailed on or before ninety (90) days after
submissibn of the results of the special studies to evaluale the
special sfudies, current technology‘and adequacy of these regulations
and to make revisions to the regulations, as necessary.

B, The Commissilon.may, after public hearing, establish more restrictive
regulations for'ngw primary aluminum plants or for plants that expand
existing facilitiéﬁ, Data documenting projected emissions and
changes in or effeéﬁ§ upon air quality that would result from the con-
struction or exPansiaq, mist be submitted to The Commission, together

A . .
with plans and specifications, in accordance with Section VII (C).

V. Coumpliance .
e \

Each primary aluminum plant sﬁ@ll proceed promptly with a program to

comply with this regulation. A\proposed schedule of compliance shall be
submitted by each plant to the Cﬁmmission not later than one hundred and
eighty (180) days after the effective date of this regulation. After
receipt of the proposed schedule, the State shall establish a schedule.

of compliance for each plant. Such schedule shall include the date by

which full complilance must be achievedibﬁt, in no case, shall full compliance
be later than January 1, 1975.

t v
1

Vi, Monitoring

A. Fach primary aluminum plant shall submit, within sixty (60) days after
an effective date of this regulation, a detailed monitoring program.
The proposed program shall be subject to revision and approval by the
Commission. The program shall include regularly scheduled monitoring
- for emissions of gaseous and particulate fluorides\and total particulates.
A schedule for measurement of fluoride levels in forége and smbient

air shall be submitted.

6/2/70
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VII. ZReporting 5

AU

A

Necessary sampling and analysis eguipment shall be ordered or otherwise
provided for within thirty (30) days after the monitoring program has
bheen épproved in writing by the Commission. The eguipment shall be
placed.ip effective operation in accof&ance with the approved program
within nigety (90) days after delivery.

\'\.‘ \ .

Unless otherwise authorized in writing by the Commission, data shall

be reported bjgeach primary aluminum plant within thirty (30) days

of the end of eéch calendar month for each source and station included

in the approved ﬁonitoring program as fellows: |

1. Ambient air: twelve-hour concentratiocns of gaseous gluoride in
ambient air cxpressed in micrograms per cubic meter of air.

2. Forage: Concentrétions of fluoride in forage expressed in ppm of
fluoride on a dried“weight basis.

3, Particulate emissions: Results of all emission sampling conducted
during the mouth for pérticulates, expressed in graing per standard
dry cubic foot, in poundé per day, and in pounds per ton of aluminum
produced., The method oflcalculating pounds per ton shall be as
specified in the approved moﬁitoring programs. FParticulate dala
shall be reported as total partiéulates and percentage of fluoride
ion contained therein. .

Compliance with sub-section III-(B) shall be determined by
measurements of emissions from-the ﬁot line primary control system
plus measurements of emissions from the roof monitor and other points

- of emission to the atmosphefe. ‘gélculéted emissions to tﬁe pot rooms
frou the reduction cells based on hooding efficlency determined for
gaseous fluoride may be substituted for roof monitor emission
megsurenents in determining compliance with\$he regulation.

4., Gaseous Emissions: Results of all sampling donducted during the

month for gaseous fluorides. AlYl results shal\ be expressed as

hydrogen fluoride in micrograms per cubic meter\gn a volume basis
Y

§

and pounds per day of hydrogen fluoride.
5. Other emission and ambient air data as specified in the approved
monitoring progran.
6. Changes in collection efficiency of any portion of the collection

or gontrol system that resulted from equipment or process changes.
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B, BEach primary aluminum plant shall furnish, upon request of the Commis-
sion, such other data as the Commission may regquire to evaluate the
plant's emission control program. Eéch primary aluminum plant shall
immediately report abnormal plant operations which result in increased
emission of air contaminants.

C, Prior to construction, installation or establishment of a primary
aluminum plant, a notice of construction shell be submitted to the
Commission. Addition to, or enlargement or replacement of, a primary
aluminum plant or any major alteration therein shall be construed as

construction, installation or establishment.

VIII. Special Studies

A. BSpecial studies, cpvering the areas in subparagraphs 1, 2, anéd 3 of

thic subsection shall be conducted at each primary aluminum plant.

1. Emissions of particulates from all sources within the plant, in-
cluding size distribution and physical and chemical characteristics
where feasible, and a separation of fluoride and non-fluoride
particulate.

2. Plume opacity from all sources within the plant, including its re-
lationship to grain loading, particulate characteristics, particle
emissions in pounds per fon of pfoduction and stack characteristics.

3. BEmissions of sulfur dioxide, hydrocarbons, carbon moncxide, chlorine

~ and chlorides, oxides of ﬁitrogéﬁ, ozone, water véﬁor;'and”fluofides
from all sources.

o B. Fach primary aluminum plant shall sﬁbmit a program for conducting the
aforesald special studies to the;Comﬁéssion for approval within gixty
(60) days after the effective date of this regulation.

C. The results of the speclal studies shall be submitted to the Commission
not later than eighteen (18) months after approval of the special studies

program.

6/2/70
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION

PROPOSED REGULATTION

foxr
PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS

(As Amended)

Statement of Purpose In furtherance of the public policy of the state

as set forth in ORS 449,765, it is hereby declared to be the purpose of

the Commission in adopting the following regulations tos

A. Require, in accordance with g specific program and time table for
each operating primary aluminum plant the highest and best practic-
able collection, treatment and control of atmospheric pollutants
emitted from primery aluminum plants through the utilization of
technically feasible equipment, devices and procedures necessary to
attain and maintain desired air quality.

B. Reqguire effective monitoring and reporting of emissions, amblent air

levels of fluorides, fluoride content of forage and other pertinent

data. The Department will use these data, in coajunction with observa-

tion of conditions in the surrounding areas, té develop emission and
smbient air standards and to determine compliance therewith.

C. Bnecourage and assist the alumirum indusltry to-conduct a research.
and technological development program designed to reduce emissions,
in accordance with a definite program, including specified objectives
and time schedules. |

D. Establish standards which based upon presentlﬁ available technology,
are reasonably attainable with the intent of revising the standards

as needed when new information and better technology are developed.

Definitions

"~ A. A1l Sources - Means sources including, but not limited to, the

reduction process, alumina plant, anode plant, anode baking plant,

cast house, and collection, treatment znd recovery systems.
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D.

E.
F.

G.
H.

I.

P.
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Ambient Air - The air that surrounds the earth, excluding the general
volume of gases contained within any building or structure.

Anode Baking Plant - Means the heating and sintering of pressed anode

blocks in oven~-like devices, including the loading and unloading of

the oven-like devices.

Anode Plant - Means all operations directly associated with the prepara-
tion of anode carbon except the anode baking operation.

Commission - Means Environmental Quality Commission.

Cured Forage - Means hay, straw, ensilage that is consumed or is intended

to be consumed by livestock.

Department - Means Department of Environmental Quality.

Fmission - Means a release into the outdoor atmosphere of air contami-
nants.

Emission Standard - Means the limitation on the release of a contaminant

or multipie contaminants to the ambient air.

Fluorides ~ Means matter containing fluoride ilon.

Forage - Means grasses, pasture and other vegetation that is consumed
or is intended to be consumed by livestock.

Particulate Matter - Means a small, discrete mass of solid or liguid

matter, but not including uncombined water.

Primary Aluminum Plant - Means those plants which will or do operate

for the purpose of or related to producing aluminum metal from aluminum
oxide {alumina),

Pot Line Primary Emission Control Systems - Means the system which collects

and removes contaminants prior to the emission point. If there is more
than one such system, the primary system is that system which is most
directly related to the aluminum reduction cell.

Regularly Scheduled Monitoring - Means sampling and analyses in compli-

ance with a program and schedule approved pursuant to Section IV,

Standard Dry Cubic Foot of Gas -~ Means that amount of the gas which

would occupy a cube having dimensions of one foot on each side, if the
gas were free of water vapor at a pressure of 14.7 P.3.I.4A. and a

temperature of 60°F,
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Bnission Standard

A.

B.

Visible emissions from all sources shall not exceed twenty (20)

per cent opacity (Ringelmann 1).

Fach primary aluminum plant shall proceed promptly with a program to
comply with this regulation. A proposed schedule of compliance shall
be submitted by each plant to the Commission not later than one hundred
and eighty (180} days after the effective date of this regulation.
After receipt of the proposed schédule, the State shall establish a
schedule of compliance for each plant. Such schedule shall include

the date by which full compliance must be achieved but, in no case,
shall full compliance be later than Januwary 1, 1975.

Iv. Highest and Best Practicable Treatment and Control Requirement

V.

VI

Notwithstanding the specific emission limits set forth in Section IIT of

these regulations, in order to maintain the lowest possible emission of

air contaminants, the highest and best practicable treatment and control

currently available shall in every case be provided.

Monitoring

A

Each primary aluminum plant shall submit, within sixty (60) days after
an effective date of this regulation, a detailed monitoring program.

The proposed program shall be subject to revision and approval by the

-Commission. The program shall inciude regularly scheduled monitoring

for emissions of gaseous and particulate fluori&es and"totéi'particu-
lates. A schedule for measurement of fiuoride levels in forage and

ambient air shall be submitted.

B. Necessary sampling and analysis equipment shall be ordered or other-
wise provided for within thirty (30) days after the monitoring program
has been approved in writing by the Commission. The equipment shall be
placed in effective operation in accordance with the approved program
within ninety (90) days after delivery.

Reporting

A. TUnless otherwise authorized in writing by the Commission, data shall

6/24/70
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of the end of each calendar ﬁonth for each source and station in-

cluded in the approved monitoring program as follows:

1. Ambient air: Twelve-hour concentrations of gaseous fluoridé
in ambient air expressed in micrograms per cubic meter of air.

2. Forage: Concentrations of fluoride in forage expressed in ppm of
fluoride on a dried weight basis.

3. Particulate emissions: Results of all emission sampling conducted
during the month for particulates, expressed in grains per standard
dry cubic foot, in pounds per day, and in pounds per ton of aluminum
produced. The method of caleulating pounds per ton shall be as
speéified in the approved monitoring programs. Particulate data
shall be reported as total particulates and percentage of fluoride
ion contained therein. ‘

4, Gaseous emissions: Results of all sampling conducted during the
month for gaseous fluorides. All results shall be expressed as
hydrogen fluoride in micrograms per cubic meter on a volume basis
and pounds per day of hydrogen fluoride.

5. Other emission and ambient air data as specified in the approved
meonitoring program.

6. Changes in collection efficiency of any portion of the collection
or control system that resulted from equipment or process changes.

Each primary'aluminum plant shall furnish, upon request of the Commis-

silon, such other data as the Commission may require to evaluate the

plant's emission control program. Fach primary aluminum plant shall
immediately report abnormal plant operations which result in increased
emission of air contaminants.

Prior to construction, installation or establishment of a primary

aluminum plant, a notice of construction shall be submitted to the

Commiseion. Addition to, or enlargement or reglacement of, a primary

aluminum plant or any major alteration therein shall be construed as

congtruction, installation or establishment.

VII. Special Studies

A.

6/24/70

Special studies, covering the areas in subparagraphs 1, 2, and 3 of

this subsection shall be conducted at each primary aluminum plant.

1. BEmissions of particulates from dll sources within the plant, in-
cluding size distribution and physical and chemical character-
istics where feasible, and a separation of fluoride and non-

fluoride. particulate.
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2. Plume opacity from all sources within the plant, including its
relationship to grain loading, particulate characteristics,
particle emissions in pounds per ton of production and stack
characteristics.

3. GEmissions of sulfur dioxide, hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide,
chlorine and chlorides, oxides of nitrogen, ozone, water vapor,
and fluorides from all sources. _

Each primary aluminum plant shall submit a program for conducting the

aforesald special studies to the Commission for approval within sixty

(60) days after the effective date of this regulation.

The results of the special studies shall be submitted to the Commission

not later than eighteen (18) months after approval of the special

studies program.

VIII. Revision of Emnission Siandards

A-

6/24/70

A public hearing may be called on or before ninety (90) days after
submission of the results of the special studies to evaluate the
special studies, current technology and adequacy of these regulations
and to make revisions to the regulations as necessary.

The Commission may, after public hearing, establish more restrictive
regulations for new primary aluminum plants or for plants that expand
existing facilities. Data documenting projected emissions and changes
in or effects upon air quality that would result from the construction
or expansion, must be submitted to the Commission, together with plans

and specifications, in accordance with Section VI (C).
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O :  MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSTON

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman E. C. Harms, Jr., Member
Herman Melerjurgen, Member George A. McMath, Member

Storrs S. Waterman, Membsr
FROM : AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION
DATE ¢ June 12, 1970 for June 26, 1970 Meeting

SUBJECT: EMISSION STANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES

INTRODUCTION

AT the Public Hearing held on May 22, 1970, testimony regarding the
proposed "process weight" emission standard was received from representa-
tives of Harvey Aluminum Co., Associated Oregon Industries, Wah Chang
Albany Corperation and the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority.
During the following two weeks, letters were received from Reynolds
Aluminum Co., National Metallurgical Corp., Hanna Nickel Smelting Co.,
Willamette Industries, Inc., Georgia~Pacific Corp., and the Lane Regional
Air Polluticn Authority. Copies of letters received, not previously

sent to you, Ifrom Lane Regional Alr Pollution Autherity and Georgla-
Pacific Corporation are attached,

Among the above, only the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authoriity
supported the proposed repulation, while Lane Regional Air Peollution
Authority requested a 60 day delay in adoption, and all the industrial
representatives opposed it on one or more of the following grounds:

1. The proposed application of-the process weight table to a process
unit or plant site basis is unprecedented. (AOT)

2. The enmission limitations that would be established for primary metals
plants under the proposed standard would be technically unachievable.
{Reynolds, Harvey, Hamna, National Metallurgical)

3. The proposed standard wovld limit the size of industrial operations
and foster proliferation of small, inefficient production units,
resulting in less effective air quality control. (ACIL, Wah Chang,
Willamette Industries, Georgia-Pacific)

The present staff report will deazl with these items in the order listed
above.

Unprecedented Nature of the Regulation

The initial staff report presented at the Hearing indicated that to our
knowledge no other jurisdiction has proposed to apply the process weight
table on a plant site or process unit basis., It is also true that the
proposed regulation requires a higher degree of freaiment and control
from the class of sources included in 1t than other standards.
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Applicability to Primary Metals Industries

The initial staff report failed to include the detailed findings of the
staff with regard to the primary metals industry and the proposed regula-
tion, although the staff oral ftestimony did indicate that many aluminum
and nickel smelting operations would probably be unable to achieve
complisnce. Letlers have been received from five major primary metals
manulfacturing firms, suggesting that application of the regulation %o
their plents was technically infeasible. Estimates of process weights,
present emissions, and expected fuiure emissions based on control programs
either underway or proposed, are given for the five plants as follows:

Plant Estimated  Allowsble Estimated Estimated Potential
Process Emission Present Future Fmissions
Weight per pro-- Emission
1b/hr. posed regs 1b/hr Amount  Basis
Harvey Aluminum 62,000 40 1b/hr 250 1b/ar  150#/hr per proposed
) t 15 1u/T
Reynolds Aluminum 71,000 4, 4oo ' 165 per proposed
15 1b/T
Hanna Nickel La2. 000 60 3660 520 per Hanna
proposal
National Metal. 10,000 10 800 13 per pilot
(silicon) control test
Wah Chang : 9,000 g,k %0 15 controls being
(exotic metals) _ installed

It appears that while National ﬁétallurgical and Wah Chang could approach
compliance with the standard, the aluminum and nickel smelting industries
would come far short of compliance.

Limitation on Size of Industry

It can be proven theoretically that, the process weight tables does in fact
establish an upper limit on the size of any given industrial operation
having significant emissions subject to the regulation. Each type of
industry will have a different size limitation, depending on its emission
characteristics and the nature of applicable comtrol technology. The general
nature of the problem can bs demonsirated graphically.

For most processes there is a more or less direct relationship between the
size of the process, or amount of material being processed, and the genera=-
tion of air contaminant emissions. Therefeore, one can theorize that within
certain limits, particulate emissions from most industrial processes are
proporticnal to process weight. This implies that a graph of emissions as
a functicn of process weight for any given industry might result in a




straight line:

Emissions

A1
1bs/hr Industry "A

Industry '"B"

et

Process wt. lb/hr,

It shovld be noted that Industry "AY and Industry '"B" might represent
either two different types of proceszes, or identical processes with
different levels of particulate controls, in which case "B" would represent
the higher level of control.

If one superimposes on the graph of characteristic industry emissions vs.
process weight, a curve corresponding to the allowable emissions on the
process weight table, then the intersection of the industry lines with
the maxinmum allowzble emission curve represenis the largest plant size,
for that giver industry and level of control, that can be built to comply
with the emission standard. These points are marked with symbols Ma and
Mb in Figure 2. ‘

Emissions

Maximum allowable
lo/hr

emissions according
%o o Lo process wte

\\\”Industry g

Process weight 1lb/hr.

Having determined that an upper limit on the size of an industry does exist,
the next guestion to consider is whether such a limit is greater or less

than the size of plants encountered in practice. If the limit so established
is much greater than largest expected size of plant, then it is of no
practical consequence and the process weight emission standard is technically
feasible for that class of industry. Anocther important point, but somewhat
aside from this part of the discussion, 1s thal it may be desirable to limit
emissions of particulate matter at a plant site if air quality is to be
maintained at a high level.
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Determination of industry characteristic emissilon lines for a broad
variety of industries is diffiecult to accomplish with much certainty
because of rather inadequate data. The best that can be done is to
determine them on the basis of published emission factors or using

specific examples. From Oregon industry, where available, Table I presents
what data is availlable for a number of industries found in Oregon. These
data are plotted in Figure 1, for process weights below 60,000 lb/hr, and
in Figure 2 for process weights up to 200,000 1lb/hr. Also shown in Figures
1 and 2 are symbols {©) indicating process weights corresponding to the
size of an existing Oregon plant of the given industrial type.

Based on an examination of Figures 1 and 2, various industries can be
classified according to whether compliance with the proposed process
weight emission standard is: (a) not achievable for existing plants;

(b) marginally achievable for existing plants but not for larger ones;

and (c) achievable for plants significently larger than many now operabing
in the state. Table II is a listing of industries in these categories,
for those industries discussed thus far and several others for which
reasonable estimates are available.

The conclusion that one might draw from Table II is that primary metals,
in general, as well as large cement manufacturing plants, are probably
either unable to comply with the regulation or would have significant
limitations placed on their size. There is, of course, a distinct possi-
bility that other industries will be found which also canunot comply. It
should be kept in mind that the amount of data available for the analysis
in this report is very lindted.




TABLE X

EMISSTONS - PROCESS WEIGHT CHARACTERISTICS FOR
SELECTED INDUSTRIAL TYPLS

Industry

Metallurgical
Processes

Steel-Arc furnace

Iron Pelletizing
plant

Primary aluminum

S5ilicon production

Carbide plant

Casting - bronze

Casting-grey iron

Cement Plant

Particleboard

Composition
asphalt roofing

Estimated

Characteristic
Level of Emission
Control (1b/1000 1b process)  Basis of Bstimste
baghouse 0.7 Emission factor
scrubber 0.b2 Local plant estimate
wel scrubbers 45 Existing local plants
baghouse 1.29 Nat. Met. pilot plant

test

cyclones and 1.24 Local plant
scrubbers
baghouse 53 Bgtimate from above
baghouse 0.3 Emisgion factor
venburi 1.5 Emisgion factor
scrubber '
baghouse 1.1 Emigasion factor
baghouse and 0.h2 Local plant
precipitator < .
21l vaghouse ' 0.3k Estimate from above
99.5% :
present L7 _ Local plant
maximun 0. b Estinates
technelogy
well controlled O.h Local plant
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TABLE 1T

CLASSTFICATION QF INDUSTRIES ACCORDING ¥O ABILITY
TG COMPLY WITH PROPOSED PROCESS WEIGHT STANDARD *

Compliance Probably Hol Achievable for Existing Plants

No. of Plants

Regional State
Source : Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
Alumiinum Reduction 0 2
Nickel amelting 0 1
Silicon production 0 1
Wet-process cement 1 0

(larger than 140,000 1b/hr process wt.)

Compliance Marginally Achievable for Existing Plants But Not For

Larger Plants

No. of Plants

Regional State

Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
Steel production (arc furnace) 2 0
Particleboard (larger thaa 100,000 1 0
1b/hr process wi.) -

Exotic metals ~ primary productlon 1 ]

Compliance Achievable for Plants Significantly Larger Than Many In

Ixistence

Particleboard (less than 100,000 1b/hr process weight)
Plywood

Carbide

Composition Asphalt Rodfing

Brass and Bronze Melting

. *Notes: This analysis dis baszed on a limited number of plants and industrie

The status of industries not specifically listed in categories A,
or C has not been determined.

Se
B,







Conclusions and Recommendabtions

It has been shown that industry's major objections to the proposed
regulation are based on fact; i.e. the regulation is unprecedented,
strict compliance is not achievable by dettain primary metals industries,
and it does or could plece a maximum size limitation on industry. The
size Lllmitation, however, appears to be significant for relatively few
classes of industry, including those primary metals operations for which
compliance may bhe impossible.

Furthermore, the Commission may wish to consider whether a limiftation
on the ultimate size of alr contaminating industrial operalions may not
in some cases be a desirable result of the regulation. Spreading scurces
out over a broader area will tend to prevent localized nuisance conditions
due to fallout and dampen peak concentrations of suspended particulate
near sources. Dispersal of sources with high level of control will have
little, if any, effect on alrshed particulate loading, however.

There does not appear to be any factual support for the contention of
industry that the proposed regulation '“will cause the proliferatien of
smaller plants to achieve compliance with the more telerant process weilghts
allowed for the smaller processes.”" (A0T) Such a claim could be made for
any emission standard specifying higher levels of control for larger processes,
as is the case for the great majority of emission standards for fuel burning,
refuse burning, and process equiément throughout the country. The economic

“Pergfitsinherent in bulldidg and épérating logically integrated process
units should more than make uvp for the additional cest of poliution control
required by larger facilities. In anf event, there will be no loss to ailr
quality should industry elect to evade %pe more stringent limitation by
-aplitting up process units, since e;ch sﬁch unit would still be subject

to the process unit emission limitation and the "highest and best treatment"
provision, generally requiring a higher level of control than would the
conventional process equipment formulation of the process weight standard.

In conclusion, the staff recommends adoption of the proposed standard
with such amendments or policy directives as the Commission may adopt.

The following alternative gources of action are offered for the Commission's
consideration. It is the opinion of the staff that Alternative III is

the most desirable of the three.




Alternative I: GCrant varisnces to plants for which compliance is not

achievable.

This was the original staff recommendation for handling the problem
of plants unable to comply. As Table ZI:indiqates, variances would
probably be needed for 5 plants alt thils time. Additional variance reguests
would undoubtedly be submitted for consideration by the Bnvironmental

Quality Commissicn and the Regiens.

Alternative I1I: Exempt specific source classes from proposed regulation

and promulgate specific standards for each one.

Presunmably the same list of industries included in Alternative TIT would
simply be exempted from the regulation by the following language:
On page %, Subsection IT{4) "Exclusions", ADD new subsection (c):
(¢} Subsections (1), {2), and (3) do not apply to the following
¢lasses of industry:
Primary production of sluminum, nickel and silicon

Production of Portland cement

Alternative III: Exempt Specific Source Classes from the Process Unit

Bmission Limditation and reguire them to meet the Process Weight Standard

applied on a Process Equipment Basis,

Sources fto be exempled from tlie more stringent limitation under this
alternative at this time would . include .those in Category A, Table.lIl,
while additional industries with which major problems arise later on could
be included by amendment. ‘

This alternative has the advantage of requiring all sources to meet a
specific emission standard. In somé caségs the prdcess equipment'standard'
may provide an acceptable level of control. TFor other cases, the process
equipment limitation would not be adequate and invocation of the "highest
and best treatment! clause would be needed to assure that adequate controls
are installed and maintained.

Sugpested Language:

On page 3, Subsection IT(4) "Exciusions", ADD new subsection (c):
(¢) Subsections 1(b) and 2 notwithstanding, all new and existing
process units in the following classes of industry shall comply
with the emission limitations set forth in Subsection 1(a):
Primary production of aluminum, nickel, and silicon

Manufacture of Portland cement




LANE REcIONAL AR POLLUTION AUTHORITY
ROUTE [, BOX 739 EUGENE, OREGON 97402

PHONE (503) 689-322 '
State of Oregon
DEPARTRIENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY,

June 5, 1970 “E}\) E@ E [I W [E m
JUN - 81970

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman

Fnvironmental Quality Commissiddff QUALITY CONTROL
1400 S. W. Fifth Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97021

Re: Process Weight Regulations

Dear Sir:

On May 25, 1970 this office received from the Depariment of Environmental
Quality a copy of the proposed process weight regulations brought before
the Environmental Quality Commission at their May 22, 1970 meeting for
consideration.

" Since this Authority did not have an opportunity to review the regula-
tions in time to submit comments at that meeting we wish to respectfully
submit the following for your review.

1. We feel the proposed regulation could have been presented on a time
schedule more compatable with the implementation of the revised
Regional regulations. '

2. The Regional authorities have had several meetings with representatives
from industry in respect to process weight regulaticns in general and
’ seriously questions the feasibility of many organizations to meet the
regulations as proposed on a SIC plant site basis.

3. The regulations as written will have a tendency to prohibit plant
expansion or medification, even to meet existing air pollution regu-
lations, since such modification would necessitate a change from process
equipment regulations to SIC process unit regulations. We don't believe
it was the intent of the Department-of Environmental Quality to dis-
criminate against the major or largbr production units, however, the
regulation as written would do just that.

4, The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority strongly recommends that the
proposed regulations be tabled until the Department of Environmental
Quality and the Regional authorities have an opportunity to meet in
workshop sessions to eliminate many problems existing in the proposed
regulations. These problems include clarification of certain defini-
tions, re-writing of Section II 2(b) in its entirety to make the
regulation understandable without an information sheet, and other
revisiong to Sections II 3, II 4, and II 5.
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The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority agrees in all respects with

the Department of Environmental Quality that regulations along these

lines are greatly needed and desired at all possible expediency. However,
adopting the proposed set of regulatlons may provide sufficient misunder—
standing between the control agencies, the general public, and industry

to negate any positive effects the regulations may provide, An additional
60 days of study and review among all control agencies involved would
undoubtedly result in a much finer set of regulations for the State and
the Regional Authorities to enforce. '

We wish to commend the Environmental Quality Commission for the progressive
attitude it has taken in regards to more stringent air pollution regula-
tions, but we sincerely hope additional time and study will be given to

the process weight regulations prior to their adoption.

Sincerely,

o’ )/?

Verner J,/‘dkison, Director
Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority

VIA/mw

cc: Edward C. Harms, Jr.
George A. McMath
Herman P. Meierjurgen
Storrs 5. Waterman
H. M. Patterson +»~

[ .




GEOQRGIA-PAZIFIC CORPORMATICR

COMMONWEALTH BUILDING « PORTLAND, OREGON 97204

Late of Ororon
DEPAR?&th‘OFkPWIRGIfiﬁh?étﬁﬁﬁﬁ??

E@EUWL{}
JUN = 4 1970

Al QUALITY ConshaL June 3, 1970

Mre Jack Ueatharsbes

Deputy Dlrectoxw

Statae of Oxegon

Depavement of Eoviremmental Quality
State Gffice Dullding

1430 5. Y. ¥ifth Avenus

Portland, Orxezon 97201

Dear Jack:

. &

Hact Gould has asked me to send you the sunclosed graphs
comparing Humbolde Cn':tv Galifornia, emission standards with the
proposed DEQ standazds that you discussed with him via telephone,
I am also euclosing a copy of Avkanszas¥s endssion standards.

The Axkansas etandards base a]iowab]c emission vates on
potential emission rates, thercby : pccifyin the eificiency of
collcction ecquipment used on a procass,  This is a much more
straightforward method of developiny a general omission standard
than the preocess weight oy the precess unit avproach. This tvpe

o€ approach will eliminzte the {vhercont problems that you will
encounter using the process unlt concepk. ‘

- : . If vou have any guestions, please give me a call.

T,
r

« Very truly yours,

Vincent J. Treottory Jr,
Envirommental Engilieey

ViTicas
‘Enclosures
ces  Mro Mo Gouldy Portlond

Mro. H. M Patterson, DED, Portland (
Hre I, . Spiecs; DEQ, Fortland




TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

L)

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman E. C. Harms, Jr., Member
Herman Meierjurgen, Member George A. McMath, Member
Storrs 8. Waterman, Member

FROM  : AJR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION
DATE : June 16, 1970 for June 26, 1970 Meeting

SUBJECT: PROCESS WEIGHT STANDARD

The attached amended regulation is forwarded for your consideration. It
is primérily an attempt to make the regulation more understandable than
wag the initial draft proposed at the public hearing. However, the
amended copy does include the substantive changes sugpgested ag Alternative
IIT of the gtalf memorandum dated June 12, 1970, algo included in this

mailing.

For your comparison a copy of the originally proposed standard is also
attached, It has been marked to indicate those portions for which major

changes in language (but not content) have been made in the amended version.




AMENDED June 16, 1970

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL @QUALITY
ATR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION

May 4, 1970

EMISSION STANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES

I. Definitions:
e et

1’

2e

e

e

"Process equipment' means any equipment used in a manufacturing

or materials handling process.

"Process unit! means the aggregate of all process eguipment within
an economic unit which produces goods or services at a single
physical location snd is engaged in one, or predominantly one, type
of economic activity for which a Standard Industrial Classification
code is applicable.

"Process weight per hour' means the total hourly rate at which
process materials, including solid fuels but excluding liguid and
gaseous fuels, are introduced inte a process unit or process
equipment.

"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 Manuazl!

published by the Executive Offide of the President-sBureau of -

Budget, 1967, issved by the Superintendent of Documents, U. S.
Government Printing Office, Washington, DI C.

"Existing process unit'' means any process unit in existence prior
to June 1, 1970.

""New process unit! means any process unit installed, constructed,
or modified aftgr June 1, 1970. ,

"Special control areas'" means those areas of the State specificaily

described in the General BEmission Standards for Particulate Matter,

~ Section IT(a) through II(d), as adopted on May 22, 1970 by the

Environmental Quality Commission Crder No. BQC 28 | and duly
filed with the Office of the Secretary of State.
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II., INDUSTRIAL PROCESS EMISSTION LIMITATTIONS

1. Classification of Emission Limitations

For purposes of this regulation one of the following two classifications
of emission limitations shall be deemed appiicable to industrial
processes:

a) The process weight emission limitation applied on a process

equiprent basis shall mean that:

Nc person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit the emission of

particulate matter into the atmosphere from any process eguipment

in excess of the amount prescribed for the process welght per hour

allocated to such process equipment, according to Table I, marked

Exhibit A and by reference incorporated specifically herein,

b) The process weight emission limitation applied on a process unit

basis shall mean that:

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, according to Table I, marked

Exhibit A and by reference incorporated specifically herein.

2. Sources Required to Comply With the Process‘Weight Broisgion Iimitation

Applied on a Process Unit Basis

Except us specifically provided-in-Subsections (%) and (5) of this

Section, the following sources or class of sources shall comply with

the process welght emission limitation applied on a process unit basis:

a) All new process units.

b) EBxisting process units located within Specisl Control Areas, pro-

vided however that:

1. Such units already complying with the process weight emission
limitation applied on a process equipment basis as of June 1,
1870, and which do not subsecguently construct, install, or
medify process eguipment such that air contaminant emissions
are significantly increased, or

2. Such units on an established comprehensive program of conirol
accepted by the Department prior to June 1, 1970, anrd which do
not subsequently modify process eguipment such thal air

contaminant emissions are significantly increased, shall have




2.

Cuntil January 1, 1975 to achieve compliaznce.

Sources Reguired to Comply With the Process Weight Emission

Limitations Applied on a Process Equipment Basis,

Exceplt as specifically provided in Subsection 5 of this Section, the

following sources or class of sources shall comply with the process

weilpght emission limitation applied on a process eguipment basis:

a)
b)

Existing process units located outside Special Contrel Areas.
New and existing process units engeged in the priwmary production

of alumimnum, nickel, silicon, cr hydraulic Portland cement.

Higher Treatment and Control

a)

b)

a)

b)

Generally = The limitations set forth in Subsections 1 and 2 of
this section are the minimum emission regquirements permitted for
all process units and equipment within the State.

ORS 449,765 declares it to be the public policy of the State of

Oregon to restore and maintain the quality of the ailr 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 4hg,770 states that the pLr-
pose of the ailr pollution laws of Oregon is not only to control and

abate existing air pollution bul to prevent new air polluticn. As

—a result of this policy declarastion-and purpose statement, the

Department of Environmental Quality may reguire the application
of the highest and best practicable treatment and control currently

avallable for all new and existing process units.

Exclusions

This regulation applies to any operation, process, or asctivity 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.

Subgections 1, 2, 3 and 4 do not apply to those industries or plants
regulated and controlled by other specific regulations. (Sce
Sections 26-005 to 26-030 and 27-005 to 27-045, Chapter 340 OAR.)

General Provisions

-a)

Where a single physical location encompasses two or more distinct

snd separate econcmlc activities for which diffevent Standard




b)

c)

I

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 physiczl locations; and

2) No single industry description in the Standard Industrial
Classification includes such combined activities.

The process weight per hour shall be based upon the process

materials introduced inteo 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,

The process weight per hour referred to in this section shall be

based 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 wmaximum of capacity shall be used as the process weight

in determining the allowable emissions.




TABLE I

Particulate Matter BEnlssions Standards for Process Units and

Process Eguipment

Process Emissgion Process Emisasion Process Bmission
Lbs/Hr Lbs/Hr Lbsg/Hr Lbs/ir Lbs/Hr Lhs/Hr
50 0.2 2300 L bl 7500 8. 39
100 046 2400 4 55 8000 8.71
150 0.66 2500 &, 64 8500 9.03%
200 0.85 2600 b, 7k 3000 9.36
250 1.03 2700 4 8k 9500 9.67
300 1.20 2800 4,92 10000 10. 00
350 ~1.35 2900 5.02 11000 10.63
400 1.50 3000 5.10 12000 11.28
Lso 1.63 3100 5.18 15000 11.89
500 1.77 %200 5.27 14000 12.50
550 1.89 3300 5.%6 15000 13,13
600 2.01 3400 5. 44 16000 13.74
650 2.12 3500 5.52 17000 14.3%6
700 2.24 3600 5.61 18000 14.97
750 2.3 3700 5.69 18000 15.58
800 2.43% 3800 5,77 20000 16.19
850 2.53 2900 5.85 230000 22.22
900 2.62 4000 5.93 © Loooo 28.30
950 2.72 k100 6.01 50000 3k, 30
1000 2.80 4200 6,08 60000 Lo, 00
1100 2,97 . . h3mOO. 6.15 .- 700000 41.30.
1200 3.12 4400 6.22 80000 k2,50
1300 3,26 4500 6.30 30000 43,60
1400 3.40 L600 6.37 100000 L 60
1500 %54 47200 6.45 120000 k6,30
1600 3.66 4800 6.52 . 1k0ooo 47,80
1700 2,79 L4900 6.60 160000 49,00
1800 3.91 5000 6.67 200000 51.20
1900 L.,03 5500 7.03 1000000 69.00
2000 bo1h 6000 7.37 2000000 77,60
2100 L, 24 6500 7.71 6000000 92.70

2200 .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 -1

and P = process weight in tons/hr.

~ b0, where E = rate of process unit emission in 1b/nr




TO .: MEMBERS COF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIZTY COMMISSION
B. A. McPhillips, Chairman E. C. Harms, Jr. Menmber

Herman Meierjurgen, Member George A. McMath, Member
Storrs 8. VWaterman, Member

FROM : H. M. PATTERSON, DIRECTOR, AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION

DATE : June 3, 1970

General Information:

The Public Hearing on May 22, 1970 on proposed Emission Standards for
Industrial Processes has resulted in brief comments on the process weight
as developed initially by the Los Angeles County Air Pollution Control
District (LACAPCD). Some of the comments have been either incomplete or
inaccurate (but are not believed to be intentionally presented that way).

The attached article by Louis O, McCsbe is believed to be a reasonably
accurate and complete summary of the history of the regulation and is
provided for you for that reason. The Bay Area Air Pollution Control
Distriect later removed the 40 pounds per hour limitation and extended the
process weight table and adopted a similar regulalion.

Also attached is an article entitled "Administration of a Permit System"
by Lunche, lemke, and Versen which explains the operation of the LACAPCD
permit system. While the permit system is not under consideration at this
time, the article does help to complete the background information on the
LACAPCD program. i
The LACAPCD program is generally reported to be ome of the most compre-
hensive and restrictive in the nation. It is not the intent here to discuss
the merits of the LACAPCD program, bul it is believed one can conclude that
the emission limitations as applied by agencies under current technology may
not result in highest and best practical lreatment, COther general comments
were submitted to you in a memorandum dated May 11, 1970, a copy of which

is attached.

Other information attached is a contour map of the United States illustrating
Forecast high Air Polluticn Potentizl Days for the period, in the West,
October 1, 1963 to Qctober 31, 1969, as provided by the USDHEW,

The USDHEW has also recently provided a bocklet summarizing 10 years of data
on suspended particulates from National Air Sampling Network (NASKN) stations.
Oregon has participzted in the NASN program since its dnception. It is not
accurate or practical to compare station to stafion without considerably

more information, for example, fthe Portland NASH station is on top of the
State Office Puilding and can hardly be representative of the City of Portland
or the metropolitan area. Attached are pages 10, 11, 62 and 76 from the
report "Characteristics of Particulate Patterns, 1957-1966, USDHEW, March
1970" for your information.

The staff is preparing a report on the preoposed industrial process emission
limitation regulation as requested by Mr. Harms on May 22, 1970.

y7.




Louis G. McCabe

Liivivonmental Development, Ine. . .-

Washington, D.C. 20011
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growing
and local air poliution
to establish conUol
tions to comply with criteria sef by the

1 -
here is a
state,
agencics

Presstre on
county,
regula-

Department  of  Health, Education,
and MWelfare (vEwW) under the Alr
Quality Act of 1967, As 2 result,
there is a tendency to reguia-
tions adopled by other state, county,
or local air pollution agencies verba-
tim, or vven to make them more re-
strictive. without a critical determina-
tion as to whether the rerulations be-

fake

Jng copied meel the iocal need or are

necessary to achieve the air guality
goals set by that jurisdiction, This trend
is noticeable especially in the regula-
tions promuigated for the control of
dust and {umes. In one state and’in
several local air pollution districts, the
Los Angeles Counly mass-rate tables
have been adopted with little or no

change. including the provision for a
of particulate

limit of the discharee
matter o 40 pounds per hour [rom
any single scurce. In some instances,
little  thought bas been given fo
whether the regulations meet the needs
of the area under consideration, or to
inequities imposcd upon industries op-
erating in the arca that may difler both
in kind and scale from those for which

the Los Angeles code was tailored 22

years ago.

The rapid industrial growth of Los
Angeles during and afier World War
H was accompanied by a record influx
of population, together with greatly
increased production and fabrication
of steel. nenferrous and light metals,
industrial mineral processing. and high
preduction and consumption of fuel
oill, guasoline, natural gas,
icals. ‘This increased production re-
sulted in the release of hundreds of
tons of metwllurgical and mineral dusts,
fumes, and gases inio the atmosphere,

and chem-

213 Emvirommental Science & Fechnology

u\;,,-

* part of the problem,
useful,

In 1947, Lot Angeles County intrin-
sically was no worse than other indus-
trind conters with respeet to the gener-
ation of atmospheric contaminalion,
With ne metallurgical industrics com-
parable to those of, sav, Chicago and
Pittsburgh. discharzes of these con-
tninants to the aimosphere were less
than in many other major citics. Me-
teorological and topographic charac-
teristics of the azea. however, resulted
in"poor dispersion and transport of the
politted air away from the Los Angeles
Busin, and served to increase greatly
the intensity and frequency of smog
visitation, This comhination of infense
industrizlization, increase in transpor-
tation. population influx, and climate
and topography made mandatory con-
trol of air pollution nccessary.,

The Los Angeles County Alr Poliu-
tion Control District {Lacarcp) was
guided in its approach to the mass-
rate tables by a 1937 “article by He-
meon and Hatch, With regard to this
particular part of Los Angeles’ almo-
sphetic pollution probiem, they slated
that: “Practical standards must give
due weight (o the faclors of tradition
in the community, its sociocconomic
status, and: history of the industries.
For example, one would not expect the
same standards for a city of heavy in-
dustry as for a New LEngland town ac-
customed to the operation of light in-
dustry, Tn the absence of established
facts from which to derive standards,
it is perfectly proper to adopt values
which represent simplv o reasonable
compromise between the ideal clean-
liness of country air and the high de-
aree of pollution to which somic of cur
cities are now exposed.

“The devclopment of meaningful
standards for the community is only
To be practically
these standards must be trans-

R el | ey e e |11 Ry
iy B ) E::;jr{ SIS
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lated inte the values which tell indus-
try what toe do. A plant which is dis-
charging an irritating substance, for
example, <erives no beneft from the
maximunm alowable ground concentra-
tion fixed at some poinl across town,
What is needed is a statement of the
permissible nass-tate of discharge of
the offending material from the plant
stack. Thus, in order to apply the
community standards, practically basic
information is required on the per-
formunce characteristics of ischarge
stacks—concentralion  mass-rate of
emission. ctc., and the refation between
them and resulting concentrations at
ground level, Only by the development
of such relations can the basic com-
munity requirements be translated into
tangible engineering terms for use by
industry, 1t is not suflicient, for exam-
ple, to specify that a collector of cer-
tain fumes must have an ceflicicncy of
00% , Wwhin the totdl rafe of cimission,
heights of stack, and other circum-
stunces would r:.ad)]’\’ permit 75%; in
another case, 95% efliciency may be
iotatly inadequate and upfair to the
community. If mass-rate of emission is
a fundamental characteristic, and the
maximum permissible rate is specified,
then the plant has basic engineering
information to use as a guide in de-
signing its control cquipment.

“The need for cstablishing these re-
lations. so that industry can interpret
community standards in terms of what
it must do. has boen adequately em-
phasized, Until it is done. confusion
and improper interpretation of regula-
tions governing atmospheric pollution
contrel will continue and progress will
be halted.”

Development of regulations

The reguintions discussed here are
concerned only with solids which are
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defined in the Lacarcp rules and regu-
iations, which state:

» Dusts are minute solid particles
released into the air by natural forees
or by such mechanical processes as
crushing, grinding, milling, drilling, de-
malishing. shoveling, conveying., cov-

“ering, bagging, swecping, cic.

s Condensed fumes are minute solid
partictes generated by the condensa-
tion of vapers from solid matter after

~volatilization from the molten state, or

may be generated by sublimation. dis-
tillation, calcination, or chemical re-
action, when these processes create ajr-

. borng particles.

Following World War II, the Los
Angeles County air poflution problem
had become so severe that there arose
the strongest public demand for relief
that had been ctpericnccd anvwhere
up.to that time. Eye irritation and dg-
creased visibility were the most com-
mon cvidence of Los Angeles type
smog. Both of these complaints were
belicved to be caused by photochem-
jcal reactions in the wtmosphers, and
pariiculates were thought to be asso-
ciated with these reactions. As a resuli,
the Air Pollution Control Act of the
State of California was passed by the
state legislature in Seplember 1947, Tt
provides, among other things, that an
air pollution cantrel districl may be set
up by a County Board of Supervisors
on their findings, after public hear-
ings, that “the air-within such county
is so poiluted with air contuminaats as
to be injuriocus to health, or un obstru-
tion to the tree use of property, or of-
fensive o the sense of i considerable
number of persans, so as 1o interlere
with the comfertable enjoyment of life
OF properiy.”
LACATCD was organized thal year,

In 1948,
of Commeree, in cooperation with

‘zg.m»‘ w;? LL»;«- \y uj o

Purswant to this act, e,

the Los Angeles Chamber
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Process Weight, b, hr.

Authe Los Angeles mass-rare.table which specifies moaxinuon aflowable dust and-

fume discharges, process weishi is defined as total weight of raw materials enter-
ing a process, including solid fuels but excluding liquid and gascous fuels and
cambustion air. hir barch operations, towl batch weight divided by cyele time
decides process weight, In continwous processes, average feed rate is used

Lacapen, employed Kaiser Engineers
to sample cmissions ltom characteristic
mctallurgical  installations and  other
dust and fume producing units in the
county, The cngincering consultants
provided the data to the air pollution
control district and they were used by
the district in the development of th.c
mass-rate table for the control of dust
and fumes, At hat tioe, air qualdity
criterin for atmospheric particulates
and quantitative descriptions of ambi-
cnt air quadity goudy were not available
to the district, Comswgtently, s acarcn,
out of necessity, relied primarily on
cconomic and technological f\‘.ilSii)i“l\'
in setting the standards, ’

Also at that time, there were no
sinule sources in the county that would
release more than 34 pounds per hour,

if controls in the range of 80-90%
efficiency were applied (o them. The
board envisaged this conirol range as
both needed and realistically attain-
able. The mass-rate tabies as developad
for Los Aungeles County in Rule 54
were desiencd to meet the nceds of
that county, Much of the ditliculy
aristng from the adoption of these
tabivs by other air pollution authonties
is due 1o their failure to recognize the
specific needs of their communitics,
gither in rerms ol the source redue-
tions required to meet air gualine goals
or the technological or cconomic fea-
sibility of focal industrinl conpilance,
For example, in cement plants, thie foss
of material being processed through a
single unit could vseeed the Rule 54
limit of 10 pounds per hour, cven




Los Angeles control equipment costs®
- Cost % of
. of cost of
Cost control  basic
Size of of bhasic Type of equip-  equip-
Source equipment equipment control equipment ment ment
Airblown asphalt 500 bbls./batch & 10,800  Aflerburner $ 3,000 £8.57
system
Asphalt conerete batch- 200,000 |bs. /hr. 150,090  Scrubber 10,000 6,67
ing plant .

I Asphalt iile production 5.000 tbs, [hr. 150,000 Baghouse 5,000 3.3

' Berax drying and clas- 10,000 ivs./hr. 1,000,600 Baghouse and scrubber 10,039 10,00

i sifying - .

? Carbon black plant 2,0!}0 gals,/day 5,000 Baghouse 5,000 100.00
Ceranic tile production 8,002 ibs./hr. 200,006 Serubber 10,002 5,00
Chip dryer, aluminum 2,508 ths. /. 3,000 Afterburner 3,000 100.00
Chiome plating 45 h X5 2,000 Scrubber 802 40,02
Concrete batching plant 500,030 bs./hr. 125,QOU Bagliouse 10,060 8.00
Crucible Turnace, Yellow 4 {furnaces (1 850 2,500 Baghouse 17,000 170.00

brass Ibs. each/heat each
Cupaola, grey iron 484 1D 40,000 Baghouse & quench tank 67,000 167.60
2710 25,000 Baghouse & quenchiank 32,000 128.00
Debonder 500 brake shoes /hr, 1,800 Afterburner 300 16.67
Electric arc furnace, 18 tons/heat 75,000  Baghouse 45,000  60.00
steel :
Electric induztion 2,600 ‘bs. fhr. 75,000 Baghouse 2,700 3.60
furnace, brass '
Enamel {ril drying 1,500 ths./hr. 25,000 Baghouse 3,000 12,04
Filterboard production 32,000 ths. /hr., 10,000  Flectric precipitator 15,006 150.00
Flue-fed incinerator WMost sizes  4,000-7,000 Afterburner 2,500 62.50-35.7
N Grit blasting machine 6 cu, {t, 9,300 Baghouse 1,700 16.28
Insuiation production, 5,000 tbs, /hr. 13,000 Baghouse, scrubber, & 30,060 230,76
including cupcia, afterburner
blow chamber, &
curing oven . ‘
Open hearth furnace, 60 tons/heat 200,000  Etectric precipitator 160,000  75.00
steed :
Phosphate fertilizer 2,000 1bs./hr. 10,000 Baghouse 5,000  50.00
production
"Phthalic anhydride 26 miflion tos./yr. 1,200,000  Afterburner & baghouse 195,000 16,25
manufacturing plant
Pneumatic conveyors 2060-5,000 Ibs./hr. 2,000 Cyclone & baghouse 2,000 100.00
{minerals) T e . . . . B
Pot furnace, type metal 16.003 Ibs. 8,000  Afterburner 3,000 333
Rock crushing & sizing 300,000 ibs. /hr. 75,000 Scrubber 2,000 2.67
Sandblast room FXIZXY 1,600 Baghouse 3,000 187.650
Sweat furnace, 3,000 hs./hr. 3,500 Afterburner & baghouse 3,500 100,00
alurninum ;
_ Wallboard production 60,000 tbs./hr, 1,500,000 Baghouse 160, 000 6.57
5 Costs at times of installation between 1948-1862

though the collection efficiency is
98, Los Angeles County has ne ce-
ment plants; a communily in which
such plants are localed might find a
40 pound limit unenforceable.

In the development of the mass-rate
table of Rule 54, allowuble stack losses
were caleulated by applying colicetion
efficiencies achievable with state of
the art hardware to the uncontralied
emission rates characteristic of the
industries in Los Angeles at the time
the rule was developed. The district
recognized that large industrial units
constituted a greater point source, and
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generally had the economic and tech-
nelogical capability {o provide a more
efiective colieclion device than smaller
units, These considerations are re-
flected in the mass-rate table which,
when applied to the industries for
which it was  dewveloped,  re-
quired average collection efliciencics
ranging from approximately 80% for
the smaller unils to about 0<% for the
Jarger plants,

In discussions among the Lacapco
stafl prior to the submission of Rule
54 to the Air Pollution Control Board
for adoption, the guestion of limiting

the parliculates to 40 pounds per hour
was raiscd. The stafl rvesponsible for
drafiing the mass-rate tables pointed
oul that, should nced arise, the cutoff
level could be changed by a simple
recommendation to the beard, This
appearcd to be a reascnable arrange-
ment at the time. However, a question
of interpretation arose when a four
unit open hearth steel mill installed its
first electrostatic precipitator,
Operation of a pilot plant, which
was installed prior to the approval of
the construction permit, showed that
a single open hearth could operate

RS
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within the 40 pound per hour maxi-

mum discharge permitted under Rule
54, but, at some times during opera-
tions, the combined discharges from
two or mose open hearths would ex-
ceed the lmit of effluent permitted
from a single source. The cost of the
installation would have been increased
greatly if a separale precipitator were
required for each open hearth unit.
‘To overcome this difficulty, the final
permit recognized thai the plant pre-
sented four sources of cffluent release,
rather than a single point source rep-
resented by the precipitator which
was handling the discharges from a
much greater  process weight  than
the 60,000 pound per hour culeff of
Rule 54, This interpretation, permit-
ting multiple sources to keep their
jidentity when treated with a single

-collecting device, has been followed by

the district since the problem first
arosc.

Control  agencies  copying  Los
Angeles Rule 54 can do a disservice
to their own commuanitics if they are
not cognizant of the experience which
has led the lLos Angeles board to
make such subseguent inferpretations
to render that rule more workables
Typleal costs of colicoctien

A table accompanying this article
presenis the costs of some typical
particulate control devices mstalled in
Los Angeles County from 1948-62,
sclected from a list prepared by the
air pollution control district in 1962,
In 10 of 29 msiallations included in
the table, the cost of the control equip-
ment is equal to or greater than the
basic equipment used to produce the
product; in only seven of the instalia-
tions are the costs of control equipment
less than 1095 of basic installations.

A 1966 1.acarcD repert adds that,
in nearly two deeades. industry in Los
Angeles County spant $127 million for
the installation of new polintion con-
trol units. and S882 million for basic
production equipment. While no de-
scriptive figures are available, the ex-
penditie of sums for maintenanee and

operation of the contral units must be

appreciuble. The rtecords of the dis-
trict finther show that the cost of con-
trol equipmicnt averages 25% of the
cost of the basic production cquipment.
These costs possibly are higher in the
Los Angeles wrea than anviwhere else
in the world, The willineness of the
Los Angeles clectoraie 1o beuar these
cosls and the justilication for this level
of control result from the nature and

severily of Los Angeles’ alr poliution
problemss, Neither the need for this
degree of restriction on industry, nor
the ability of industry to mect Los
Angeles standards at comparable costs,
can be assumed for other jurisdictions
with othier industrial puatterns and dif-
ferent meteorology and tepography.

In practice, the Los Angeles miass-
rate appreach has reduced greatly in-
dustrial contributions to that com-
munity's particulate loading, but it
cannot be used indiscriminately on the
air pollution problems faced by com-
munitics, Reason dictates, and the
federal Air Quality Act of 1967 pro-
vides, that abatement programs shoutd
be designed to achieve ambient air
qualities rationally selccted on the
basis of established criteria.
problem must be cvalualed and (he
best possible solution applicd 1o meet
the particular difficulties encounfered.
Standards must be eslablished to meet
the specific needs of the community,
but they also must be formulafed in
terms with which the community can
live.

Conclusion

Since publication of eriteria for par-
ticulates by 1IEW, many inquirics have
been received regarding the  Los
Angeles mass-rate formula and table.
However, a review of the development
and application of Rule 54, and the
rationale followed in sctting the per-
missible  discharges under this rule
leads me to these conclusions:

* In no instance is the adoption of
reguiations of one enforcement agency
by dnother justified, unless such reg-
ulations are thoroughly undersiood and
it is delermined thal they are uppli-
cable to the problem in question, The
imposition of arbitrary cmission  re-
strictions upon uncalegorized sources
is not consistent with cffective applica-
tion of the crileria o air quality stan-
dard to emission reguladion approach
to air poliution problems,

« If particulate emission abatement
is to bu achieved by applving mass-
rate source regulations. the -proposed
restrictions nst be justificd by, and
adequate for, air quality gonls selected
by the community,

* I{ mass-rate restriclions are to be
applicd to individual sources ar classes
of sources, the wsignmept of aflowable
discharaes mst be based upon w firm
Lrowledge of the nuture and quantity
of the ecmissions penerated, and  the
cconomic and technologicul  factors
associnted with their collection,

Each-

In addition, in many inslances, the
mass-rate regulation approuach is too
elaborate for a small organization
which s not financed adequately.
Checking the performance of a mass-
rate regulated instaliation is cxpensive
and time consuming, and, if trained
personnel are not available, this type
of regulation is unenforceable. Such
alternative approaches to particulate
coatrol as the permit-to-operate system
may be more effective and easier to
administer, Each community should
tailor its approach to its own needs
and capabilities.
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TO - ¢ MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
B. A. MePhillips, Chairman E. C. Harms, Jr., Member
Herman Meierjurgen, Member George A. McMath, Member
Storrs 8. Waterman, Member

FROM  : AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION STAFT

DATE  : May 11, 1970 for May 22, 1970 Meeting

SUBJECT: PROPOSED EMISSTON S5TANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES, TOR
PUBLIC HEARING 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 emissions, fuel burning, and refuse burning
enmission 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 State.

With adoption of these regulations, the only remaining major source left
uncovered by specific Department of Environmental Quality regulations
will be open burning of solld waste at refuse disposal sites. Stalf

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 siandard.

The emission standards under consideration at the present time apply

to all industrial particulate emission scurces other than fuel and refuse
burning eqguipment, and other than kraft pulp and hot mix asphalt plants

now covered by specific regulations. Available 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 "fine' - of a size to
contribute to atmospheric suspended particulate. Among the msjor industries
subject to the regulation are plyweod, partlcleboard, 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 preposed by Regicnal Authorities, but in many circumstances the
proposed Department of Environmental Quality standard becomes more stringent
in application. As the Informational Report points out, this comes about

ag 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 evalusting the propozed regulatioﬁ, the staff worked
extensively with the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority, and
has also consulted with the Joint Coordinating Subcommittee of the Regional




Authorities and the Environmental Quality Commission. It was primarily
at this latter body's suggestlon that the deadline of Jgmuary 1L, 1975
was set for full compliance by sources currently in compliance or
proceeding on a schedule of compliance with any less siringent Regional
standard.

It is hoped that the use of the term "less stringent" and "more stringent!
as used herein is not misleading, fer neither application of the process
weight table is a permissive standerd. The process weight standard applied
on a process equipment basis has been used in Los Angeles since 1948, and
is used today hy a number of state and local agencies. The level of
conbrol it requires is substantial.

There are some probicms with the conventional process weight standard,
however, which the proposed DEQ regulation is intended to remedy. One
problem is the ambiguity inherent in determining what constitutes a single
item of process equipment, which in some instances leogically should comprise
more than one piece of hardware, The Informaticnal 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 is 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 spplication of the law impossible.

Another problem with the process weight standard applied on an eguipment
basis is that it can be wmet by many sources by application of somevhat
less than meximum technology, and therefore frequently falls short of
maximizing the reduction of emissions. Improvements in control technology
gince the 1950's when Los Angeles first began using the standard have

made possible considerable ilmprovements 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 precess weight table-on-

a process unlt 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 hag filters or electrostatic precipitators of
99% to 99.5% efficiency. Included in the survey of industries were
primary and secondary metals plants, cement, and particleboard plants.
For scme of the plants currently in compliance with the conventlonal
process weight standard, reélatively 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 1t appears the proposed standard is not technically
feasible at the present time is the kraft pulp industry. The 1975 standard
for particulate emissions 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 1b/hr. Allowable
emissions if computed according to the process weight table applied on a




process unit basis would be about 45 1b/hr. Since early results from the
kraft mill sampling program indicate that achievement of the 5.5 1b/ton
presents somewhat of a challenge under current technology, decreasing the
allowable emissions to somewhat less than half that amount does not appear
fessible at this time. For that reason kraft mills, as well as hot mix
asphalt plants {which are currently cperating 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 feasible
or is economically impractical. No such case has as yet been c¢learly
identified, but the possibility camnnot be ruled out. The 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 staffl would recommend granting such a vsriance only
if it determines that highest and best practicable treatument 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 generzl standard, with provisions for variances, adopted
now, is highly preferable to a less stringent standard adopted now and
updated later. Consideration of every possible difficulty and inequity.
or the development of specific standards for individual industries, would
create an unacceptable delay in providing needed abatement tools and clear
guidance to industry regarding the level of emission control that will be
regquirved in the future,
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tn June 1947, the California Legis-
lature enacted into iaw a bill which
authorized counties experiencing
air poliution to activate air poliu-
tion control districts. The law
provided a district with the privi-
lege and necessary poweis for
administering a two-step permit
systern requiring first, an au-

- thorization to construct prior to

installation and secondly, a per-
mit for operation. By October
1947, the Los Angeles County Alr
Pollution Control District was ac-
tivated and rules and procedures
were adopted to ensure a satis-
factory operation-of-its air poilu-
tion control program. These rules
established: types of equipment
for which permits are required;
standards for granting applica-
tions; probibitions for emissions,
equipment and fuels; and proce-
dures for appealing District deci-
sions or petitiening for variances
before the Hearing Board.

Following the initial appearances of
photochemical smog in Les Angeles
during Worfd War i and its subse-
quent jncrease in severily, an
arouset public demanded abatement
action. The response was a bill
drafted by the County Counsel of
Les Angeles and submitied fo the
California Legislature, Despite
strong opposition by certain segments

Robert G. Lunche
Eric E. Lemke

Julien A, Versen

Administration of the permit sys-
tem is in the hands of profes-
sionally trained engineers. They
are responsible for evaiuating ap-
plications for permits, making cal-
culations necessary for determin-
ing probability of equipment com-
pliarice with air pollution laws, and
making the decisions on the ap-
nroval or denial of permits. Con-
sistency of treatment for all ap-
plicants is sought and has re-
sulted in standardized applica-
tion forms, permit information
forms, instruction forms, and
processing techniques. Rather
than require a separate applica-
tion and permit for each indi
vidual eguipment item, a concept
of “permit units"” is employed
which involves grouping equip-
ment items operating as a func-
tional unit into one application
and one permit.

of industry, the bill was enacted into
taw in June 1247, The purpose of the
bill was to enable any Califernia
county suffering from air poilution to
establish an air pellution control dis-
trict with the responsibility for clean-
ing the atr in that county. The first
California air pollution control dis-
trict was activated by and for Los
Angeles County in October 1947,

Director of Engineering - -
Los Angeles County APCD
Principal Engineer

l.os Angeles County APCD
Air Pollution Engineer

Los Angeles County APCD

Administration of a2 permit system
has been beneficial to Los An-
geles County. The permit system
has proved to be one of the most
effective tools in reducing air pol-
fution from stationary poilution
sources, |t not only prevents
operation of eguipment which
emit air contaminantsin excess of
that allowed by law, but prevents
the installation or construction of
such eguipment. Thislatter facet
also conserves money for the ap-
plicant because he doas not have
to make expenditures for equip-
ment until a fair certainty exists
that a permit to operate can be

" obtained. Thus, the applicart is

able to make neaded changes on
a drawing rather than more ex-
pensive changes to the physical
plant. Dependence on unreliable
voluntary cocperation is replaced
by a more certain system which
places the same requirements on
ali applicants.
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Messrs, Lunche, Director of Engiucering; TLemke;
Principal Engineer: and Verssen, Air Pollution Engineer
are assutiated with the Lo Angeles County Air Pollution
Control District, 434 South Ban Pedro Street, Los Angeles,
California 90013,

Following the initial appearances of photochemical smog in
Los Angeles during World War 1T and its subsequent increase
in severity, an aroused public demanded abatement action.
The response was a hill drafted by the County Counsel of Los
Angeles and submitted to the California Legidature.  Despite

- strong opposition by certain segments of industry, the hill
was enacted into law in June 1947, The purpese of the bill
was to enable any Califoruia county suffering from air pollu-
tion to establish an air pollution control distriet with the
responsibility for cleaning the air in that county. The first
California air pollution control distriet was activated by and
for Los Angeles County in October 1947,

State Law

An important feature of the new State Law was the pro-
vision for adiministering a permit gystem. This provision
allows a district to require permits prior to building, altering,
replacing, selling, renting, or using, with some exceptions, of
all contaminant emitting equipment, The State Law also
delegated to a district the right te: :

1. Require plans to show that the building will be done, and
approved equipment will be used, so as to eliminate or
reduce contaminant emissions; B

2. Requre the furnishing of such information, analyses,

.plans or specifications as will disclose the nature, extent,
quantity or degree of contaminants discharged;

3. Buspend permits where requested information is not
furnished;

4. Request the revoeation of permits by the Hearing Board;

5. Require fecs for the issuance of permits; and -

6. Enact rules and perform acts needed to reduce air poilu-
tion and properly administer the distriet and the permit
system.

To facilitate a distriet in putting a permit system on a firm,
enforeeable basis, the Btate Law declared it a misdermeanor to
false statement i connection witlh a permit, to huild or
operate without first obtaining a permit, to build or operate
with a suspended or revoked permit, or fo huild or operate
contrary to the provisions of a permit.

District Rules

The Loz Angeles County Air Pollution Control District.

opted for a permit svstem as one of the cornerstones of its air
pollution eontrol program. Rules and procedures appropri-

ate to that option, and i harmony with the State Law, were

adopted by the District and have produced a permit svstem
that is workable and effective in reducing air poliution.
These rules and procedures have been modified over the vears
as found neceszary throueh working experience.

- Presently, these rules preseribe that an Auwthorily to Con-
“sfruct be obtained prior to construetion, alteration, or replace-
ment of any equipment capable of emitting or eontrolling atr
contaminants,  Also a Permil lo Operate must he obrained
prior to operation or use on a luli-time or permanent basis of
any equipment capable of emitring or eontrolling air cou-
taminants,  The procedure emploved. with a Permit to
Operate allows the equipment 1o be placed in operation for
“debugging'” and demonstration purpases before the decksion
to grant or deny the Permit to Operate iz made. Once
granted, an Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate is not
transferabie from one location to another, from one person
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to another, or to other equipment.

Not all equipment emitting air eontaminants falls within
the purview of the permit systent.  Another rule describes
equipment exempted from the permit svstem by the State
Law, notably vehicles, ar exempted by the District beeause
the nature or amount of pollution from sueh equipment does
not justify its inclusion under the permit system. However,
this equipment must be operated in compliance with emiszion
standards,

To facilitate the aim of consistent treatment, applicants for
Authorities to Construct and Permits to Operate must file
applications with the necessary information as prescribed by
the District. Since plans to construet or operate mayx he
changed or dizearded, Authorities to Construet expire after
two vears and applications are canceled. In the case of an
application for a Permit to Operate existing equipment, as
oceurs during change of ownership, the application is canceled
after two years, Theapplicant may reapply for the Authority
to Construet or Permit to Operate when plans to proceed are
revived. '

In certain installations, sampling and testing of the efluen:
must be conducted. One of the adopted rules requires that
sampling and testing facilities be provided and maintained a<
specified in the Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate.
When equipment is not shown to be capable of complying with
the State Law or District Rules, or when the equipment has
not been constructed in accordance with the approved Au-
thority to Construct. the standards for granting applieations
require that the applications be denied, Instead of denving
an application, the District may specifly conditions with an
Authority to Construet or with a Permit to Operate which will
bring the equipment into compiiance with air poliution laws.
These conditions mayv be revised upon reapplication and
demonstration of complying operation under the revized eon-
ditions. When an Authority to Construct or Permit to
Operate has been denied, a new application for the same equip-
ment cannot be filed until the reasons given for denial have
been corrected.  Failure to supply requested information can
be used as a basis for denial action,

A series of rules, known as “prohibitions,” provide emission

cor performance standards, specify equipment or fuels for

various operations, and prohibit certain operations, In-
cluded are: (1) rules limiting and defining permissible durk-
ness and opacity for a visible emiszion plume; (2) rules limit-
ing discharge of particulates, dusts and fumes, sulfr com-
pounds, combustion contaminants and organic material from
solvent usage; (3) rules specifving acceptable controls for
perreleum products storage tanks, ovil-effluent water zepara-
tors, gasoline Ioading into tank trueks, tank cars and service
station tanks, and rendering cookers; (4) rules specifying sul-
fur contents of fuels; degree of unsaturation of motor gasoline
and photochemical reactivity status of organie sulvents; and
(5) rules prohibiting pubiic nuisances, open fires, and single
chamber incinerators.

Permit System

Operation of the permit system has contributed signifi-
cantly to the effectiveness of the District’s air pollution con-
trol program and the advancement ol the “state of the art”
of the control of dusts, fumes, smoke, gases, and other air
contaminants from stationary sources, Before the permit
system could make this contribution, however, the frame-
work of State laws and Distriet rules had ¢ be implemented
by various administrative pelicies and procedures. These
policies and procedures ranged from interpretations of the
laws and instructions for their application, to mechanies ol
work flow, forms to be used, methods of provessing permit
applications, wording of permits and equipment to be included
o oue pernit, The peed Tor consisteney aud warormicy of
treatment for all applicaus has alwavs heen recommzed bt
actual achievement of this goal ditl not come evernizht,

Reinstatement of the fee system in 1957 focused attention

Journal of the Air Pollution Control Association




particularly on the practice of issuing permits and separating
equipment into individual permit applieations, Thuy was
bern the “permit unit” coneept, which was reviewed for
legality by the County Counsel’s office and aceepted by in-
dustry hecause it brought consistency to the issuance of
nermits for similar equipment at different locations. Under-
' .ng the acceptance of the permit unit concept by the in-
austrial community is the fact that they know that each ap-
plieant must submit the same data and information, follow
the same procedurces, use the same forms, and comply with
the same rules and ordinances.

Permit Unit Concept

The basic principle for establishing the boundaries of &
permit unit is to include in & permit unit all equipment items
which operate together as a funetional unit.  Amplification
of this prineiple for various situations has been made jn a
brachure entitled “Administration of the Permit Syatem.”
This brochure also outlines procedures to be followed i mak-
ing applications, gives examples of various equipraent group-
ings wWhich comprise permit units, includes an index for
equating different equipment groupings to the given examples,
and includes instructions and instruction forms for frequently
encountered permit units.

In Los Angeles County, “basic” emitting equipment and
the “air pollution control’” equipment are considered separate
permit units under the permit system. Thus, there is no
necessity to reprocess the basic equipment each time the con-
trol equipment is altered or modified.

Air Pollution Control Equipment

Air pollution eontrol equipment is grouped in permit unifs
by the same prineiple zpplied to basic equipment. For ex-
ample, emissions from a gray iron cupela are passed in series
through an afterburner 1o burn eombustibies, a spray chamber
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to cool the hot gases, and a eloth filter to remove the aerosol
emissions. There is no need to issue separate permits for the
afterburner, the spray chamber, and the cloth filter when all
these wiits must be eperated in unison to control the cupola.
Therefore, one permit unit includes the colleetion and exhaust
system as well ag the after burner, water cooler, and bag-
hotise.

Independent Equipment

The basis for forming a permit unit of one equipment item
is the ability of that equipment item to constitute & separate
emission source or to operate independently from other equip-
ment within a plant, Examples of independent equipment
which can be separate permit units are: botlers, metal melting
furnaces, galvanizing kettles, cookers, and paint spray booths,

Series Equipment

Beal problems of maintaining consistency arise with pro-
cesses employing & complex of equipment, operated in uni-
soy, between the point of feed to the process and the final
storage. One need only examine the following tapical flow
sheet of a rendering plant to visnalize the various groupings of
permits which would be possible and the problems which
would be encountered.

Rendering Flow Sheet

Remaining consistent from one company to the next is
paramount in importance and examples used in the brochure
help in reaching that cbjective. The fundamental principle
which applies in the above case i3 to group such equipment so

- as to encompass all the equipment employed from the point
- of initial charging ov feed to the point or points where the

material proceeds to a separate process ov storage {i.e., clas-
sifying to storage, cooking to grinding, ete.}.
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Figure 1, Typical flow sheet of a rendering plant,
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Tabkle . tnventory of air contaminants from stationary sources under the permit system in Los Angeles County, January 1968.

Currentiy Prevented
Total Being . by Par Cent Major Remaining i
Potential, Ermitted, Controls, Control Stationary ]
Contaminant Tons/Day Tons/Day Tons/Day Achieved Sources }
Hydrecarbens and ' 2100 760 1340 63.8 Petrofeum Industry !
other organic gases ' and organic solvent
] usage
Aerosals 530 55 475 89.6 Fuel combustion
Nitrogen oxides 455 330 125 27.5 Fuel combustion
Carbon monoxide 2130 80 2050 96.2 Petroleum industry
Suylfur dioxide 1845 275 1570 85.0 Chemical industry, fuel
: combustion, petro-
letm industry
Total 7060} 1500 5560 8.7

Obviously, an alternative of issuing one permit per com-
pany could have heen adopted, that is, a “door-to-door” per-
mit. This, however, would introduce the possibility that con-
siderable numbers of complying equipment in a plant conld
be denied just becguse other equipment in the plant were in
vielation of air pollution laws.  Tt's also equally obvious that
two companies would receive different treatment in the event
that one eniploved three process lines while the other em-
ployed but one or two. Therefere, the permit unit concept
for operating groupings is that of a “common denominator.”

Parallel Equipment

Normally, business enterprises add move productive. equip-
ment as demand for their product grows.  Therefore, whether
8 company instally several furnaces or spray booths, ete., im-
mediately upon entering business or adds additional units
year-by-year, such “parallel” equipment is treated as separate
permit units.

Storage Equipment

Grouping storage equipment into permit units is perthaps the
most intricate permit unit concept, but, in general, storage
equipment is grouped with the source of material it stores.
Liquid storage is a major exception where each storage tank
is considered a separate permit unit. There are other excep-
tions which, although not as significant, are laid down in de-
tail in the brochure on “Administration of the Permit Sys-
tem.” _ _ :

Permit Unit Examples

The vartous privteiples used in the grouping of equipment
into permit units have been adapted to approximately 50
groupings of the type of equipment more frequently en-
countered and of more significant air pollution potential,
These examples illustrating the permit unit cencept indicate
the number of permit units involved, the general equipment
included, and the hasis for fee assessments.

Specialized Instruction Forms

The type of information required by the engineers to prop-
erly evaluate the air pollution petential or air pollution control
potential of equipment is detailed in specialized instruction
forms which are given to every firm or person who must obrain
permits,  The Distriet has prepared these spectalized instruc-
tion forms to apprize permit gpplicanis as to the type of in-
formation that will be demanded of them or any other appli-
cant applving for =imilar equipment, These instruction
forms cover various categories of ejuipment and cach form
is detailed s to the inflormation whichh must be submitted
concerning procexs description, operating schedules, fuels and
burnets used, and flow diagrams,  Each form also deseribes
how equipment catalogs may be substituted for drawings,
Copies of application forms and several instzuetion forms are
attached as examples of the types of information required.

12

Mechanics of Work Flow

A Permit Application Receiving Unit has been especially

established to awsist persons reguired to submit permit ap-

plications and receives all eoming plans, drawings, ete,
Here, applications are sereened to determine if they are ac-
ceptable, or if they are possibly exempt under our exemption
rule. Also, assistance is given to potential applicants in
preparing their application forms, describing permit unit
boundaries aud even iz providing permit fec estimates.

Now, with the advent of the clectronic data processiig
system, the data presented with each application must be
organized into a standardized pattern.  The infermation on
the application form is entered into the EDP system routinelv
so that many different factors may later be retrieved, such
as: air contaminant measurements, costs to the community.
costs to various industries, types of remedial eguipment
employed, and all the combinations of this information whick
will serve as taols to provide intelligent direction of the future

" air pollution control effort.

Each application is assighed a number chronologically upon
receipt,  This number 1 entered on a 3 x 5" card with the
applicant’s name, address, permit unit (equipment) deserip-
tion, processing status, processing engineer, dates, ete. These
3" % 3" cards ave filed alphabetically by company name and
can be used for quick answers to simple inquiries about the
applieation or its status.  Complete information, of course,

I8 contained within each applicdtion due to the poliey of

thorough documentation.
Personnel Requirementis and Duties

The preceding policies are indeed important for administer-
ing a permit system that is effective for reducing air poliution
but capable, dedicated persunnel are egually important. The
District has found it essential to employ professionally traived,
graduate chemical and mechanical engineers who can apply
the rules and procedures along with good enginecring prinei-
ples.  Thus, siuce each application for an Authority te Con-
struct and Permit to Operate is reveiwed by an engineer,
there can be confidence in the evaluation as to whether the

- equipment mvolved will or doez comply with ail applicabie air

poiluiion laws.

The evaluation s aceomplished by a review of all the plans
and specifications for the equipment, and the provess chem-
istry, process flow, and operation detatls.  The engineer
ealeulates or estimates the types and quantities of contami-
nants generated, emitted, and collected by control devices,
The contaminant colleetion svstem Is checked to insure that
it is designed and sized properly to colleet and tiansler the
contaminants to a control device. A ealeulation of the con-
trol deviee efficiency also i a part of the evaluation,  Thysi-
cal inspection of equipment operation and rampling and analyv-
sis of emissions play an. important part in the engineer’s
evaluation. o
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Based upon his evaluation, an engineer will recommend
either approval or denial of the Authority to Clonstruet or
Permit to Operate. If the engineer’s recommendation passes
review of hiz supervisor without changes, the applicant re-
eeives either the Permit to Qperate or a letter of denial, In
most cazes the letter is given after a conference with the ap-
plicant, at which the District’s action iz discussed and ex-
plained.

To expedite the processing of applications for Authorities
to Construet and Permits to Operate, the Engineering Divi-
ston has seven application processing units (each specializing
in a different variety of equipment), two source testing units,
an engineering projects unit, and an application receiving
unit for assisting applicants in the filing of applications. Los
Angeles County, of course, has a large industrial base so the
number of technical persons required to staff the program is
necessarily larger than would be the case in amaller communi-
ties, Counterparts to our organization in smaller industrial
base communities could certainly be sealed down and con-
solidated to meet the needs of their problem. Consistency
in processing applieations for speecific equipment i3 main-
tained by the speeialization of the proeessing units, Ex-
changes of personnel between processing units widens con-
sistency in processing applications for all equipment. Each
unit consists of & senlor engineer, intermediate engineer and
4 to 6 air pollution engineers =o that the exchange of 1 or 2
men af a time i3 not harmful.  The exchange program also
creates a ready reserve of flexible, versatile engineers for cach
unit.

Advantages of Permit System

The permit system as ndministered under the rules of the
Los Angeles County Alr Pollution Control District is an ex-
ample ol preventive control of air polluticn.  As such it has s
number of important advantages not oniy to the citizens of
Los Angeles County but also to indusiry as well,

If the individual proposes to conduct aetivities likely to
ereate air pollution, he must first obtain a permit, which is
granted only after it iz established that all required saleguards

are present.  After a permil s issued, it remains in effect only |

as long as its conditions are observed,

The citizens of Los Angeles County beucfit becanse a permit
to operate is issued only when the emissions from the equip-
ment invelved have been controlled to the standards estab-
lished by Luw,  Further, an Authoriiy lo Construet must hé oh-
tained prior to construetion, alteration, or replacement of any
equipment capuble of emitting ov controtling nir contaminants.
This safeguard prevents the istalation of equipment which
will not comply with air pollution kiws and avoids the need for
Iong, drawn-out legal procedures to bring existing, vieluting
equipment into compliance.

The permit system enables the Distriet to tulfil] its obliga-
tions on the basis of information received from processing
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applications, to inventory the amount of pollution in the air,
the sources of air pollution, the reduction that various pro-
grams have achieved, and the effect that new programs will
have. '

The permit system, coupled with a fee system, quite prop-
erly shifts a portion of the cost of the air pollution control
program onto the operators of the equipment emitting the air
contaminants, rather than making the general county tax-
payer bear the entive burden. i

Advantages to Industry

Reguiring approval hy the Air Pollution Control District
prior {o construction has suved many compauies the expense of
installing and subsequently replacing inadequate control
equipment. The District engineers are experts in the field of
air pollution and their experience has qualified them to recog-
nize errors or deficiencies in the design of control equipment,
By requiring a pre-construction application for a pormit, our
engincers can make recommendations which enable the ap-
plicant to complele needed changes in the planning und blue-
print stages rather than to moake higher-priced physical
changes at a later date.  District experience has shown that
poarly designed or improperly eperated air pollution control
equipment not only does not achieve the degree of control re-
quired, but, may actually inerease air poliution problems.
The permit syztem has proved to be the most eflective means
to avoid such costly mistakes.

Operating under the permit system, industry has complete
freedom of choice in the selection of basic eguipment. The
selection of countrol equipment, however, 1s limited to such
equipment as has a reasonable chanee of successfuily eliminat-
ing, or reducing to acceptable levels, the air contaminants it is
intended to control.

Some erities of the permit system claim that it stifles initia-
tive and the development of new processes. Nothing is
further from the truth. In staving at least one pace alead of
the problem, the permit system of the Districs has produced
o great many air pollution control “firsts” * during the past
twenty years. Far from discouraging inventiveness, the
records show that necessity to meet the standards gunranteed
by the permit syvstem hus fostered ingenuity within funda-
mentally gound engineering prineiples.

There is a more recent and highly important use of the
permit system and its coneept of consistent permit unit bound-
aries.  The confirmation of equipment eost through which the
industrial community seeks to gain the tax eredit ar tax relief
provided by federal and state legislation for air pollution
control installutions ean be achieved rapidly through the
permit records. '

The engineer's evaluations and recommendations are made
solely upen the eugineering merits of an installation.  Assueh
they are not invelved with any equities, or advantages, or
disadvantages to the residents of the District resulting from
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requiring complianee or resulting from graniing a varianee,
The State law and the Distriet’s rules, however, provide the
applicant an opportunity to appeal the District’s denial or
conditional approval of an autherity to construct, permit to
operate or permit to sell or vent. A IHearing DBoard, com-
pletely separate from the Distriet, composed of two lawyers
and one engineer is provided whose function is to hear evi-
dence from both the petitioner and the District.  After con-
sidering the evidence and the equities, the Hearing Board
renders its decision. [t grawnts some variances to operate
in violation of District rules for limited poriods of time.  This
is only done when the petitioner proves to the Hearing Board’s
satisfaction that he 13 making diligent cfforts to bring the
operation into compliance with all District rules. No vari-
ance can be grauted to continue a nuisance,

Emission Surveys

As mentioned earlier, the permit system provides a ready
inventory sowree of equipment and air contamiantz. The
latest inventory of all types of air contaminants from station-
ary sources in Los Angeles County shows that we are pre-
venting 5360 tons per day of air contaminants from entering
the atmosphere. This means we have achieved control of
slightly over 78 per cent of all emissions from stationary
soutces by use of the permil system (See Table I}. - By com-
parison, the control of moving sourees in Los Angeles County,
without a permit sysiem, preveuts only 1,680 tons per day of
air contaminants from entering the atmosphere. Thus,
the program for the control of moving sources achieves less
than 12 per cent control of all emissions from such moving
sources, ’
Conclusions

Through the administration of the permit system in Los
Angeles County, control measures have been applied to such
diverse sources and operations as roffee roasters, petroleum
refineries, rock erushers, and hot asphalt plants. From the
smelting of nietals to the painfing of manufactured goods, uil
scape of the permit system of the air pollution control pro-
gram.

The following statisties, illustrating the considerable experi-
ence of the Distriet with the administration of a permit sys-
tem, lend weight to the conclusion that a permit system is
workable, feasible and effective in reducing air pollution.
The tota) number of permits issucd by the Air Pollution Con-
trol Distriet of Los Angeles County since February I; 1948 1s
133,724 This inclades perinits issued for new equipment,
altered equipment, change of location, and transfer of owner-
ship.  The namber of permits issued for new basie equip-
ment units now amounts to 71, 2200% and these hasic equip-
ment umits are valued at $1,157,261,300.%  The number of
permits issuer] for new control eqnipment unit= now anounts
to L4T94% wid these control equipment nnits are valued ut
S141,864.900.%  During this same period of time 5.8i5*
permits were denied to both busie and control e;juipnient
units.

The following features of the administration of the permit
systen in Los Angeles County are worthy of emphasis;

1. The permit system prevents the installation, alteration,
replacernent, or operation of equipment which may emit
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air contaminants in excess of that allowed by law or of }

equipment which may not eliminate, reduce, or control

the issance of alr eontaminants to the standards pre-

scribed by law,  The permit system accomplishes this by

the applica tion of enpincering science and dees not in-
volve policemen, prosecutors, or courts.

2. The permit system incorporates a list of equipment which
is exempt from making application for permit. Experi-
ence has shown this equipment to contribute little to air
polluticn.

3. The permit system, with its pre-construction review of
applications by expert air pollution engineers, saves the
applicant money by preventing the installation of equip-
ment which cannot he operated if it does not comply with
air pollution control Iaws.

4. The permit system, by means of the Hearing Board,
provides an inexpensive legal procedure for appeals and
for requests for variances.

5. The permit system, with its provision for fees, shifts
some of the burden of an air pollution control district onto
those directly responsible for creating the air pollution.

6. The permit system has not stopped the expansion of in-
dustry in Los Angeles County.

7. The administration of the permit system for the past
twenty years has provided the technical know-how to con-
trol most air pollution emissions. In fact, much of the
hardware required to eoutrol air contaminants ean now
he bought ready-made off the shelf.

In conclusion, with the permit system, dependence on
voluntary efferts by air poliuters to reduce their pollution is
eliminated. A voluntary control effort is ravely satisfaetory
i terms of control offectiveness or time required to achieve
eontrol.  In faet, it has been said that man has only approxi-
mately 30 years to establish whether he can remain on this
Planet or not-and-voluntary effsits are not likely to meet
that schedule,

Experience has shown thut public statements by mannge-
ment proclaiming their policy of controlling pollution from
their plants and complying with local air pollution lnws are
not alwayvs put into practice by lower echelons of the com-
pany. These lower echelons are concerned with showing o
good profit and loss record and arve willing to suerilice or post-
none air pollution econtrel expenditures for that purpose.
Alore than once these lower echelons have made attempts to
disguise the facts about an air pellution problem becnuse of
the money situation. Recently, plant personnel, less pure
than the advertized product of their large eorporation, were
found stuffing rags into a condenser to pass a permit Jispee-
tion, IF this can happen at a corporation which mainruins
its owin permanent air pollution stafl and actively partici-
pates in the Air Pollution Control Association, even at this
meeting, the need for a thorough review as provided by a
permit system becomes evident.
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Table 1. CE  L2-CITY URBAN CHARACTERISTICS OF SUSPENDED PARTICLES

1957-1951 1952-1966 ]
Change in
Geom. | Geom, Geon, Geom, geometric
) mean, |std.dev,, | mean, |std.dev.,| Long-term standard Seasonal
Site po/m? pg/m3 ne/m® | pe/ms rrend deviation pattern®
Birmingham, Ala. 125.8 1,83 124.5 1.68 No change Downb Urban
Anchorage, Alaska 53.4 2.27 63.9 2,31 Downb No change | Nonurban
Phoenix, Ariz, 206.5 1.58 165.7 1.78 Downe Mo ehange | Urban
Liutle Rock, Ark, 74.1 1.63 87.0 1.74 Upb Upc None
Los Angeles, Calif, 164.2 1.6 124.5 1.80 DownC No change | Urhan
Sun Diega, Calif. 83.4 1.54 76.3 1.53 Downb No change ¢ Urban
San Francisco, Calif, 65.3 1.69 80.0 1.60 No change No change | Urban
Denver, Colo. 137.4 1.64 125.1 1.54 No change Ng change | Urban
Hartford, Conn, B8S.8 1.59 95.8 1.58 Mo change No change Possible urban
New Haven, Conn, 584.8 1,47 a1.9 1.52 No change No change | Unusual
Wilmington, Del, 175.2 1.64 131.1 1.41 Downt Down¢ Urban
Washington, D. C. 108.8 1.58 87.2 1.435 Downe Downb None
Tampa, Fla. 85.9 1.39 84.1 144 No change No change | None
Atianta, Ga. 99.4 1.56 93.4 1.43 No change | Mo change | Noae
Honolulu, Hawail 48.8 1.50 38.7 1.37 Dovwmt Ng change Urhan
Boise, Ida. 104.7 1.53 80.3 1.53 Downt Ng change Urban
Chicaga, I11. 179.4 1.38 130.4 1.47 Downt Upb None
East Chicago, Ind. 76.7 1.70 183.7 1.51 No change Downb Nene
Indiancpolis, Ind, 1571 1.38 148.8 1.41 No change No change | None
Des Moines, Iowa 130.2 1.58 116.8 1,58 Downl No change Unusual
Wichita, Kan, 86.3 1.59 28.8 1.56 No change No change | None
New Orleans, La. 88.4 1.37 85.2 §.44 No change Upb . None
Portiand, Me. 86.3 1,58 70.7 1.57 Downc No ehange [ None
Baltimore, Md, 131.5 1.51 130.3 1.49 Ng change Np chiange | Urban
' Boston, Mass, 131.3 1.45 125.8 1.48 Np change No c¢hange ! Urban
Detroit, Mich, 1341 1.51 135.3 1.83 No change Up None
Minnespolis, Minn, 92.4 1.75 748 1.50 Downt Downt None
Jackson, Miss. 1.7 1.60 69.1 1.46 No change Downb None_
Kansas City, Mo, 140.7 1.50 129.3 1.48 No change Nop change | Possible urban
St, Loais, Me. 159.7 i.58 131.1 1,44 DownC Downt None
Helena, Moat, 54,7 2.0a 487 1.73 No change Downe Unusual
Qmaba, Nebr. 106.1 1.62 107.3 1,49 No change | DownD Unusual
Newark, N, J. 97.2 1.63 103. 1.54 Nog change No change None‘
Albuguerque, N, M. 183.5 1.71 114.6 1.70 Down¢ No changze | Possible urban
New Vark City, N. Y. 187.9 1.48 164.% 1.58 No change No chanyge Nane
Charlotte, N, C. 114.4 1.59 101.3 1.62 Downb No chznge | Urban
Bismarck, V. D. B0,D 1.77 B 1.84 Mo change Upb Unusual
Cincinnati, Ohio 124.8 1.45 129.2 1.50 No change Mo change | Urban
Cleveland, Ohio 154.5 1.51 119.4 1.53 Downt . No change | None
Columbusg, Chio 129.0 1.51 108.1 1.48 Down¢ Mg change | Unusual
aytoz, Ohlo 113.0 1.48 117. 1.84 Ng change | Upb None
Youngstown, Chio 137.7 1.8 136.1 1.568 Ng change No change Unusual
~_FPortland, Ore, 5.5 177 BO.T 1.93 No change | Upb . I Unususl
Philacelphia, P 171823 1.82 155.5 1741 No change | Dowil ‘Nong¢
Pitrsburgh, Pa. 160.3 1.73 150.6 1.55 No change DownC None
Providence, R. I, 100.1 1.54 106.8 1.48 No change No chunge | Nane
Columbia, 5, C. 106.8 1.41 73.2 1.60 Downc Ng chauge | None
Sipux Falls, S. D. 81.2 1.75 54.6 1.64 DownC Downb None
Chattinooga, Tenn, 190.1 1.33 154.4 1,50 DownC No chunge | None
Nash\'ille:’i‘enn. 126.68 1.57 116.3 1.57 Nn change No change Possp)le urban
Dallas, Tex, 91.4 1.71 91.8 1.58 No change Downb Possible urban
Houston, Tex. 104 1.64 94.3 1.47 Downd Dowit Nene
San Antonio, Tex. 105.9 171 72.0 1.52 Downe Downd Urkhan
Salt Lake City, Utah 105.8 1.64 108.3 1.83 No change N;o change | Urban
Burlington, Vt. 50.6 1.53 56,8 1.51 Upb No change Nonurban
Norlelk, Va. 95.9 1.49 96,7 1.62 No change No change I\{one .
Seattle, Wash., _.._.-. 79.4.( _l.62 88.2 1.51 | Downc | Downb 1 None -
““Charleston, W. Va. 171.2 2.20 “189.0 2,07 o change N§ chanfe I I.irba.n
Milwaukee, Wis, 139.4 1.49 120.0 1.63 Down€ Upb’ None
42.0 1.69 EEW 1.72 Downt No ¢hange | Nonurban

_Cheyenne, Wyo.

aDefnitions for seasonal patterns can be found in the text.
bStatiszica.ny significant; categories are explained in the text,
CHighly significant statistically; caiegories are explained in the text,
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CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICULATE PATTERNS

Table 2. NONURBAN CHARACTERISTICS OF SUSPENDED PARTICLF

~r,nd Canyon Pk.,

w

< Ariz.

" wentezuma Co., Colo.
went Co., Del.
zutre Co., 1daho
rarke Co., Ind.

pelaware Coo, lowa

Culvert Co., Md,
Mont,

Thomas Co., Nebr,
: White Pine Co., Nev.
. Coos Co., N. H.
: Cape Hatteras, N. C.
¢ wawd Co., N. D,
. Cherckee Co., Okla.
i Clarion Co., Pa.
! Washingten Co., B. L.
! Richland Co., 8. C.

i

range Co., Vi.

i Glacier National Pk.,

1857-1961 | 1962-1966 l | Grangs in

Geom. Gaot. l Geom. | Ceom. i standard

mean, | std.dev., | mean, |std,dev., | Long-term { peometric ] Seasonal

Site u_fz./m3 ,Uj;:/i'll‘g ng/ m3 plg/m“" trend i deviation pattern®

16.7 2.42 '18.5 211 No change DownP? Nonurban

11.3 2.15 122 | 280 |Nochunge | Upb Nonurban

58.1 1.44 56.3 1.54 No change No change | Nonurban

18.8 2.08 13.8 1.91 Down® No change | Noaurban

54.3 1,43 49.3 1.56 |Nochange | Up® None

36.1 2.02 36.3 1.72 No change Down® None

aradia Nat'l Pk, Me. 24.1 1.83 22,3 1.83 No change No change 3 Possible nonurban

37.6 1.63 301 1.46 Mo change Down® Pgssible nonurban
11.0 2.63 13,7 2.50 Upb No change | Nonurban

22.3 1.89 19.4 2.04 No change | No change | Nenurban

10.9 2.61 10.0 2.59 No change No change | Possible nonurban
16.3 1.61 19.6 1.77 Upk Upb None

31.5 1.41 48.4 1.81 Upt Up¢ None

20.0 2.22 31.8 2.19 Upc No change | Nonurban

38.0 1.64 45.4 183  lupP No change | None

38.5 1.67 371 1.69 Mo change No change | Noene

30.2 2.07 37.4 1,99 uph No change | Nonurban

31.0 1.81 32.9 1.56 No change No change | None

38.5 1.43 36.7 1.59  [Nochange | UpP Possible nonurban

Shenandoah Nat'l Pk., 29.8 1.53 30.1 1.58 No change No change | Nonurban

Vi,

2Definitjons for seasenal patterns can be found in the text.

i ;
! bgratistically significant; categories are explained in the text.

CHighly significant statistically; categories are explained in the text,

At a number of sites, for example, Cape Haiteras, North Carolina, and San

‘ Antonio, Texas, both deviations and mean concentrations changed significantly

from one 5-year period to the next.

This suggests that the nature of sources has

changed. A sustiained change in the meteorology is improbable; meteorolegy in an
area is considered to be & randomn factor and has been accounted for by the smooth-

+ing technique.

3 - - . . -
temissions and the distribution of sources.

The only factors that can be expected reasonably to change are the
Such factors can be aifected by instal-

ilation of controls, opening or closing of plants, and changes in sampler location.

Certain combinations of characteristics at & few sites aTe puzzling.

At

'Delaware County, Iowa, and at Helena, Montana, the mean changed little while the
deviation changed significantly. At the present time, no explanation can be offered
for these phenomena.

Discussion

1
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MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission Members
Erom: Water Pollution Control Staff
Date: June 26, 1970

Subject: Coast Packing Company, Ontario

Coast Packing Company owns and operates a slaughtefhouse and
rendering plant at a location approximately 1-1/2 miles due south of

the business center of Ontario.

In May of 1966, an anaerobic;aerobic treatment system was installed
at the plant site to handle the slaughterhouse processing wastes;
During startup of these facilities in the summer of 1966 odor problems
did develop in and around the system, This is not too unusual in the
- startup phase of an anaerobic system, and eventually a good surface
blanket of solids developed. This greatly reduced the odors and helped
maintain higher water temperatures which are necessary to gencerate an
active anaerobic environment.

Odor problems cdﬁtiﬂued, however, and wére attributed to the two-
cell aerobic pond. At present the loading to the stabilization type
aerobic cells is too great for the capacity provided and the effluent
remains in an anaerobic state and is unacceptable for discharge to
- the Snake River.

Since January 12, 1967, formai contacts have been made with

- Mr. Troutman and Mr, Plaza regarding fetéining an engineer to study
the systém and provide additional treatment facilities and/or controls
to eliminate nuisance odor conditions and reduce the waste loading to

anracceptabie level for discharge to the Snake River,
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On March 28, 1969, Coast Packing Company was before the Oregon
State Sanitary Authority for violation of its waste discharge permit,
The initial permit required Coast Packing Company to submit a program
for secondary treatment by December 1, 1968, to be implemented by
May 1, 1969. At the March 28, 1969, meeting Mr. Troutman agreed to
retain an engineer and start on a firm program to solve his waste
discharges. Chronic § Associates of Boise, Idaho, were retained to
design the water quality port{on-of the project.

On the basis of the above agrecement a renewal waste discharge
permit was granted and a new schedule was included as a provision
of the permit. The new schedule called for plans for secondary
treatment by August 1, 1969, to be implemented by October 1, 1969,

A preliminary report was received on August 1, 1969, and authorization
for final design was given by the Department of Environmental Quality.

Accurate representative design data was difficult to obtain from
the sampling scheme set up on the plant site by Chronic § Associates.
As a result final plans were not received until January 15, 1970,

The plans were approved on January 29, 1970.

As a provision for approval of the final plans the air quality
control staff requested that the anaerchic portion of the secondary
‘treatmént facility be govered,tb preveﬁt odors.

On March 10, 1970, Mr. George Ward, Consulting Engineer, who was
retained by Coast Packing to handle air pollution control facilities,
. and staff members attended a meeting in which it was stated that in
the staff's opinion if an anaerobic pond was to be part of the final
design it would have to be covered. Mr. Ward stated that he would try

to coordinate a design change to build a completely aerobic system.
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On May 7, 1970, Mr., Ward seﬁt plans and a létter to the Dgpartment
of Environmental Quality staff; also, Chronic and Associates sent a
letter on the same day. In Mr. Ward's letter it was requested that
the anaerobic lagoon cover not be included in the initial construction
and field observations be made upon completion of construction to
determine the need for the anaerobic lagoon cover. Also attached to
Mr. Ward's May 7, 1970, letter were appropriate air pollution drawings
covering control facilities for the rendering plant.

In Chronic § Associates letter of May 7, 1970, it was stated
that Chronic & Associates is prepared to modify theif water pollution
control facilify design to a completely aerobic system,

The air quality control plans were reviewed and provisional
approval was granted,

On May 13, 1970, a letter was sent to Coast Packing Company
clarifying the staff's position relative to the anaerobic pond. It
was clearly stated that if an anaerobic pond iscgoiﬁg to be constructed,.
it will have to be covered and in the absence of any other firm

proposal, the staff's letter and plan review of January 29, 1970,
still stands and our provisions for approval remain the same relative
to the -anaerobic pond,

Also in the staff letter of May 13, 1970, the staff viewed the
changes proposed by Chronic § Associates as acceptable for construction
of a completely aerobic secondary treatment facility.

It was requested that Coast Packing Company proceed as rapidly
as possible toward final construction of air and water quality control
facilities and August 31, 1970, would be the final completion date

~for construction of the secondary treatment facilities.




The staff also requested that it be given assurance in writing
from Coast Packing by not later than June 15, 1970, that it is
proceeding to install the necessary waste control facilities in
accordance with a definitely proposed time schedule. To date
no such written assurance has been received from the Company.

The staff would recommend that a waste discharge permit for
Cbasf Packing Company be deﬁied in.acéordénce with.establiéhed |

administrative procedures.




MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: James R. Sheetz, Pendleton District Engineer

Subject: Coast Packing Company (Ontario Plant)
Denial of Renewal Permit Application

Date: June 26, 1870

On June 8, 1970, I performed a survey of the slaughterhouse and -
rendering plant to verify the present effects upon the air and
water resources from this operation. Slaughterhouse wastes consist

of paunch manure and entrails, blood, and kill floor washdown waste

- water. Paunch manure and entrails were stockpiled near the plant

site for final disposal on land. Blood waste was included in wash-
down wastewater but is proposed to be processed at the rendering

plant upon completion of cemstruction of a bleood drier., Kill floor
washdown wastewater was being discharged to a single-cell anaerobic

pond then directly to the Snake River at approximately river mile 374.0.

~A skimmer to remove grease and fat for processing at the rendering

plant was partially installed but not placed into operation, Prior
to June 8, 1970, effluent from the anaerobic pond was passed through
two additional ponds which provided no effective treatment.

Rendering plant wastes consist of floor washdown water and

process cooling and condensate wastewater., All rendering plant

wastewater is discharged to the aforementioned anaerobic pond.

Odors were noted from the operation of the existing anaerobic
pond without adequate control measures. A crust on the surface of
the anaerobic pond was ineffective in controlling odors to an

acceptable. level,
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Odors also were noted from the liberation of gases from the anaerobic
pond effluent (and, prior to June 8, 1970, from the two supplementary
ponds). An additional source of odors was noted from inadequate
control of odorous gasés from the rendering plant processes,

Discharge of inadequately treated wagte water to the Snake River
was causing in the vicinity of the outfall severe and excessife
discoloration, foam, and sludge banks; excessive and unnecessary
biochemical oxygen demand with associated deleterious effects; and
excessive and unnecessary suspended solids with associated deleterious
effects. In addition to these observed eifects, the present discharge

“does not conform with established water quality sfandards on the

~ Snake River,

| Continued emission of odorous gases from the rendering plant and
odors resulting from slaughterhouse wastewater may result in additional
complaints from affected local residents and advérsely affect air
quality in the vicinity of the plant. In-addition to actual adverse
effects, the continued emission of rendering plant process gases
without adequate control will not conform with existing rendering

plant air quality regulations.




State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO

Tos Environmental Quality Commission Members Date: June 17, 1970
’ : ' For June 26 Meeting
From: Harold L. Sawyer

Subject: Tax Relief Application No. T-hO
Completed June 11, 1970

1. Applicant

Publishers Paper Company
Oregon City Division

419 Main Street

Oregon City, Oregon  9TLOS

The applicant owns and operates & pulp and paper mill at the ghove address in
Clackamas County.

2. Deseription of {laimed Facility

Spent sulfite liguor concentration and incineration system consisting of
evaporators, furnace and chemical recovery equipment. and necessary plping,
tanks, electrical and support facilities, installed at a cost of $4,035,7C3.
The facility was completed and placed in operation on December 11, 1969. The
applicant requests certification under the 1967 act.

3. Steff Evalustion

The claimed facility is a portion of the overall system which will be necessary
gt this mill to meet the dlscharge limitation of the Company's Waste Dlscharge
Permit. The pshses of the overall project are as follows:

1) Change of pulping from caleium to Completed
magnesium bage (Not claimed)
Cost in excess of
$ 1,000,000

2) Convert pulp washing from existing blow Completed 10-21-68
pit type to counter-current wvacuum washing Certified 7-25-69
system at cost of $ 1,052,703

3) Install comcentration and incineration ~ Operational 12-11-69
systen Cost $ 4,035,703

I} Install secondary treatment for remaining Complete prior to
wastes ' July 1, 1972

DEQ 4



State of Oregon

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTERQFFICE MEMO

To: Envirommental Quality Commission Members Date:
From: Harold L. Sawyer

Subject: Tax Relief Application No., T-h0
Completed June 11, 1970
Page 2

The Sanitary Authority, on Msy 23, 1968, made a preliminary determination that
the claimed facility would be eligible for certification.

The claimed facilidy provides some economic return to the company in the form
of recovered heat and chemicals, The information submitted by the aspplicant
indicates the following economic return for the complete operating unit:

Cogt of Pacility:

Washing system $ 1,052,703
Ineineration 4,035,703
Total : $ 5,088,406
Annual Value Recovered Materials $ 969,466
Annual Operating Costs
Labor $ 77,490
Utilities 32,335
Maintenance & supplies 150,160
Property taxes & insurance 173,097
Interest 215,756
Depreciation 318,025
Total $ 966,865
Profit Before Taxes $ 2,601
 Return on Original Investment, Before Taxes 0.05%

The staff concludes that this facility was installed for the principal purpose
of pollution control.

_ L, Recommendsation

The staff recommends that g Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the

actual cost figure of $4,035,703 be issued under the 1907 act for the facilities
elaimed in Application No. T-LO,

mb’

DEQ 4
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ERNST & ERNST

COMMONWEALTH BUILDING

PORTLAND, OREGON 27204

Publishers Paper Co.
Oregon City, Oregon

We have examined certain of the accounting records
of Publishers Paper Co. as of December 31, 1969, for the purpose
of determining the tetal cost of the Recovery System - Pollution
Control Facilities at the Oregon City, Oregon, plant site of the
Company, as reflected by Exhibit 3~ Application for Certificaticn
of Poilution Control Facility for Tax Relief Purposes. Our exami-
nation was made in accordance with generally accepted auditing
standards, and accordingly included such tests of the accounting
records and such other auditing procedures as we considered neces—
sary in the circumstances.

In our opinion, the accompanying aforementioned Exhibit B
presents fairly the aggregate cost ($4,035,703) of the Recovery
System -~ Pollution Control Facilities at the Oregon Clty, Oregon,
plant site of Publishers Paper Co.

Portland, Oregon
May 26, 1970

o



EXHIBIT ¥

Application For Certification of Pollution Control Facility
For Tax Relief Purposes

December 31, 1969

EEEEI ' o . Amount.i

1. Evaporators § 625,101
2. Recovery furnace and boilers 1,534,712
3, Foundation, tankage, and building 638,053
4, Auxilliary equipment 884,142
5. Engineering | 353,695
$4,035,703

Cost amounts represent accumulation of invoices and other
accounting data on file.




TO

MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

B. A.-McPhillips, Chairman B. Co Harms, Jr., Member
Storrs S. Waterman, Member George A. McMath, Member
Herman Meierjurgen, Member

FROM + AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION

DATE ¢ June 11, 1970 for June 26, 1970 Meeting

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATICN OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY

2.

2

S5

FOR TAX RELIEF PURPOSES NO. T-11bk.

This application was initially received on January 13, 1970.
Additional information was submitted on March 16, 1970. A
summary of the contents and results of the staff review are
given below.

Agglicant:
Boise Cascade Corporation
Boise Cascade Mobile Homes - Rex Division
1801 Orchard Avenue
McMinaville, Oregon 97128
Mr. Jack Paul, Manager
Ph: 472.2105
The applicant produces mobile homes.
The faciliiy claimed in this application is described to be a gas-

fired incinerator with primary and secondary burning chambers. The
unit is used to dispose of combustible wastes from the manufacturing
process. Installation was completed on January 10, 1969 and operation
commenced on January 15, 1969.

The total cost of the claimed facility is $27,842.74. An accountant's
certification of this figure is attached.

Staff Beview:

Prior to the installation of the claimed facility the cowpany disposed
of its combustible waste in an objectionable wigwam burner. Cessation
of this practice was encoursged by Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution

Authority and the claimed facility resulted.

The staff findings indicate that the principal purpose for installing
the facility was to reduce atmospheric contamination.

Staff Recommendstion:

The staff recommends that a "Pollution Control Taeility Certificate"
bearing the actual cost of #27,842.74 be issued for the facility claimed
in application No. T-11k,




Boise Cascade Corporation Exhibit "C"

Boise Cascade Mobile Homes - Rex D1v1s1on
1801 Orchard Avenue
McMinnville, Oregon

"Incinerator“
1. Dismantle existing burner $ 75.00
Voucher No. 8523 Gerry Williams
2. Additional Electrical Service ‘ 243.00
Voucher No. 10047 & 10471 City Water & Light
3. Plumbing Service ‘ 228.48
Voucher No. 10465 Sterett Plumbing
4. Incinerator Foundation 3,332.90
Voucher No. 9075 R. B. Johnson Co.
Extra work order 236.64
5. Erect Incinerator
VYoucher No. 9459 Pre-Fab Inc1nerat1on 10,000,008
" " B364 . 5,625.00
" 10254 " 4,625.00
Extra work order " 2,176.72

6. Electric Wiring
~ Voucher No. 11042  Farnham Electric Co. u 1,300.00

Total Cost $27.842.74




DA N
BOISE CASCADE GENERAL OFFICE H [L @ E ” W/ﬂi W

—

P. 0. Box 200+  Boise, idaho 83701 o
Telephona (208} 385-0000 JAN O Y 1970
N A=
Cabie: BOCASCO

January 6, 1970 Tax Danart—ant

Oregon State Sanitary Authority
P, 0. Box 231
Portland, Oregon 97207

Gentlemen:

The Internal Audit Department of Boise Cascade Corporation has
examined the attached Statement of Actual Cost of Pollution
Control Faclility Project (Incinerator)--1969, McMinnville,
Oregon., OQur examination was made in accordance with generally
accepted auditing standards, and accordingly included such
tests of the accounting records and such other auditing pro-
cedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances.

In our opinion, the statement referred to above presents falrly
the cost of $27,842.74 incurred by Boise Cascade Corporation
in the construction of the Pollution Control Facility Project.

Very truly yours,

k‘w & &Q’W\mﬂw

Rex L. Dorman, Manager
Internal Audit Department

RLD/dr




&

BOISE CASCADE CORPORATION

STATEMENT OF ACTUAL COST

OF POLLUTION CONTROIL FACILITY PROJECT

(INCINERATOR) — 1969

MC MINNVILLE, OREGON

Purchased materials, services, and labor, at cost

$27,842.74




TO ¢ MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSICH
B. A. ¥McPhillins, Chairman E. C. Harms, Jr., Member
Herman Meierjurgen, Member George A. McMath, Member
Storrs S. Waterman, Member

FROM : AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISICN

DATR : June 15, 1970 for Meeting of June 26, 1970

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATTION OF POLLUTION CONTROI FACILITY
FOR TAX RELIEF PURPOSES NO. T-125.

This application was received on April 1, 1970. 4 summary of
the contents and results of the staff review are given below.

1. Applicant:

W. J. Voit Rubber Corporation
Tire Materials Division

234 N. Columbia Blvd. Mr. M. W. Johnson
Portland, Oregon Assistant Controller
Mr. Forrest Schmitt P. 0. Box 958

General Manager Santa Ana, California
Ph: 285-361% Phone: 71k 5h6-4220

The company manufactures rubber to be used in retreating tires.

2e The claimed facility is described fto be a bag house filter for
controlling carbon black dust emissions from the manufacturing
process. Installation of the facllity was completed and operation
commenced in July 1969.

3. The total cost of the facility is #17,33%.68. An accountant's
certification of this figure is attached.

. Staff Review:

The claimed facility collects about 160 pounds per day of carbon black
for final disposal at the city dump.

The staff findings indicate that the principal purpose for installing
the claimed facility was to reduce atmospheric contamination.

e Staff Recommendation:

The staff recommends that a "Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the actual cost of $17,334.68 be issued for the facility
claimed in application No. T-125.




EXHIBIT C

W. J. VOIT RUBBER CORP.

PORTLAND DUST COLLECTOR

MATERIALS AND COST

(A1l costs included become a part of the permanent facility)

VENDOR

Panghorn

Pangborn

United Airlines
International Forwarding
American Sheet Metai
American Sheet Metal
American Sheet Metal
American Sheet Metal
American Sheet Metal

Consolidated Freightways

City of Portland
Emory Electric Company
Emory Electric Company

Total Cost

INVOICE
REFERENCE COST

381417-BBB  § 8,210.70)

CM 3422 109.77%
9603344 61,07
507713 19.32
1499 5,976.00
27520 1,990.50
4671 127.32
4672 265,87
- 3468  564.79
36,98 -
21.00
126.90
44,00

$17,334.68

QEggBEPTION

1 #63 Dust Collector

1 #400 Collector

Alr Freight Blower from Panghorn
Freight from Pangbotn

Labor & Material to install
Labor & Material to install
Labor & Material to install
Labor & Material to install
Labor & Material to install

Freight from Pangborn to
American BSheet Metal

Electrical Permit
Electrical

Electrical




ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY

POST OFFICE BOX IDG2
SANTA ANA, CALIFORNIA 227 G2

Board of Directors
W. J. Voit Rubber Corp.

We have examined the accompanying statement of dust col-
lector costs of W, J. Voit Rubber Corp. and exhibit C to Applica-
tion for Certification of Pollution Control Facility at March 25,
1870. Our examination was made in accordance with generally accepted
auditing standards, and accordingly included such tests of the account-
ing records and such other auditing procedures as we considered neces-

sary in the circumstances.

In our opinion, the accompanying statement of dust collec-
tor costs and exhibit C to Application for Certification of Pollu-
tion Control Facility of W. J. Voit Rubber Corp. present fairly the
costs described therein, in the amount of $17,334.68 at March 25,

1970, in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles.
ﬁgxﬁﬁwg@@ é?@g%%g é? {Ei ﬁ@wzgﬁw%

March 25, 1970

Extrrr £




W. J. VOIT RUBBER CORP,.
STATEMENT OF DUST COLLECTOR COSTS

March 25, 1970

Total dust collector costs $17,334.68

NOTE -~ Reference is made to Exhibit C to Application
for Certification of Pollution Control Facility

for breakdown of costs}




TO : MEMBERS OF THE RENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

B. A. MePhillips, Chairman E. C, Harms, Jr., Member
Herman Meierjurgen, Member George A. McMath, Member
Storrs S. Waterman, Member

FROM : AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION
DATE : June 15, 1970 for Jume 26, 1970 Meeting

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF FOLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY
NC. ©-128

1. Applicant:

K. P, Jacobsen & Co,, Inc.
2611 8. B. Fourth Avenue
FPortland, Oregon

The applicant owns and operates a hot-mix asphalt plant at 1208 N,
River Street, Portland, Oregon.

2. The facility claimed in this application is a dust-control system for
the hot-mix asphalt plant. The system includes scavenger ductwork
for control of ancillary sources, increased induced-draft fan capacity,
increased water supply materials, and, at the heart of the system, a
venturi scrubber. The completed system was placed in operation in
August, 1969.

%+« The total cost of this facility is $29,510. An accountant's
certification is attached.

L, Staff Review:

A letter from Columbia-Willamette Alr Pollution Authority, dated

May 11, 1970, stated that the Authority knew of no reason for denying
this application. The sole reasch for installing a venturi scrubber,
as with any wet scrubber on a hot-mix plant, is for pollution conirol.
Recovery of any product material in ithe scrubber water would be too
expensive to be recoverable,

5. Staff Recommendation:
The staff recommends that a "Pollution Control Facility Certificate,

bearing the cost figure of $29,510 be issued for the facility claimed
©in Tax Application T-128.




HASKINS & SELLS

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS
STANDARD PLAZA
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204

April 1, 15870

K. F. Jacobsen & Co., Inc.,
2611 8. E. Fourth Avenue,

Portland, Oregon.
Desr Sirs:

In connection with our examination ¢f your fingncial state-
ments for the year ended December 31, 1969, on which we have rendered
our opinion, dated March 31, 1270, we examined the sgccompanying sched- .
ule of Venturi Dust Control System costs. Our examination was made in
'accordanoe with generally accepted auditing standards, and accordingly
inciuded such fests of the accounting records and such other auditing

procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances.

In our opinion, the accompanying schedule presenta fairly
the coats of the Venturi Dust Control System installed by your Company
in the year ended December 31, 1969.

Yours truly,

oo /f .
zg-zj:f:}?ji/—{{ _)‘,é e [ A T ';.—,‘/t/:—f‘ f{i{(;}’»




K. F. JACOBSEN & CO., INC.

SCHEDULE OF VENTURT DUST CONTROL SYSTEM COSTS
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1969

BN G TN EERTNG . « vt v v vttt e teene s meaneens P S $ 1,000

MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT:

150 H.P. General Hlectric motor (rebuilt)........... - $ 682
150 H.P. General Electric motor........... e e 2,?02
Fairbanks MOrSe DUMD. vv vt e v vt i i ittt e e naannnans 1,420
Two ateel blower fanS. ...ttt ie et iineaenenas 4,650
Kenepactor — Venburl. . oot i iininaninenaas 5,419 14,873

INSTAITATTON MATERTATS AND SUPPIIES:

Asbestos gaskel Lape. . ittt it i i i s i e ol

75 1110 kv | 198

Collector AUuCha. . vttt i i et e 1,401

Electrical WirirZ. v u it inrintarsnecanssonnnsnnsans 2,236

Overhead guy unit installation- ...................... 150

g 0 56

Rubber hosez and tUbing. . oo v v v ittt i iiiia s 516

S 191120 P 576

Migcellancous hardwart. . v ittt i it i it cn s e 31 5,228
TNSTALLATTON TABOR: « + v v e e v vee st e atne e maeenneeaeninenannan 8,409




TO

: MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

B. A, McPhillips, Chairman E. C. Harms, Jdr., Member
Herman P. Meierjurgen, Member  George A. McMath, Member
Storrs S5, Waterman, Member

FROM ¢ ATR QUALITY CONTRCL DIVISTION

DATE : June 11, 1970 for June 26, 1970 Meeting

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF PCLLUTION CCONTROL FACILITY

l‘l

2.

5.

NO. T=130
Agglicant:

Crown Zellerbach Corporation
Vest Linn Division
West Linn, Oregon 97068

The applicant owns and cperates a pulp and paper mill at West Linn,
Oregon.

The facility claimed in this application is a Balley smoke meter for
allowing the operator of the wood-fired power (steam) boiler to know
the density of the smoke discharge and make correciions as necessary.
The claimed facility was placed in coperation on June 26, 1369.

The total cost of this facility is $1,665.00. An accountant's
certification of this figure is attached.

Staff Review:

Bailey smoke meters are used for measuring smoke plume opacities in

the stacks. The measurements are used as a guide for furmnace operators,
to inform them of conditions leading to excessive smoke. There may be
some economic return in the sense that a low-opacity plume results.
from efficient combustion and hence goed utilization of fuel, but the
value of fuel "saved" would be extremely difficult to estimate, and

its value minimal since the fuel in this case is primarily wood waste
(hog fuel), with oil and natural gas as optional supplementary fuels.
Therefore, it is concluded that this was installed only for pollution
abatement.

Staff Recommendation:

The staff recommends that a '"Pellution Control Facility Certificate!
bearing the cost figure of $1,665 be issued for the facility claimed
in Tax Application T-1304 with 80%, or more, of the cost allocated to
pollution control,




Exhibit C

{Cost Certification}

CROWN ZELLERBACH CORPORATION
WEST LINN DIVISION

We have examined the attached final actual cost summary
of the smoke density meter installed by Crown Zellerbach's West
Linn Division for the principal purpose of reducing air pollution.
Our examination included such tests of construction accounting
records and such other auditing procedures as we considered

necesgary in the circumstances.

Costs shown include direct material purchasesg, West
Linn mill labor and cther costs directly attributable to the
facility.

In our opinion, the aforementioned final summary
fairly presents the actual costs, aggregating $1,665, of the

alr pollution control facilities set forth therein at

March 18, 1970. .
)%gyzﬂdhﬁ44£ fﬁ§¢<L ﬁgéyg, ¢£ﬁf¢
7’

Portland, QOregon
March 18, 1970
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MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman E. C, Harms, Jr., Member
Herman Meierjurgen, Member George A. McMath, Member
Storrs 5. Waterman, Member

FROM : AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION

DATE : June 11, 1970 for June 26, 1970 Meeting

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF CONTROL FACTLITY NO. T-138

lo”

3.

Applicant:

Western Kraft Corporation
Albany Mill Division

P. O, Box 339

Albany, Oregon 97321

The applicant owns and operates a kraft pulp and paper mill near
Albany, Oregon.

The facility in this application consists of the fan, ductwork, and
reclaiming sumps which collect and combine exhaust gases from the lime
kiln and transport the gases to the main stack for discharge to the
atmosphere. Construction was completed and the facility placed in
operation in March, 1970.

The total cost of this facility is §41,746.77. An accountant's
certification of this figure is atitached.

Staff Review:

This facility is part of a project of combining several emission points
at Western Xraft's plant into one stack. The goal was to have one
plume which would be less visible and would rise higher than the former
smaller plumes.

There is no significant rec¢lamation of material. A suﬁp in the duct
ig provided to collect condensed water vapor, and that is the only
place material is withdrawn from this system.

Staff Recommendation:

It is recommended that a "Pollution Control Facility Certificate™
bearing the cost figure of $41,746.77 be issued for the facility

. claimed in tax application T-138.




- Prat, Marwick, MitcHELL & Co.

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS
1010 STANDARD PLAZA

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204

April 30, 1970

Mr. C. W. Knodell
Western Kraft Corporation
1601 Standard Plaza
Portland, Oregon 97204

Dear Mr. Knodell:

In connection with your application to the Oregeon State Sanitary Authority for
certification of pollution contrel facilities for tax relief purposes, we have
examined the costs (as detailed in the respective Exhibit C of the application)
of the facility summarized below. Tt is our understanding that the detailed
listing in Exhibit C was prepared by the Engineering Department c¢f Western Kraft
Corporation, and in making our examination we have relied upon such listing as
being a complete itemization of labor and materials devoted to the construction
of the facility described. Our examination was made in accordance with generally
accepted auditing standards and accordingly included such tests of the accounting
records and such other auditing procedures as we considered necessary in the
circumstances which specifically included a detailed inspection of wvendors'
invoices and other documentation of disbursement and the tracing of costs shown
into the plant and equipment accounts of the Company.

The following is a summary of the amount of capital expenditures detailed in
Exhibit C to the application:

Machinery and equipment $° 3,263.55

Materials 2,873.88
Time and materials 35,609,34
§ 41,746.77

In our opinion, the foregoing summary fairly presents the actual costs incurred
by Western Kraft Corporation in the constrxruction of the facility listed above.

Yours very truly,
PEAT, MARWICK, MITCHELL & CO.

j%m

¥, L. Bradley, Partner

" RMA:0L




TO

MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

B, A. McPhillips, Chairman ®. C. Harms, Jr., Member
Herman Meierjurgen, Member George A. McMath, Member
Storrs S. Waterman, Member

FROM :  AIR QUALITY CONTROI DIVISION

DATE : dJune 15, 1970 for June 26, 1970 Meeting

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FCR CERTIFICATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY .

1.

TOR TAX RELIEF PURPOSES, NO. T-17%9

Applicant:

Reynolds Metals Company
Sundial Road
Troutdale, Oregon 97060

Mr. William E. Campbell, Plant Manager
Phone: 665-9171

The company produces primary alwminum metal in pre-bake type reduction
cells.

The claimed Tacility is described to be four systems of scrubbers,
ducts, piping and spray nozzles vhich treat the collected reduction
pot exhausts from pot room buildings 16 and 18. Installation was
completed and operation commenced in January 1969.

The total cost of the claimed facility is $151,801.06. An accountant's
certification of this figure is attached.

Staff Review:

The commission may recall that the Reynolds's expansion proposal, which
was considered and approved by the Oregon State Sanitary Autherity about
a2 Year ago, included a program of replacing the existing wooden court-
yard scrubbers with an improved design metallic units. The facility
claimed in this certification application represents the first 25%

- of the scrubber modernization program.

The claimed facility collects gaseous fluorides and particulate
fluorides and non-fluorides. Although the fluoride values are

‘reclaimed and ahout 50% rsused, the information presented by the

company indicates that the ingtallation of the new scrubbers was not
econcmically feasible.




The staff findings indicate that the principal purpose for
installing the facility was to reduce atmospheric emissions.

Staff Recommendation:

‘The staff recommends that a '"Pollution Control Facility Certirficate

bearing the actual cost of $151,881.06 be issued for the facility
claimed in application No. T-139,




EFRNST & ERNST
14,0 BROADWAY

NEW YORK, N.Y. IOC005

Reynolds Metals Company
Richmond, Virginia

We have examined certain of the acccunting records of Reynolds
Mctals Company as of December 31, 1969, pertaining to the costs of four
court yard scrubbers (Anti-Pollution Control project, work order TD-130)
constructed at the Troutdale, Oregon plant. Qur examination was made in
accordance with gencerally accepted auditing standards, and accordingly
included such tests of the accounting records and such other auditing
procedures. as we considered necessary in the circumstances.

Certain expenses (enginecering, purchasing, accounting, etc.)
of the Company have been allocated to the costs of the scrubbers. Such
allocation aggregated $13,807.37.

In our opinion, the amount of $151,881.06 at December 31, 1969
presents fairly the aggregate costs of the four court yard scrubbers

(Anti-Pollution Control project, work order TD-130) at the Troutdale,
Oregon plant of Reynolds Metals Company.

New Yorlk, N. Y.
February 26, 1970

- EXHIBIT D




EXHIBIT C
LIST OF INVESTMENT COSTS FOR
FOUR SCRUBBER SYSTEMS

Cost of fabricating foui steel scrubbers, ducts, and
stacks

Mechanica; Installation of steel scrubbers, ducts and

stacks

Foundations for 4 scrubber systems

Piping from pumps to nozzles in‘scrﬁbbing gsections
Engineering and overhead cost for designing,

purchasing and insgspecting installation

Total

$67,415

$52,129
$10,668

§ 7,860
$13,807

$151,880




To

FROM

DATE

SUBJECT:

MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALTTY COMMISSION
B. A. McPhillips, Chairman E. C. Harms, Jr., Member
Herman Meierjurgen, Member George A. McMath, Member
Storrs 5. Waterman, Member

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION

June 15, 1970 for Meeting of June 26, 1970

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY
HO. T-142

1. Applicant:

Ash Grove Cement Company
129%9 North Rivergale Boulevard
Portland, Oregon 97203

The applicant owns and operates a lime calciming plant at the above
address.

2. The facility in this application is a dynamic wet scrubber in which

water is sprayed into a2 fan rotor, thereby using turbulence to

promote efficient wetting of dust particles.

the outer diameter of the fan wheel provide a greater ceantrifugal
force than is usually found in cyclonic type scrubbers.

Operation of this facility commenced on October 2k, 1969.

3. The total cost of this facility is $9,724.37. Copies of invoices
totalling this amount are atiached.

4, Staff Review:

This type of scrubber is one of the more efficient of the class of

scrubberg which use centrifugsi force.

intake provides better mixing of water and dust particles than in
simpler wet cyclones,

The facility in this application replaced a less efficient hydrater-
tank vent spray. The dust it removes is evolved from a lime-hydrating
operation, in which water is added to calcium oxide.

water is used to process water for that cperation, rather than being

The scrubber

discharged.

Because the scrubber is replacing a less efficient unit, rather than
being the initial control on a source,

ingstalled for pollution control.

5. Staff Recommendation:

It is recommended that a "Pollution Control Tacility Certificate! be
issued. to Ash Grove Cement Co. for the facilities claimed in application
T-142, such certificate to bear an actual cost figure of §9,724. 37 with

80% or more allcocated to pollution control.

Also, the wvelocities at

Spraying water into the fan

the staff concludes that it was
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ENGINEEZRING INCORPORATED
CONSULTING ENGINEERS

1616 S, W, FIRST AVERNUE
PORTLAND, OREGOQON 87201
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Ash Grove Cement Co.
13939 N. Rivergate Blvd.
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- COLUMBIA-WILLAMETTE AlR POLLUT!ON AUTHORITY

u:ra.--
10163 ’N?Téﬁ@cﬁﬂbﬂ wsﬂﬂﬁﬁTﬂemL QuALTY PORTLAND, CREGON 07232 PHONE (503) 233-7178

E@FWE@

JUN'T 71970

16 June 1670 BOARD OF DIRECTORS

M, James Gleason, Chairman

o Muitnomah County

AfR QLM%LETV C@N'ﬁ'ﬁ@i : Frangcis J. lvancie, Vice Chairman
City of Poriland

Department of Environmental Quality - Ro%ﬁﬁ%ﬁggiﬁ?r
1400 S.W. Sth Averme \ Wil Mastors
Pertland, Oregon- , Washington County

' Fred Stefani

Attention: C. A. Ayer, Associate Engineer Clackamas County

Richard E. Haichard
Program Director

Gentlemen:

This is in response to your letter of 11 June 1970 reguesting
information concerning certification of a pollution coentrol facility
for tax reliefl purposes locaied at Ash Grove Cement Company, 13939
North Rivergate Boulevard, Portland, Oregon.

Engineering plans for the Ducon UW-l scrubber were submitted to
our agency and approved by our staff prior to installation and subsequent
field checks indicate this equipment is operating within compliiance of
the Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority Rules. Further,
according to cur records there is no information indicating that
certification should be denied for reasons outlined in ORS L}9.635, item
(3) for this particular piece of control equipment.

If we can be of any further assistance to you, please deo not
hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,

R. E. Hatchard
Program Director

P A Spbenr—

Wayne Hanson
Control Director

WH:sm




