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Environmental Quality Commission Meeting 

10:00 a.m. June 26, 1970 

Council Chamhers, Portland City !!all, Portland, Oregon 

~A. Minutes of May 22, 1970, meeting 

!/Il. Project plans for May, 1970 

v"c. Allocation of state grant funds to regional authorities 

f'D. Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority - Amended Rules 

~E. Proposed regulations for primary aluminum plants 

~F. Proposed emission standards for industrial processes 

G. Construction grants for sewage treatment works 

i II. Coast Packing Company, Ontario - Waste Discharge Permit 

I. Tax Credit applications 

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 Corn., West Linn T-130 ($1,665) 

8. Western Kraft Corp., Alho.ny 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 Environmental Quality Commission 

June 26, 1970 

The thirteenth regular meeting of the Oregon Environmental Quality 

Commission was called to order by the Chairman at 10:00 a.m., Friday, 

June 26, 1970, in the Council Chambers, City Hall, Portland, Oregon. 

Members present were B.-A. McPhillips, Chairinan, Edward C. Harms, Jr., 

George A. McMath, Herman P. Meierjurgen and Storrs S. Waterman. 

Participating staf.f members were Kenneth H. Spies, Director; E .J. 

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

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

A. Dale Nunamaker, Supervising Engineers; James R. Sheetz, District Engineer, 

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

MINUTES OF MAY 22, 1970 MEETING 

It was MOVED by Mr. Meierjurgen, 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 

5-1-70 
5-4-70 
5-4-70 
5-11-70 
5-11-70 
5-11-70 
5-11-70 

5-11-70 
5-11-70 

Location 

Ashland 
East Salem S&D #1 
Lakeview Sub. S.D. 
St. Helens 
Salem 
Oregon City 
Lincoln City 

Sherwood 
Gresham 

Project 

Sanitary sewers 
Eastland Park No. 2 
Sanitary sewers 
STP Addenda #8 & 9 
Glen Creek Trunk Add. #2 
LID #31, Add. #1 
Add. #1 Dawson Development 
Add. #2 Phase 2 of sanitary 
sewer project 
School s~wer 
Stonegate san. sewer 

Action 

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

Prov. app. 
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 
5-28-70 Oregon City 
5-29-70 North Powder 

Industrial Projects ( 2) 

#1 

- 2 -

Project 

Savage Road sewer 
Lagoon expansion & sewers 
Indian Creek sewer, Phase 1 
Change Orders #1 & 2 
N.W. st. Helens Road 
Maplewood #5 san. sewer 
S.E. 63rd Avenue 
Black Oak 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 

5-15-70 Portland Canning Pretreatment plans 
Co. , Sherwood 

5-15-70 Coast Packing Co., Revised plans and letter of 
Ontario intent 

Air Quality Control 

Date Location Project 

5-11-70 Ontario Coast Packing Co. 
Rendering odor control 

5-29-70 Nyssa Amalgamated Sugar Co. 
Modifying collector on 
boiler 

COAST PACKING CO., Ontario 

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 

Approved 

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 

s·aid company be denied in accordance with established administrative 

procedures. The 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. Sheetz 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 anaerobic lagoon until and W1less 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 controls 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 discussion 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 installation to be completed in 90 days and the need for a 

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

AMAIGAMATED SUGAR COMPANY TAX CREDIT APPLICATION 

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

Company. Mr. Sawyer 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 1971. He pointed 

out that the requests 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 could 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 Commission, 

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 reconunended that 

they be 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 

re'liewed the staff's evaluation of the Publishers Paper Company 1 s tax credit 

application No. T-40 for facilities installed at its Oregon City mill for 

the pucyose 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 

$4,035,703 be issued to Publishers Paper Company of Oregon 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. 

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 June 24, 1970 of the proposed 

regulations and recommended 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 also 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, 

was present and eitpressed ag'reernent 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 regulatiorn as adopted is attached to and made a part of 

these minutes. 
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PROPOSED EMISSION STANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES 

Mr. Odell 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 Commission members an amended proposal. He recom­

mended that the amended proposal be adopted and further that specific source 

classes such as primary alruninum, 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 co'11!1lended 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 action. 

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

action on adopting the proposed standards be deferred for 60 days. 

Mr. Waterman said that on July 2 another meeting of the regional 

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-HEARING 

Mr. John 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 petition for reconsideration 

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 authority in 

prohibiting grain field burning under the schedule adopted May 22. After 

considerable 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 s.ee 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 construction 

cost of approximately $77,000,000, of which some $71,000,000 would be 

eligible for grants. On a basis of 30 to 33% grants, depending on whether 

or not the project could meet HUD planning requirements, the total grant 

requests 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 
I 

'71 but that the U.S. House of Representatives has 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. 

grant if at all possible. 

This would include a 50% federa.l - 2511 state 

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 rmder the constitutional amendment recently passed will be preserved 

when it is established. 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Messrs. Sawyer, Skirvin and Ayer pres~nted the staff evaluations of 

the tax credit applications covered by the following motions. 

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

a tax credit certificate in the amount of $15 ,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 $27,842.74 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. 

It 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 MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. Waterman and carried that a 

tax credit certificate in the amount of $1,665 be issued as recorrunended 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. 

submitted, 

Spies 
tt~ 



ADOPTED June 26, 1970 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

PROPOSED REGULATION 

fur 

PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS 

(As Amended) 

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 

emitted from primary aluminum plants through the utilization of 

technically feasible equipment, devices and procedures necessary to 

attain and maintain desired air quality. 

B. 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. 

C. 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. 

D. Establish standards which based upon presently available technology, 

are reasonably attainable with the intent of revising the standards 

as needed when new information and better technology are developed. 

II. Definitions 

A. All 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. 

6/24/70 
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B. Al!ibient Air - The air that surrounds the earth, excludirlg the general 

volume of gases contained within any building or structure. 

C. 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. 

D. Anode Plant - Means all operations directly associated with the prepara­

tion of anode carbon except the anode baking operation. 

E. Commission - Means Environmental Quality Commission. 

F. Cured Forage - Means hay, straw, ensilage that is conBumed or is intended 

to be consumed by livestock. 

G. Department - Means Department of Environmental Quality. 

H. Emission - Means a r~lease into the outdoor atmosphere of air contami­

nants. 

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

or multiple contaminants to the ambient air. 

J. Fluorides - Means matter containing fluoride ion. 

K. Forage - Means grasses, pasture and other vegetation that is consumed 

or is intended to be conBumed by livestock. 

L. Particulate Matter - Means a small, discrete mass of solid or liquid 

matter, but not including uncombined water. 

M. 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). 

N. 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. 

o. Regularly Scheduled ltlnitoring - Means sampling and analyses in compli­

ance with a program and schedule approved pursuant to Section V. 

P. 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.S.I.A. and a 

temperature of 60°F. 

6/24/70 
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III. :Elnission Standard 

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

per cent opacity (Ringelmann 1). 

B. :Each 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 be later than January 1 1 1975. 

IV. Highest.atjd Best Practicable Treatment and Control Requirement 

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. 

V. Monitoring 

A. E9.ch 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. 

VI. Reporting 

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

be reported by each primary aluminum plant within thirty (30) days 

6/24/70 
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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 

shail 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 

monitoring program. 

6. Changes in collection efficiency of any portion of the collection 

or control system that resulted from equipment or process changes. 

B. Each 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. Each 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. 

6/24/70 

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. 
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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. Emissions of sulfur dioxide, hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, 

chlorine and chlorides, oxides of nitrogen, ozone, water vapor, 

and fluorides from all sources. 

B. Each 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. 

C. 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. 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. 

B. 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). 

6/24/70 



Table 3 

PROJECT PLANS 

During the month of May, 1970, the following project 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 Location_ 

5-1-70 Ashland 

5--4-70 East Salem S&D #1 

5-4--70 

5-11-70 St. Helens 

5-11-70 Salem 

5-11-70 Oregon City 

5-11-70 Lincoln City 

5-11-70 Sherwood 

5-11-70 Gresham 

5-11-70 Salem 

5-ll-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 

Project 

Sanitary sev1ers 

Eastland Park No. 2 

Sanitary sewers 

STP Addenda #8 & 9 

Glen Creek Trunk Add. #2 

LID #31, Add. #1 

Add_ .. #1 Dawsor1 Development 
Add. #2 Phase 2 of sanitary 
sev;er project 

School sewer 

Stonegate san. sewer 

Savage Road sewer 

Lagoon expansio11 & se\.vers 

Indian Creek sewer, Phase 1 

Change Orders #1 & 2 

Maplewood #5 san. sewer 

S.E. 63rd Avenue 

Action 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Approved 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov .. approval 

Prov .. approval 

Prov., approval 

Prov .. approval 

Prov. approval 

Approved 

Prov .. approval 

Prov .. approval 

Prov. approval 

Black Oak Terrace Prov. approval 

Prel. report for secondary Comments submitted 

Change Orders A-3, 4, 5, & 6 Approved 

53 change orders to contract Approved 
for primary treatment expansion 



Table 3 (Cont.) 

Date Location 

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 

5-15-70 

Portland Canning 
Co., Sherwood 

Coast Packing Co., 
Ontario 

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 

Action 

Prov. approval 

Comments to 
FWQA 

Approved with 
comments 

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 Location Project Action 

11 Ontario Coast Packing Co. Conditional 
Rendering odor control approval 

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



TO MEl·ffiERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Cha.irman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs S. Waterman, Member 

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

DATE June 5 for June 26, 1970 Meeting 

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

SUBJECT: ALLOCATION OF S'l'ATE FUNDS TO REGIONAL AIR POLLU'l'ION CONTROL AUTHORITIES 

Background: 

State funds allocated to the Department of Environmental Quality for the 
biennium total $145 ,000. These funds were provided to match local funds on 
a basis of 50% of the local funds allocated to conduct each Regional Authority 
Control program. 

Fiscal Year July 11. 1969 - June 30, 1970 Allocat~: 

At the July 24, 1969 meeting of the Commission a summary staff report on appli­
cations for State money totalling $61f,977 was presented. At that time it was 
pointed out tha.t the projected estimate of Regional requests for State monies 
for the bienniwn would exceed budgeted monies. Attached is a copy of the staff 
recommendation dated ,July 14 for the July 24, 1969 meeting. 

Following a cl_iscussion 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 fol.lowing year may not 
be sufficient to meet all of the requests. State funds were allocated as follows: 

Columbia-Willamette Air 
Pollution Authority 

Lane Regional Air Pollution 
Authority 

Mid-Willamette Valley Air 
Pollution Authority 

Total 

$30,250 

$25,239 

$11,1+88 

$64,977 

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

Current Requests for June 1, 1970 - June 30, 1971: 

Federal Clean Air Grant Applications and requests have been received by the 
Department for tM.s coming fiscal year as follows: 
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1'otal Local Federal State 
Budget funds Funds Funds 

CWAPA 1t4118 '24 3. 00 $98,913.00 $229,874.oo $49,456.00 

LRAPA 160,046.oo 55,175.33 77,283.00 27,587.67 (Supplemental reques 
not included) 

MWVAPA 151,733.00 42 '741.33 87 ,621.00 21,370.67 

Total of requests for State funds $98,414.34 

The current balance of State funds is $80,023 which results in a deficiency of 
$18 ,391.34· between the requested and available funds. '.l'his 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 Emergency Board to 
allocate the additional .State funds for Regional program operation. Consulta­
tions with our Department fiscal officer have advised that since the allocation 
for Regional programs was not a separate appropriation, but rather included in 
the Department budget, that until it can 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 
money will become available through the Elnergency 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 a .formula arises from the fact that each of the 
programs is in a different stage of development, has dj.fferent population 
densities, geography and uncontrolled sources. The Federal Government 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 upon application. Only 
new money is generally matched. Each Region has money budgeted which is not 
matched by the Federal Government and is entitled "program exclusive of project" 
or PEP. 

Attached in the appendix to this report are statistics on staff, population, and 
areas of each Region. Five 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 also be evaluated 
or used. 
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Recommendation: 

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

CWAPA 

LRAPA 

MWVAPA 

~'otal 

$49,294 

11,524 

19,205 
$80,023 



APPENDIX ~'O JUNE 5, 1970 STAFF REPORT 

ALLOCATION OF STATE FUNDS TO REGIONS 

Department of Environmental Quality (l) 

Columbia-Willamette Air Quality Control (CWAPA) 

Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority (LRAPA) 

Mid-Wi.llamette Valley Air Pollution Authority 
(MWVAPA) 

Current 

20 
24 (2) 

6 (3) (4) 

10 (4) 

60 

. (1) Does not include District Office Personnel or Assistance. 

(2) Does not include 2 part time. 

(3) Does not include l part time. 

(4) Does not include Legal Counsel by contract. 

DISTRIBUTION OF STAFFS 

Page 1 of 4 

1970-71 

20 

27 (2) 

10 (If) 

10 (4) 

67 

Area, Square 

CWAPA 27 
37.17 sq. 1ni= 

Miles 

= 1/137 sq. mi. 

Population 

39~~000 = 1/33,200 

MWVAPA 10 
~sq. mi& = 1/556 sq. mi., lO = 1/34,900 

340,320 

LRAPA 10 
461o sq. mi. 

= 1/1+60 sq. mi. 
10 = 1/20,900 209,000 

PER CAPITA COST OF PROGRAM 

CWAPA !'t.~8 ,245 
= $ .50/capita 

897,000 

$151,733 
= $ .434/capita 

349,320 
MWVAPA 

LRAPA $165 ,278 = $ .79/capita 
209,000 



APPENDIX 

METHODS OF CALCULATING THE ALLOCATION OF 

S'rA'l'E FUNDS TO REGIONAL PROGHAMS 

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

Page 2 of 4 

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

CWAPA 

1969-70 
1970-71 

Total 

I.RAPA 

1969-70 
1970-71 

Total 

MWVAPA 

1969-70 
1970-71 

Total 

Tota.l of Regional 
Requ._ests 

1968 Estimate of 
Needed State Money 

$35,000 
1f5 ,ooo 

$80,000 

$16,073 
19,000 

$35,073 

$11,500 
19,834 

1~31,331+ 

$146,407 

*Previously Approved by Commissfon. 

Recommendation: 

Actual Current 
Requests 

$30,250* 
49,456 

$79,706 

$23,239* 
27,587 

$50,826 

$11, 488* 
21,370 

$32,858 

Estimated 
Deficit 

None 

$15,753 

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

CWAPA 

LRAPA 

MWVAPA 

$35 ,073 

$31,334 

$23,239 = $11,834 - Correction 

Ul,488 = $19,846 - Correction 

Total 

Appropriation 

= $.49 t456 
= 10,822 

= 19,7115 

$80,023 

2. On the Basis of Population: 

This method wouJ.d provide money with a priority on the basis of population 
and would assume air quaJ.ity problems and support should be large~.y related 
to population. 

Region 

CWAPA 

LRAPA 

11'1/VAPA 

Total 

Po:12uJ.a tion 

897,000 

209,000 

349,320 

1, 455' 320 

Percent Population of Region 
is to Population ?f all Regions 

61.6% 

14.4% 
24 % 
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Recommendation: 

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

Al1ocation Deficit 

CWAPA (.616)(80,023) = $49,284.17 $ 162 

LRAPA ( .J_lfli) (80,023) = 11,523.31 16,064 

~'MVAPA ( .24) (80,023) = 19,_~ 2,165 

Total $80,023.00 

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

This method would provide money with a priority of support to the Regions 
of 11progreJ1l 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 avail.able, 1W0,023, would be appropriated to the 
to the Regional PEP in the amount of ~tl+6, 733 and the remaining 
$33,250 distributed by population ratios. 

Recommendation: 

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

Region 

CWAPA 

Ll<APA 

MWVAPA 

Total 

PEP 
(State Funds) 

1~16 ,137 plus 

19,001 plus 

11,635 plus 

$46 ! 773 

Population Distribution 
of Remainine; 

$20,482 = 

4,788 = 

_7,980 = 

1133 ,250 

Allocation 

$36,619 

23,789 

19,615 

1180 ,023 

Deficit 

$12,837 

3,498 

1.755 

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

Recommendation: 

CWAPA 

LRAPA 

MWVAPA 

1198, 913 or 50. 25% 

55,175 or 28.03% 

42,829 or 21.72% 

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

Region PEP Based on Local Fund Allocation Deficit 
l:Put 

CWAPA $16,137 plus 1n6, 709.13 + adjust. 1133,371 $16,085 

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

MWVAPA 11,635 pl UR 7 ,221.90 19,065 2,305 

Total 1146 '773 1:33 ·250 itSo,023 
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4. On the Basis of Priority of Local Money Matchable by the Federal Government. 

This method would provide money with a priority of support 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 a.llocation to Regions would be as follows: 

Region 50?~ of Lo,ea.J. Based on Local Allocation Deficit· 
Pro·ject l1oney _,_ Fund Input 

CWAPA 1~33,319.00 plus $1Lf,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 6,16Lf.57 15,899.00 5 ,471.00 
Total $80,023 

5. On the Basis of Equal Distribution of the Deficit to the Regions: 

Recommendation: 

On the basis of equal distribution of the deficiency in funds available ($l8,39i.37), 
each Region would assume a deficit in the request of $6,130.~5 and allocations 
would be as follows: 

CWAPA $43,326 

LRAPA 21,~57 

MWVAPA 15,240 



TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALI'I'Y COMMISSION 

E. C. Harms, Jr. B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman P. Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs Waterman, Member 

Geo. A. McMath, Member 

FROM AIH QUALITY CONTHOL STAFF 

DATE July 14 ·for July 24, 1969 Meeting 

SUBJECT: ALLOCATION OF .STATE FUNDS TO REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION CONI'ROL AUTHORITIES 

Applications for state funds from the Regions for the fiscal year 1969-70 
have been received in the amount of $64,9?7. 

The state funds allocatEJd to the Department for the biennium total $145,000. 
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 required funds was made March 20, 1968 after con­
sulting with the Regions. The estimate of 1)145,000 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. 

Columbia-Willamette Air 
Pollution Authority 

Lane Regional Ai.r Pollution 
Authority 

Mid-Willamette Valley Air 
Pollution Authority 

Total Prograll1 

86,53-5 

108,0?6 

State Funds - -
$30,250 

16,073 

Federal Grant Applications have been submitted to and have been approved by 
the National Air Pollution Control Administration for each Region for the 
1969-?0 fiscal year. A summary of fund sources and budget for that period 
is as follows: 

State Funds Federal Funds Total Budge!;_ 

Columbia-Willamette Air 1)30,250 $272,250 $363,000 
Pollution Authority 

Lane Regional Air Pollution 23,239 77,283 14?,000 
Authority 

Mid-Willamette Valley Air ll,488 102,404 136,869 
Pollution Authority 

$64,9?7 $451,937 $646,869 
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Current estimates of state funds required by the Regions for the next two 
years are as follows: 

B:i: Year 

Mid-Willamette Valley Air 1969-70 $ll,488 
Pollution Authority 1970-71 17,108 

Lane Regional Air Pollution 1969-70 $23,239 
Authority 1970-71 ~i.c;oo 

Columbia-Willamette Air 1969-70 $30,250 
Pollution Authority 1970-71 52,937 

Estimated Biennium Total - All Regions 

SUMMARY: 

Biennium 

$ 51,239 

$ 83,187 

$163,022 

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 estimates of the respective Regions 
at the present time. 'l'he Mid-Willamette v;:lfey-Air Pollution Authority 
request appears reasonably definite because of a required change in base by 
the federal government. Col.umbia-\Jillamette Air Pollution Authority a1so 
reported their request was probably a minimum request. 

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

CONCLUSION: 

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: 

Columbia-WiUamette Air 
Pollution Authority 

Lane Regional Air Pollution 
Authority 

!1.id--Willamette Valley Air 
Pollution Authority 

$30,250 

23,239 

11,488 

$64,977 



TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman Meier jurgen, Member 
Storrs Waterman, Member 

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

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

DATE ,June 16, 1970 for the June 26, 1970 Meeting 

SU13JECT: AMEND!liENTS TO RULES OJ<' THE MID-WILLAMET1'E VALLEY AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 

As required by ORS 44-9.855 (2), the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution 
Authority has submitted to the Department of Environmental Quality for 
approval amendments to the quality and purl.ty of air standards adopted by 
the Regional Authority. 

A copy of the new rules and amendments adopted May 19 1 1970 are attached. 

The staff has reviewed the standards beginning on page 9 and finds the purity 
of air standards, Particulate Fallout Rate, Suspended Particulate Matter, and 
Carbon Monoxide are as restrictive as Environmental Quality Commission 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. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the ambient air standards of the Mid-W:illamette Valley 
Air Pollution Authority approved on May 19, 1970, be approved. 
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June 5, 1970 

Mr. H. M. Patterson, Director 
Air Quality Control Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P. D. Box 231 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Mr. Patterson: 

_ · . State Qf Ore.R"on 
OtPARTMENT OF cNVlllOllMEN;,;l Q~ALIT'I 

oo~®~llWL~lfll 
JUN - 8 1970 IJ.!J 

~~~QUALITY CONTROL 

The review by your office of the Authority's amended and new rules 
and regulations has been received. The specific points in your 
comments are reviewed in tha order that they were raised. 

1. In regard to the definition of "sampling stations," 
the Authority will rely on the general usage of the 
station locations as definad by the Department of 
Environmental Quality. 

2. The use of the word "amendatory" has bean reviewed 
with ths Authority's attorney, and it is his desire 
that this word bs retained in preference to your 
suggestion of the use of ths word ''corrective.'' 

3. The typographic error in the word "authorized" on 
page 17 will bs corrected. 

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

Sincerely yours, 

MDR:dl 
Enclosures 

r , 



Section 1, 

Section 2. 

Section 3, 

Section 4. 

Sect ion 5. 

Section 6, 

Section 7. 

Section 7a, 

Section 8, 

Section 9. 

Section 10, 

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 
Amendments 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, 12-009, and 
12-010 
TABLE I - Exempt air contaminant sources 

SOURCE EMISSION TESTS 
Amendment of Rule 12-020 

AMBIENT AIR STANDARDS 
Repeal of old Rules arid enactment of 14-010, 
14-015 relating to particulate fallout 

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

' EMISSION STANDARDS - VISIBLE EMISSIONS 
Amends 15-010, 15-020 and provides new 
Section 15-011 

EMISSION STANDARDS- PROCESS, UNIT, WEIGHT 
New Rules 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 BURNING RESTRICTIONS 
Repeal of old Rule and enactment of 16-005 

Page 

l 

1-4 

4 

5-7 
7-8 

B-9 

9-10 

10 

10-lOa 

10-13 

14 

14-15 



Section 11. OPEN BURNING AND INCINERATORS 
Amends Rules 16-010 and 16-105 15 

Section 12. RESTRICTIONS ON EMISSIONS 
New Rules 16-130, 16-135, lG-140, and 16-145 15-16 

Section 13. CONDUCT OF HEARINGS 
New Rule 21-010 16-17 

Section 14. POWER OF CHAIRMAN DR HEARINGS OFFICERS 
Amends 21-020 17 

Section 15. HEARINGS OFFICER DUTIES 
New Rules 22-055 and 22-060 17-18 

Section 16. DECISION 
Amends 23-015 18 

'. 
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PROPOSED NEW. RULES A~JD 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 nf the public health and welfare of the people 
it is declared to be public policy of the Mid-Willamette Valley Air 
Pollution Authority to restol'B and maintain the quality of the air re­
sources of the territory in e condition as free from air pollution as 
is practicable consistent with the overall public welfare of tha terri­
tory. The program of this Authority for ths control of air poll.ution 
shall bs undertaken in a progressive manr1er, end each of its objectives 
shall he sought to be accomplished by cooperation and conciliaticn among 
all the parties concsrned, 

Section 2. Rule 10-015 ~ DEFINITIONS: 

0-·a) 
particul.ate 
thereof, 

11 Air contaminant· 11 mear.s dunt, fur11es, rnist, er11ok2 1 t')ther 
matter, vapor, gas, oJu:rous substance, or any combination 

(3) "Atmosphere or ambient air" msdrs ihe surrounding outside sir. 
' 

(4) ''Authority" means the Hid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution 
Authority. 

(5) "Agency" means the Mid-Willamette Valley ~ir Pollution 
Authority. 

(6) "Board" means the Board of Directors of ths Mid-Willamette 
Valley Air Pollution Autt1ority. 

(?) "Control equipm8nt• means any air cleaning device which prevents 
or controls ths emission of. any air contaminant. 



(B) "Emission" means the release into the outdoor atmosphere 
of air contaminants. 

(9) "Emission point'' means the location, placa in a horizontal 
plans and vertical elevation st which an emissi6n sntsrs the atmosphere. 

(10) ''Equipment" means any stationary or portable device or any 
part thereof capable of causing emission of any air contaminants into 
the atmosphere. 

(11) ''Excess 2ir'' means the quantity of air which exceeds the 
theoretical quantity of air required to complete combustion. 

(12) "Fire permit issuing agency" means any city firs department, 
rural protection district, forest protsction district, count~ court 
or board of county commi.ssioners or their designated representatives, 
as applicablo. · 

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

(14) ''Garbage" means putreocible animal or vegetable wests re­
sulting from handling, preparation, cooking and aerving of food. 

(15) "Health Officers" means the duly appointed health officers 
or their authorized representatives of e political subdivision partici­
pating in the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority. 

(16) "Incinerator'' means a conbustion device specifically designed 
for the destruction, by burning, of s0lid, semi-solid, liquid, or gaseous 
combustible waste and from which the solid residus contains little or 
no combustible material. 

(17) ''Installation" means the placemant, assDmblage or construction 
of equipment or control apparatus at the gremise whs~e the equirmon~ or 
control apparatus will ba ussd, includes all preparatory work at such 
premises. · 

(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 three or more refractory-lined combustion chambars in series, 
physical!~ separated by refractory walls, interconnected by gas passage 
ports or ducts and employing adequate design parameters necessary for 
maximum combustion of tha material to be burned. 

2 



(21) "Odor'' means that property of an air contaminant that affect 
the sense of smell. 

(22) "Opacity• means the degree to which an emission reduces trans­
mission of light and obscures the view of an object in the background. 

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

(24) "Particul.aj:.§.....!!.§ii§E." means any matter, except uncombined water, 
which e~ists as a solid or liquid at standard conditions. 

(25) "Particle fallout rate" means the welqht of particulata matter 
which settles!Wt o.i_Jh

0

8°airpe'r-unit ar.2a .1i:B9fVen ljir1sitf1 o"ft\me. -----

(25) "Person" or "Persons" means any individual, public or private 
·corporation, political subdivision, agency, board, department, or bureau 
of the state, municipality, partnership, association, firm, trust, estate 
or any other legal entity whatsoever which is recognized by law as the 
subject of rights and duties. 

(27) "Refuse" means a mixture of rubbish and garbage. 

(2B) "Ringelmann Chart" means the Ringelmann Smoke Chart with in­
structions for use as published in May 1957 by the United States Bureau 
of Mines. 

(29) •Rubbish" means a mixture of non-putrescible solid wastos, 
excluding ashes and consisting of both cornbustble end non-combustible 
wastes such as paper, cardboard, yard clippings, wood, glass, cans, bed­
ding, household articles and similar materials. 

(30) •Sanitary Authority" means the Department of Environmental 
Quality or Environmental Clual i ty Commissio.n ·of Oregon, 

(31) "Smoke" means small gas-borne pa~tlcles resulting from incom­
plete combustion, consisting predominatel~ of icarbon, ash, and oth8r 
combustible material present in s11fflcient quantity to ba observable or 
a suspension in a gas of solid particles in sufficient quantity to be 
obsGrvable. 
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(33) "Standard conditions" in emission tests means a gas temperature 

of 60 degrees F, and a gas pressure of 14.7 pounds per square inch absolute. 

(34) "Threshold level of olfactory detection" means the odor per­
ceptible threshold for fifty (50) percent of the ~dor panel as determined 
by the dilution method described in the "American Society.of Testing 
Materials," ''Standard Method for Measurement of Odor in Atmospheres 
(Dilution Method)," Designation D 1391-57 or an equivalent method. 

(35) "Wigwam ~aste burner'' means a burner which consists of a 
single combustion chamber, has the general features of a truncated cone 
end is used for the incineration of waste, 

RULES FOR REGISTRATION, REPORTS AND SUBMISSION OF PLANS 

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

12-001 - REGISTRATION 

(1) Upon rBqusst of ths Authority, all air contaminant sources 
within thB jurisdiction of the Authority shall register with the Authority. 

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

(3) Regiotration shall be made by the owner, lesoee of the source 
.or agent on forms furnished by the Director. The ownor, lessee of the 
source or agent, shall be responsible for the registration and the cor­
rectness of the information submitted. 

(4) The Director may require froJ11. registri:mts any information 
relevant to air pollution such as but not limited to (e) name, address 
and nature of businaaa; (b) air pollution control equipment being utilized; 
(c) location, size arid height of air contaminant outlets; (d) process 
employed; (e) type and qu2,nti ty of fuels used; ( f) amount, nature and 
duration of air contaminant emission; (g) amounts and methods of refuse 
disposal; and (h) name of local person responsible for compliance with 
these Rules. 

(5) 
to verify 

\' 
Each registration shall be signed by 
the registration information, 

the owner, lessee or agent 

(6) Any air contaminant source that is subject to the requirement 
of registration shall maintain such registration in current status by 
re-registering with the Authority of any change made affecting the in­
formation on file. 
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Section 4. Ruls 12-010 is repealed and ln lieu 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 control 
equipment or new process equipment from the air contaminant sources re­
ferred to in subsection (3) of this section without first notifying the 
Director in writing. 

(2) All persons, firms end corporations operating or maintaining 
industrial, institutional or commercial establishments shall notify the 
Director in writing and submit plans and specifications as provided in 
Section 12-007 of these Rules prior to installation, construction or 
establishment of fuel burning equipment rated at 400,000 BTU per hour or 
greater or incinerators. 

(3) Classes of air contamination sources are those enumerated in 
the "Standard Industrial Classification Manual" publish8d 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 Wood Products Except Furniture 
Furniture and Fixtures 
Chemicals and Allied Products 
Petroleum Refining and Related Industries 
Rubber and Miscellaneous Plastic Products 
Electrical Machinery, Equipment, and Supplies 
Leather and Leather Products 
Stone, Clay, Glass and Concrete Products 
Primary Metals Industry Except Aluminum 
Fabricated Metal Products Except Ordinance Machinery 

and Transportation Equipment 
Machinery Except Electrical ' 
Tra~sportation Equipment t 

(4) For the purposes of this section, any edditions to, enlargements 
·of, reductions to, or replacement of an existin~ air contamination source 
shall be regulated the same as construction, installation or establishment 
of a new contaminant source. 
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12-007 - SUBMISSI0.'1! OF' PLANS AND SPECIFICATIOl~S 

(1) Within 30 days of receipt of construction notice, the Director 
may require, prior to construction,. installation or establishment of the 
air contamination source or sources covered thereby, registration as re­
quired in Rule 12-001 and the submission of plans and specifi.cations drawn 
in accordance with acceptable engineering practic~s. Such plans and speci­
fications shall include the estimated quantities of input and output of 
air contaminants together with the ostimatsd efficlancy of the eir pollution 
control equipment and shall be accompanied by a description of the process 
end a relatsd flow chart. A plot plan, including tha distanca and the 
height of buildings within a reasonable d!stanca from the place where the 
equipment is or will be installed also shall be submitted, 

(2) Sufficient information shell be includad to show that the proposed 
equipment or control apparatus will meet the emission standards as set forth 
in these Rules, The Director may request corrections and revisions to the 
plans and specifications, if any, to insure compliance with these Rules. 

12-008 - NOTICE OF APPROVAL 

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

-relieve the owner of the obligation of complying with ths emission standards 
of these Rules. 

12-009 - ORDER PROHIBITING CONSTRUCTION 

(1) If within FiO davs of receipt of plans, specifications or any 
subsequently requested revisions or corrections to the plans and speci­
fications or any other information required pursuant to this Section, the 
Authority determines that the proposed bonstruction, instollation or 
sstablishment J.s not in accordance with the provision of tl1ese Rules, ! t 
shall issue en order prohibiting the construction, installation or 
establishment of the air contamination source or sources. Failure of such or-

·der to issue within the time prescribed herein shall be considared a deter­
mination that the construction, installatia.n or establishment may proceed, 
provided that it is in accordance with plans,, specifications and any 
corrections or revisions thsreto, or oth8t J.nforrnation, if any, previously 
submitted; and further provided 1 it shali' not 'relieve the owner 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 mailing of the order, demand a hearing. The demand shall 
be in writing, shall state the grounds for hearing and shell be mailed to 
the Authority. The hearing shall be conducted pursuant to the provision 
of Rules 19-005 to 23-030. 
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12-010 - NOTICE OF COMPLETION 

(1) Notice shall be provided in writing to the Authority of the com­
pletion, installation or establishment and the date when the operation will 
commence. 

TABLE I 

(Rule 12-006) 

AIR CDNTAMHJANT SOURCES EXEMPT FROM NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION 

(1) Air conditioning or ventilating systems not designed to remove 
air contaminants generated by or released from equipment, · 

(2) Atmosphere generators used in connection with metal heat treating 
processes. 

(3) Blast cleaning equipment which uses a suspension of abrasive in 
liquid. 

(4) Foundry sand mold forming equipment, unheated. 

(5) Fuel burning equipment which is used solely for a privets dwelling 
serving four families or less, 

( 6) 

(7) 

(8) 
analyses. 

Insecticide spray equipment. 

Internal combustion engines, excluding gas turbine and jet engines. 

Laboratory equipment used exclusi~ely for chemical or physical 

(9) Laundrv driers, extractors or tumblers used exclusively for the 
removal of water from fabric. 

(10) Sewing equipment. 
• 

(11) Surface coating by use of an aqu,eous<solution or a suspension. 

(12) Steam cleaning equipment. 

(13) Storage tanks, reservoirs or containers: 

(a) Of a capacity of 6,000 gallons or less used for organic 
solvents, diluents or thinners; 
(b) Of a capacity of 40,000 gallons or less used for liquid 
fuels including gasoline, lubricating oil, tallow, vegetable 
oil or wax emulsions, 
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(14) Vacuum cleaning systems used for houseksaping. 

(15) Vacuum producing devices ussd in laboratory operations and vacuum 
producing devices which do not remove or convey air contaminants from or to 
another source. 

(16) Vents used exclusively for: 

(a) Sanitary or storm drainage system~; or 
(b) Safety valves. 

(17) Washing or drying equipment used for products fabricated from 
metal or glass, if no volatile organic material is used. 

(18) Walding, brazing or soldering equipment. 

(19) Asphalt laying equipment. 

(20) Equipment used in agricultural operations. 

(21) Barbecue equipment used in.connection with any residence. 

Section 5. Rule 12-020 is amended to read as follows: 

12-020 - SOURCE EMISSION TESTS 

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

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

(8) Specify testing methods to be used in accordance with 
good professional practice and he may observe the testing. 

(C) Require that all tests shall be conducted by reputable, 
qualified personnel. 

(D) Require that he be supplied With•a copy of the test 
results in writing and signed by the per~on responsible 
for tl1e test. 
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(2) The Director may conduct tests of emissions of air contaminants 
from any source, and may request the person responsible for the source to 
be tested to provide necessary holes and stacks or ducts and such other 
safe and proper sampling and testing facilities, exclusive of instruments 
and sensing devices as may be necessary for proper 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 sourae 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 worl<ing hours, 

Section 6, Rules 14-010 and 14-015 are repealed and in lieu thereof the 
following are enacted• 

14-010 - PARTICULATE FALLOUT RATE 

(1) Particulate fallout rate measured at primary air mass stations, 
primary qround level monitoring stations, or special stations 
shall not exceed• 

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

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

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

(d) 3~ grams of particulate matter per square meter 
per month (3'2 g/sq. m/mo,) in residential and com-

mercial areas if visual observations 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 calc~um oxide per square 
meter per month (0.35 g/sq, m/mo,;) in residential 
and commercial 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• 
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(a) 60 micrograms per cubic meter of air (60 ug/m3 ) 
for more than 50 percent of tI·ie samples collected 
in any one calendar year. based on not less than 85 
samples with at least 7 samples per month. 

(b) 100 
for more 
calendar 

3 micrograms per cubic meter of air (100 ug/m ) 
than 15 percent of the s_amples collected any 
month based on not less than 7 samples. 

(c.) 20 microgrp:is of calcltll!l oxide per cubic meter 
of air ( 20 ug/m ) h1 residential and commercial areas 
at any time. 

Section 7. The following Rules are enacted, to be known as 14-025 and 
14-030, 

14-025 - SULFUR DIOXIDE 

14-30 

(1) Sulfur dioxide in the ambient air measured at primary air 
mass stations, primary ground level monitoring stations, £!: 
special stations shall not exceed the limitation shown in 
Table II of this Rule. 

TABLE II 

(RULE 14-025) 

AMBIENT AIR STANDARDS FOR SULFUR DIOXIDE 

so
2

(PPM BY VOLUME). AVERAGING 

0,75 p .. pom. 15 minutes 
0.40 po porn• l hour 
0.10 p .. p.m. 24 hours 
0,05 p.p.m. 30 days· 

- CARBON MONOXIDE (page 10) 

PERIOD FREQUENCY IN OCCURRENCE 

Once in any 8 consecutive h1 
Once in any 4 consecutive d< 
Once in any 30 consecutive c 
Any 30 consecutive days 

(1) Carbon monox.ide in the ambient air measured at primary air 
mass stations or rimar round level monitorin stations 
shall not exceed an average concentration of twenty 20) 
p.p.m. by volume for any consecutive eight (8) hours. 

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

15-010 - RESTRICTION ON EMISSION OF VISIBLE AIR CONTAMINANTS FOR 
EXISTING SOURCES 

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

(b) 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, l on the Ringelmann Chart. 

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

No person maintaining, owning, or operating existing fuel bu.rning 
eguip:mcnt utj.lizing wood wastes at the da.te of adoption of these 
revised rules shall discharge into the atmosphei:-e from any sinqle 
source of emission whatsocvei:- any air contaminant for a peri.od or 
periods aggregating more than three minutes in any one hour which 
is• 

(a) as dark or darker in shade as that designated as No, 2 
on the Ringelmann Chart, ·or 

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

15-020 - EXCEPTION DUE TO UNCOMBINED WATER 

Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason for failure 
of an emission to meet the requirements of Section 15-010, 15-011, 
and 15-015 such Sections shall not apply. 

-... :;. 
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Section 8. 
III, Title 
Valley Air 

The following Rules are added to ana made a part of Chapter 
15, of the Ru.lea and Reg'i.:tlations of the Mid-Willamette 
Pollution Authority, to be kno~m as Rules 15-050 to 15-0701 

15-050 - DEFINITIONS - (Process Weight) 

(1) As used in Rules 15-050 to 15-070 unless the context other­
wise requires• 

·(a) "Process Unit" means all equipment and appurtenances 
within an economic unit'which produces goods or services 
at a sj.ngle physical location and is engaged in one, or 
predominantly one, type of economic 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, but 
excluding liquid and gaseous fuels, are introduced into 
a-process unit. 

(c) "Standard Industrial Classification" means the class­
ification or codification of units 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 1.ssued by the Supertntendant of Documents, 
u·. S. Government prtnting office, Washtngton, Do C, 

15-055 - EMISSION LIMITATIONS - (Process Wetght) 

Except as otherwtse provtded 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 th:oJrJ 
Rules for the process weight per hour allocated to such process unit. 

15-060 - EXCEPTIONS - (Process Weight) 

(1) Rule 15-050 to 15-070 does·not apply to the burning of fuel fc 
the indirect heating and burning of refuse in which the products of com­
bustion do not come into direct con,tact 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 adoption of these amendatory Rules, such person shall 
proceed with a progressive program of air pollution control, applying thej 
highest and best practical methods of treatment and control currently 
available and shall, at the request of the Authority, submit periodic 
reports in such form aid frequency as directed to demonstrate the pro­
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 location encompasses two or more distinct 
and separate economic activities for which different Standard Industrial 
Classification codes are applicable, such activities shall be treated as 
separate process units, provided it is determined that• 

(a) Such activities are not ordinaruy associated with 
one another at common physical locations1 

(b) No one industry description in the Standard Indus­
trial Classification 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 cycle, 
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 process unit and if such normal maximum capacity should be 
increased by process or equipment changes, the new normal maximum 
capacity shall be used as the process weight 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. 
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TAEILE III ' 

»'"·:?,~, (Rules 15-050 to 15-070) 
.. ,. ,. 

PARTICULATE MATTER EMISSIONS STANDARDS FOR PROCESS UNITS 

Process Emission Process Emission _'Process Emission 
Lbs/Hr. Lbs/Hr. Lbs {.t!E.:. Lbs/Hr. lbs/Hr. Lbs/Hr. - ---

50 0.24 2300 4.44 7500 8.39 
1.00 0.46 2400 4.55 8000 8.71 
150 0.66 2500 4.64 8500 9.03 
200 D.85 2600 4.74 . 9000 o 7r ./., ..... a 

250 1..03 2700 4.134 9500 9.67 
300 1.20 2800 4.92 10000 10.00 
::so 1.35 2900 5.02 11000 10.63 
400 1.50 3000 5.10 12000 1L28 
450 1.63 3100 5.18 13000 iL.69 
500 1.77 3200 5.27 14000 l2c50 
550 1.89 3300 5.36 15000 13.13 
600 2.01 3400 5 ·'·4 16000 13.74 
650 2.12 3500 5.52 17000 14. :;6 
700 2.24 3600 5.61 18000 1'+.~n 

750 2.34 3700 5.69 19000 15 .. 55 
BOO 2.43 31300 5.77 20000 16.19 
850 2.53 3900 5.135 30000 22.22 
900 2.62 4000 5.93 40000 28.30 
950 2.72 4100 6.01 50000 34.30 

1000 2.80 4200 6.08 60000 40.00 
1100 2.97 4300 6.15 70000 41.30 
1200 3.12 4400 6.22 80000 42.50 
1300 3.26 4500 6.30 90000 43.60 
1400 3.40 4600 6.37 100000 44.60 
1500 3.54 4700 €;.1.5 120000 46.30 
1600 3.66 4800 6.52 140000 47.80 
1700 3.79 4900 6.60 160000 49.00 
1800 3.91 5000 G.67 200000 51.20 
1900 4.03 5500 7.03 1000000 69.00 
2000 4,14 6000 7.37 2000000 77.fO 
2100 4.24 6500 7. 7,1 6000000 92.70 
2200 4.34 7000 8.05 

' ; Interpolation and extrapolation of the data for process unit weight rates 
. l 

in excess of 60,000 lb/hr shall bs accomplished by the use of the equation: 
. ! 

E = 55 P •11 - 40, where E = rate .. of process unit emission in lb/hr end 
1 P ~ process weight in tons/hr. 
' " I 
.1 

l 
: 
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Section 9. The following Rules are enacted to he kll.O"vm as 15-075 to 
15-0851 

15-075 - HOT-MIX ASPHALT PLANTS 

( l) The maximum allowable emiss:l.ons of particulate matter from 
hot-mix asphalt plants shall be deterrained from Table III except that 
the maximum allowable particulate emissions from processes greater than 
60,000 pounds per hour shall be limitGd to 40 pounds per hour. 

15-080 - RESTRICTION OF EMISSION OF LARGE-SIZE PAR'rICULATE MATTER 

(1) No person shall cause or permit the emission of any parti­
culate matter which is larger than 125 microns 'in size provided such 
particulate matter does or will deposit upon raal property of another 
person. 

15-085 - RESTRICTION OF EMISSION OF SULFUR DIOXIDE 

(1) No person shall cause or permit emission of sulfur dioxide 
in excess of 1,000 parts per million by volume from any air contaminate 
emission source. 

TITLE 16 

PROHIBITED PRACTICES AND CONTROL OF SPECIAL CLASSES 

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 outdoor fire or shall 
conduct a salvage operation by open l;>µrningexcept the following• 

(a) Fires, on site, of rubbish from any structure used exclusively 
as a dwelling for not more than four families between the hours of 10 a.m. 
to 4 p.m.1 provided that after July l, 1971, such burning shall be pro­
nibited if refuse collection service is available at the site on a reg­
ularly scheduled basis and at reasonabl•e cost. 

(b) Fires of tree trunks and limbs, brush, and other land clear­
ing debris of comparable combustion characteristics provided the s.ite 
of such burning is not• 

(1) Wibin one mile of a designated interstate or state pri­
mary highwayi or 

(2) Within one mile of a commercial, municipal or private 
airporti 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 
residence that may be located on the same property as the burning site. 
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(c) Fires, including outdoor fireplaces and barbecues, 
used for cooking of food and small fires for ceremonial recreational 
purposes. 

(d) Agricultural burning under ORS Chapters 449, 476, 
and 478. 

(e) Fires set or permitted by any public officer, board, 
council or commission for the purpose of fire prevention,· elimination 
of a fire 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 quarter mile of a state 
secondary highway shall be limited to the initial land clearing opera­
tion of the respective owner or occupier of the property being developed, 

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

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

Section 11. Rules 16-010 and 16-105 are amended to read• 

16-010 - MATERIALS EXCLUDED FROM ANY OPEN BURNING 

No open outdoor fire allowed. by 1hLs Rule shall contain garbage, 
asphalt, waste oetroleum products, paint, rubber products, plastic, 
or any substance or material which normally emits dense smoi<.e or ob­
noxious odors. 

16-105 - EXISTING INCINERATORS, RESTRICTIONS 

No person shall cause or permi.t the emission of particulate matter 
from the stack or chimney of any ex:i!sting incinerator which is in excess 
of Section 15-:015 and Section 15-025 of .these Rules. (};xcept for any 
incinerator on residential premises used to burn refuse arising from 
the domestic activities on the same premises if the residence is not 
more than four families .J 
Section 12. The following Rules are enacted, to be known as 16-130, 

.16-135, 16-140, and 16-1451 

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 air contaminants which would other­
wise violate these rules. 
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(2) No person shall cause or permit the installation or use of any 
device or use of any means designed to mask the emissions of an air con­
taminant, which air contaminant causes or is likely to cause detriment to 
haalth, safety or welfare of any person, 

16-135 - RESTRICTION ON THE EMISSION OF WATER,VAPOR 

No person shall cause or permit emission of water vapor if the water 
vapor causes detriment to the health, safety or welfare of any person, or 
causes damages to property or business, 

16-J.40 - ODOR CONTHOL MEASURES 

(1) · Control apparatus and equipment shall be installed and operated 
to reduce to a minimum odor bearing gases or odor bearing particulate matter 
emitted into the atmosphere. 

(2) Gas effluent 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 effectiva. 

(j) The Authority may require that building or e~uipment 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 
volatile petroleum distillate or organic liquid having a vapor pressure of 
1.5 pounds per square inch absolute or greater under actual storage con­
ditions shall be stored in pressure tanks or reservoirs or shall be stored 
in containers equipped with a floating roof or vapor recovery system or 
other vapor emission control device. -.--. 

(2) Gasoline or petroleum distillate tank car or tank loading faci­
lities handling 20,000 gallons per day or more shall be equipped with sub­
mersible filling devices or other vapor emission control systems~ 

(3) Gasoline tanks with a capacity of SOD gallons or more, installed 
after the adoption of these Rules, shall b~ equipped with suqmersible filling 
devices or other vapor emission control sy~tem~. 

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

21-010 - CONDUCT OF HEARINGS 

All hearings pertaining to the adoption of Hules and Standards shall 
be conducted by ths Board of Directors. Other public hearings shall be 
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held sithsr by the Board and conducted by the chairman or by any member or 
.• members of ths Board of Directors or by a hearing officer as ths Board of 

Directors. may designate. 

Section 14. Rule 21-020 relating to powers of chairman is amended to read 
as follows: 

21-020 - PCWERS OF CHAIRMEN 

(1) The Chairman or Vice Chairman of the Authority or a heBrin1 ofLic!l~ 
shall have the following powers: 

(a) To cause notice to be given of and hold hearings; 

(b) To administer oaths and affirmations; 

(c) To examine witnesses; 

(d) To issue citations and subpoenas; (Subpoenas may be 
served by any person authorized by the Chairman.) 

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

(f) To rule upon offers of proof and receive evidence, and 
prior to ruling may seek the advice of the Attorney for the 
Authority in attendance at the hearing or 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 a written list of prospective 
witnesses and an estimate of time required to present 
his or its case. 

(h) To hold conference, before or during the hearing for 
the settlement or simplification bf ,issues, with the consent 
of the parties; 

(i) 
I 

To dispose of procedural requests or similar metters; 

(j) To take any other action authoriized by these·Rules. 

Section 15. The following Rules are enacted pertaining 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 hearing is conducted by lass than a majority of the 
Board of Directors or by a hearings officer, e summary of the evidence with 
findings of fact and conclusions of law and recommendations for decision 
shall be prepared by the person or persons conducting the hearing a~d 
reviewed by the Board of Directors prior to making its order. 

22-060 - SERVICE OF FINDINGS BY HEARINGS OFFICER 

A copy of the findings of fact and conclusions of law and the proposed 
decision by the hearings officer shall be served upon each partyadversely 
affected by the proposed decision. Within five days after such service 8 
party adversely affected may submit written exceptions and the Board may 
provide opportunity 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 read as follows: 

23-015 - DECISION 

~~,joritv of tha Board of Directors has conduct~d th~J'!:.§1:~~~ 
the Agency shall render its decision within sixty days after completion of 
the hearing. A copy of the decision shall be mailed to each pa~ty or his 
attorney of record. If the hearinq is conducted by a hearin9_'§._9_!'..!'.ic2~-· _9.:S 
~;!lbB.L:._2~~'.':l?ers_~_sti tu ting ~ess thsi~~£!:'i t'/ _9.!'._~~~-.§gar.Si.1_!ha 
f_~!::i§.J~l_03_ion s.t;.?}1 be made and entere&..E_y __ the~_2rd~_l,_~~i_i_!:!_six\y _ _AO:!_V.2 
~r conclu:'lion of the hearinq if no exceli.0ons are f i12d .z.__£_r:.._ wl. ':DJ-..!2._sixty 
d av s after ___ final __e_i:.g ume nj;_§ ___ QL Lur i_t_ig_!l_...§.3_0..§JJ_tions to a proposed dee i3 ion• 
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TO: MEMBERS OF THE ENVIROMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs s. Waterman, M£:mber 

E. c. Harms, Jr., Member 
George A. Mc:Math, Member 

FROM: AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION. 

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

SUBJECT: PROPOSED REGULATIONS FOR PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS 

The subject proposed regulation, specific to aluminum production facilities, 
was a matter of public hearing on ~~fEi.J.~12.ZQ.• All testimony which 
was submitted both at and subsequent to the hearing' have been previously 
forwarded to the Commissioners. The hearing officers' reports likewise 
have been previously furnished to you. This matter was also considered 
at the recent commission-staff v1ork session. 

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

The following changes are cited for your reference: 

I. Statement of Purpose 

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

II. 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 Standards 

Section A 

Section B 
limits". 

In line 1, "on or before" was substituted for "within". 

In line 2, "regulations" was substituted for "emission 
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June 10, 1970 
Page 2 

V. Compliance 

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

VI. Monitorin<;l_ 

No changes were made. 

VII. Reporting 

No changes were made. 

VIII. Special Studies 

No changes were made. 

IX. Other Air Quality Limitations 

This section was deleted. 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

PROPOSED REGULATION. 

for 

PRIMARY ALUMINUM PLANTS 

(As Amended) 

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

as set forth in ORS 44-9. 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 

emitted from primary aluminum plants through the utilization of 

technically feasible equipment, devices and procedures necessary to 

attain and maintain desired air quality. 

B. 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 ta···determine compliance therewith. 

C. Encourage and assist the aluminum industry to conduct a research 

and technological development programdesigned to reduce emissions, 

j_n accordance with a definite program, including specified objectives 

and time schedules. 

D. Establish standards which based'uponi.presently available technology, 

are reasonably attainable with the intent of revising the standards 

as needed when new information and better technology are developed. 

II. Definitions 

A. All Sources - Means sources including, but not limit~d to, the 

reduction process, alumina plant, anode plant, anode b<:l<ing plant, 

cast house, and collection, treatment and recovery syst~\U's• 

\ 
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B. Ambient Air - 'l'he air that surrounds the earth, excluding the general 

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

bfocks in oven-like devices, including j;he loading and unloading of 

the o,ven-like devices. 

D. Anode :f?lant - Means a11 operations directly associated with the prepara­

tion of ~node carbon except the anode baking operation. 

E. 

F. 

Commissio~- Means Environmental Quality Commission. 
-\ 

Cm'ed Forav,e Means hay, straw, ensilage that is consumed or is intended 

to be consumed by livestock. 

G. Dep:;rtmept - Means Department of Environmental Quality. 

H. Emission - Means ~, release into the outdoor atmosphere of air contami-

nan ts. 

I. Emission Standard - Means the limitation on the release of a contaminant 
\ 

or multiple contaminant~ to the ambient air. 

J. Fluorides - Means matter\ containing fluoride ion. 
\ 

K. Forage - Means grasses, pa(lture and other vegetation that is consumed 
I 

or is intended to be consum'e,d by livestock. 
\ 

L. Particulate Matter - Means a E\mall, discrete mass of solid or liquid 

matter, but not including unco,;;'l;>ined water. 

M. Primary Aluminum Plant - Means tllc;>se plants which will or do operate 

for the purpose of or related to ;t9ducing aluminum metal from aluminum 
.... \ 

oxide (alumina). \. 

N. Pot Line Primary Emission Control ~ems - 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 ];'eduction ce],l. 

o. Regularl~ Scheduled Monitorini:; - ' Means' sampling and analyses in compli-

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

P. 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 
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gas were free of water vapor at a pressure 

temperature of 60°F. 

' of 14. 7 P.S.t •. A. and a 
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III, Emipsion Standard 

IV. 

\ 
A. IXisible emissions from all sources shall not exceed twenty (20) 

per cent opacity (Rj.ngelmann 1). 

Revision of Emission Standards 

A. 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. 

B. The Commission may, a.fter public hearing, establish more restrictive 

regulations for new primru•y aluminum plants or for plants that expand 

existing facilitie9. Data documenting projected emissions and 
\ 

changes in or effect~ upon air quality that would result from the con­

struction or expansi~Jt• must be submitted to the Commission, together 

with plans and specifi\ations, in accordance with Section VII (C). 
\ 

V, Compliance 

Each primary aluminum plant shq.11 proceed promptly with a program to 

comply with this regulation. Alproposed schedule of compliance shall be 

submitted by each plant to the Commissfon 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 pl.ant. Such schedule shall include the date by 

which full compliance must be achieved.but, in no case, shall full compliance 

be later than January 1, 1975 • 

. VI. Monitoring 

6/2/70 

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 particulates. 

A schedule for measurement of fluoride levels in forage and ambient 

air shall be submitted. 
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B. Necessary sampling and analysis equipment shall be ordered or otherwise 

provided for within thirty (30) days _after the monitoring program has 

been approved in writing by the Commission. The equipment shall be 

placed i'.1 effective operation in accordance with the approved program 

within ni'.1-ety (90) days after delivery. 

VII. Reportinz; 

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

be reported by each primary aluminum plant within thirty (30) days 

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

in the approved monitoring program as follows: 

1. Ambient air: twelve-hour concentrations of gaseous gluor:Lde 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 be reported as total particulates and percentage of fluoride 

ion contained therein. 

4. 

5. 

Compliance with sub-section III (B) shall be determined by 

measurements of emissions from-the pot line primary control system 

plus measurements of emissions from the roof monitor and other points 

of emission to the atmospheli'e. yalculated emissions to the pot rooms 

from the reduction cells based on hooding efficiency determined for 

gaseous fluoride may be substituted for roof monitor emission 

measurements in determining compliance with the regulation. 
\ 

Gaseous Emissions: Results of all sampling c'<mducted during the 

month for gaseous fluorides. All results shaiJ, be expressed as 
\ 

hydrogen fluoride in micrograms per cubic meter\,n a volume basis 

and pounds per day of hydrosen fluoride. I 

Other emission and ambient air data as specified in the approved 

monitoring program. 

6. Changes i_n collection efficiency of any portion of the collection 

or control system that resulted from equipment or process changes. 
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B. Each 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. Each 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. 

VIII. Special Stud~ 
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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 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 ton of production and stack characteristics. 

3. Emissions of sulfur dioxide, hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, chlorine 

and chlorides, oxides of nitrogen, ozone, water vapor, and fluorides 

from all sources. 

B. Each primary aluminum plant shall submit a program for conducting the 

aforesaid special studies to the; commission for approval within sixty 
', 

(6o) days after the effective date of, this regulation. 

C. 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. 



DEPARTME!fr OF ENVIRONM1'~NTAL QUALITY 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

PROPOSED REGULATION 

for 

PRIMARY ALUMINUM PI~~NTS 

(As Amended) 

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

as set forth in ORS l+L1.9. 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 tabJ_e 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. 

B. 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, t6 develop emission and 

ambient air standards and to determine compliance therewith. 

C. 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. 

D. Establish standards which based upon presently available technology, 

are reasonably attainable with the intent of revising the standards 

as needed when new information and better technology are developed. 

II. Definitions 

A. All Sources - Means sources including, but not limited to, the 

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

cast house, and collectj.on, treatment and recovery systems. 
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B. Ambient Air - The air that surrounds the earth, excluding the general 

volume of gases contained within any building or structure. 

C. 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. 

D. Anode Plant - Means all operations directly associated with the prepara­

tion of anode carbon except the anode baking operation. 

E. Commission - Means Environmental Quality Commission. 

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

to be consumed by livestock. 

G. DeEartment - Means Department of Environmental Quality. 

H. Emission - Means a release into the outdoor atmosphere of air contami­

nants. 

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

or multiple contaminants to the ambient air. 

J. Fluorides - Means matter containing fluoride ion. 

K. Forage - Means grasses, pasture and other vegetation that is consumed 

or is intended to be consumed by livestock, 

L. Particulate Matter - Means a small, discrete mass of solid or liquid 

matter, but not including uncombined water. 

M. 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). 

N. Pot Line Primary Emission Control Syste~ - 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. 

O. Regularly Scheduled Monitoring - Means sampling and analyses in compli­

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

P. 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.S.I.A. and a 

temperature of 60°~". 
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III. l'lnission Standard 

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

per cent opacity (Ringelmann 1). 

B. Each 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 be later than January 1, 1975. 

IV •. Highest· and Best Practicable Treatment and Control Requirement 

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. 

V. 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. 

VI. Reporting 

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

be reported by each primary aluminum plant within thirty (30) days 

6/24/70 
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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 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 

monitoring program. 

6. Changes in collection efficiency of any portion of the collection 

or control system that resulted from equipment or process changes. 

B. Each 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. Each 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. 

6/24/70 

1. Emissions of particulates from all sources within the plant, in­

cludine size distribution and physical and chemical character-­

istics where feasible 1 and a separation of flu.oride 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. Emissions of sulfur dioxide, hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, 

chlorine and chlorides, oxides of nitrogen, ozone, water vapor, 

and fluorides from all sources. 

B. Each 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. 

C. 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. 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. 

B. 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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TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIROh%'nNTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs S .. \>Jaterman, ~1lember 

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

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

DATE June 12, 1970 for June 26 1 1970 Meeting 

SURJECT: 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 Corporation and the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority. 
During the following two weeks, letters were received from Reynolds 
Aluminum Co., National Metallurgical Corp., Ham1a Nickel Smelting Co., 
Willamette Industries, Inc., Georgia-·Pacific Corp., and the Lane llegional 
Air Pollution Authority. Copies of letters received, not previously 
sent to you, from Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority and Georgia­
Pacific Corporation are attached. 

Among the above, only the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority 
supported the proposed regulation, while Lane Regional Air Pollution 
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. (AOI) 

2. The emission limitations that would be e.stabl.ished for primary metals 
plants under the proposed standard would be technically unachievable. 
(Reynolds, Harvey, Hanna, National Metallurgical) 

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

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

Unprecedented Ne.ture 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 treatment and control 
from the class of sources included in it than other standards. 
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Applicability to Primai;:.Y 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 testimony did indicate that many aluminum 
and nickel .smelting operations would probably be unable to achieve 
compliance. Letters have been received from five major primary metals 
manufacturing firms, suggestii1g that. application of the regulation to 
their plants was technically infeasible. Estimates of process weights, 
present emissions, and expected future emissions based on control programs 
either underway or proposed, are given for the five plants as follows: 

Plant Estimated Allowa.ble 
Process Emission 
Weight per pro-
lb/hr. J20sed regs 

Harvey Aluminum 62,000 4o lb/hr 

Reynolds Aluminum 71,000 41 

Hanna Nickel 492,000 6o 

National Metal. 10,000 10 
(silicon) 

Wah Chang 9,000 9.4 
(exotic metals) 

Estimated 
Present 
Emission 
;!-b/hr 

250 lb/hr 

4oo 

366o 

Boo 

30 

Estimated Potential 
Future Emissions 

Amount Basis --·--
150#/hr per proposed 

15 lb/T 

165 per proposed 
15 lb/T 

520 })er Han11a 
proposal 

13 per pilot 
control test 

15 controls being 
installed 

It appears that while National i'1~tallurgical 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 p.ny given industrial operation 
having significant emissions subject to j;he regulation. Each type of 
industry will have a different size limitation, depending on its emission 
characteristics and the nature of applicable control technology. The general 
nature of the problem can be demonstrated 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. Therefore, one can theorize that within 
certain limits, particulate emissions from most industrial processes are 
proportional to process weight. 'l'his implies that a graph of emissions as 
a function of process weight for any given industry might result in a 
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Industry "A" 

Industry 11B11 

wt. lb/hr. 

It should be noted that Industry "A" and Industry 11 B11 might represent 
either two different types of processes, or identica1 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 corre.sponding to the allowable emissions on the 
process weight table, then the intersection of the inc.us try lines with 
the maximum allowable emission curve represents the largest plant size, 
for that given 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 
lb/hr 

Ma 

"<:"-Industr 
!IA II 

Process weight lb r. 

Mb L 

Maximum allowable 
emissions accordi11g 

\., to process wt. 

"-..._,Industry "B" 

Having determined that an upper limit on the size of an industry does exist, 
the next question 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. Another important point, but somewhat 
aside from this part of the discussion, is that 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 emission lines for a broad 
variety of industries is difficult 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 available for a number of industries found in Oregon. 'l'hese 
data are plotted in Figure 1, for process weights below 60 ,000 lb/hr, aitd 
in Figure 2 for process vieights up to 200 ,000 lb/hr. Also shown in Figures 
1 and 2 are symbols ( 0 ) indicating process weights corresponding to the 
size of an existing Oregon pla.nt 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 significantly larger than many now operating 
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 cam1ot comply. It 
should be kept in mind that the amount of data available for the analysis 
in this report is very limited. 

\ 



TABLl~ I 

EMISSIONS - PROCESS WEIGHT CHARAC'rERISTICS FOR 

SELECTl~D INDUSTRIAL TYa~s 

Industry 

Metallurgical 
Processes 

IJevel of 
Control 

Steel-Arc furnace baghouse 

Iron Pelletizing 
plant scrubber 

Primary aluminum wet scrubbers 

Silicon production baghouse 

Carbide plant 

Casting - bronze 

Casting-grey iron 

Cement Plant 

Particleboard 

cyclones and 
scrubbers 

baghouse 

baghouse 

venturi 
scrubber 

baghouse 

baghouse and 
precipitator 

all baghouse 
99.5% 

present 

1naximum 
technology 

Estimated 
Characteristic 
Emission 
(lb/1000 lb process) 

0.7 

4-5 

1..29 

.53 

1..5 

1..1 

0.11·2 

o.)34 

1. 7 

Composition 
asphalt roofing 

well controlled o. Lf 

ffisis of Estimate 

Emission factor 

Local plant estimate 

Existing local plants 

Nat. Met. pilot plant 
test 

Local plant 

Estimate from above 

Emission factor 

Emission factor 

Emission factor 

Local plant 

Estimate from above 

Local plant 

Estimates 

Local plant 
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TABLE II 

CLASSIFICATION OF INDUSTRIES ACCORDING TO ABILITY 
TO COMPLY WITH PROPOSED PROCESS WEIGHT STANDARD * 

A. Compliance Probabll]Iot Ach'k.evab1c for Existing Pl_a_J_1t_·s __ _ 

Source 

Aluminum Reduction 

Nicl{el smelting 

Silicon production 

Wet-process cement 
(larger than l~0,000 lb/hr process wt.) 

No. of Plants 

Regional 
Jurisdiction 

0 

0 

0 

1 

State 
Jurisdiction 

2 

1 

1 

0 

B. Compliance Marrcinally Achievable for Existing Plants But Not For 
Larger Plnll. ts 

Steel production (arc furnace) 

Particleboard (larger than 100,000 
lb/hr process wt.) .. ,•. 

Exotic metals - primary production 

No. of Plant,s 

Regional 
Jurisdiction 

2 

1 

1 

State 
Jurisdiction 

0 

0 

0 

C, ~iance Achievable for Plnnts Significantly Larger Than Many In 
E-x:istGnce 

Particleboard (less than 100 ,000 lb/hr process weight) 
' I 

Plywood 

Carbide 

Composition Asphalt Roofing 

Brass and Bronze Melting 

*Notes: This analysis is based on a limited number of plants and industries. 
The status of industries not specifically listed in categories A, B, 
or C has not been determined. 
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Conclusior1s and Recommendatio11s 

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 cer:ta:Ln primary metals indu.stries, 

and it does or could pJc,,ce a maximum size limitation on industry. The 

size limita.tion~ howevGr i appears to be sigr1ificant for relatively few 

classes of industry, inclucUng those primary metals operations for which 

compliance may be impossible. 

Furthermore, the Commission may wish to consider whether a limitation 

on the ultimate size of air contand.nating industrial operations may not 

in some cases be a desirable result of the regulation. Spreading sources 

out over a broader area will tend to prevent localized nuisance conditions 

due to fallout and dampen peak concentratiorw of suspended particulate 

near sources. Dispersal of sources with high level of contro1 will have 

little, if a.ny, effect on airshed particulate Joa.ding, however. 

There does not appear to be any factual support for the contention of 

industry that the proposed regu1ation 11 wil1 cause the proliferation of 

.smaller plants to achieve compliance with the more tolerant process weights 

allowed for the smallel' processes." (AOI) 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 equipment tlucoughout the country. The economic 

ben.efits inherent in building and opera.ti:r1g logically integrated process 

units should more than make up for the additional cost of pollution control 

required by larger facilities. In any' event, there will be no loss to air 

quality should industry elect to evade lhe more stringent limitation by 
' i 

splitting up process units, since each si1ch 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 8 ources 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: Grant variances to pl"°'nts for 1~liance is not 

achieva.ble .. 

This was the original staff recommendation for handling the problem 

of plants unable to comply. As '.rable II' indicates, variances would 

probably be needed for 5 plants at this time. Additional variance requests 

would und.oubtedly be submitted for consideration by the Environmental. 

Quality Commission and the Region.s. 

Alternative II: Exempt specific sc:_':!('ce classes from pro~d reg~~ 

and promul_\l,ate -~ecific standards for each one. 

Presumably the same list of industries included in Alternative III would 

simply be exempted. from the regulation by the following language: 

On page 4, Subsection II(I+) "Exclusions", ADD new subsection (c): 

(c) Subsections (1), (2), and (3) do not apply to the following 

classes of industry: 

Primary proo.uction of aluminum, nickel and silicon 

Production of Portland. cement 

Alternative III: Exei:pt Specific Source Classes from the Process Unit 

Emission Limitation and require them to meet the Process Weight Standard 

applied. on a Process Equipment ~asis. 

Sources to be exempted from ilie more stringent limitation under this 

alternative at this time would include those in Category A, Table II, 

while additional industries with which major problems arise later on could 

be included. by amendment. 

This alternative has the advantat;;e of requiring all sources to meet a 

specific emission standard. In some casils the process equipment standard 

may provide an acceptable level of control. For 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.. 

Suggested. Language: 
~"'*'--~~~~·~ 

On page 3, Subsection II(4) "Exclusions", ADD new subsection (c): 

(c) Subsections l(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 l(a): 

Primary production of aluminum, nickel, and silicon 

Manufacture of Portland. cement 



LANE REGIONAL AiR POLLUT~ON 
ROUTE I, BOX 739 GU6ENE, OREGON 97402 

PHONE (503) 689-3221 
Shite of Oregon 

DEPP,lln/.Erff OF ENVIRONMENrAL QUALll\'. 

June 5, 1970 ID:J~®~~Wlfi~ 
UL! JUN ~ 81970 !_I:!) 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Environmental Quality Commissio"\..iR 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 Department 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 regulations 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 modification, even to meet existing air pollution regu­
latio11s, since such modification v1ould 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 larg~r pr'oduction 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 
revisions to Sections II 3, II 4, and II 5. 



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 regulations 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, 

, ~,,,.,~ · f//,-0Z:,,z-L-
verner J,/ dkison, Director 

~/A-:Jr 

Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority 

VJA/mw 

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

--,--. 



COMM.ONWEALTH BUILDING • PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

£tat.o of Orot:;on 
DEPAHTMHIT Of fNVIROllMWTAi QUl;tlf( 

0 

I 

fD) ~ @ ~ 0 \11 [g fITI 
LIU JUN~ 4 1970 ill) 

l1r.f! .Jnc1;: tle3th2-.r.t1bee 
Deputy Di1:ccto1; 
State of OJ:egon 
Depa~:t1ncnt of Ettviror;rncn.to.1 Qual:tty 
State Off:tc.c l~uild:f.ng 

lli.{)~) J$ \/., F':tftb. b.VC':I'H!& 

Po1:tl-:md, Orer>on 97201 

Dear Jncki 

Juno 3, 1970 

• 
1-fu.tt Gould l1as 3skcd me to acnd y·ou the enclonod grapl1s 

corilpilring IIur:JJoldt: Count:v~, Cul:tfor11ia!i na1ir~s1.011 r;tandarr.lH t:·r:tt11 tl!e 
prop:J::;cd DSQ Gt£n1d<:lrds t11a.t: you <lisc·ussed 1;-11.th I1i!,1 viw tcle1)hone. 
1. arn nlso e.nclosir1g .a copy of Arltc1nc3ns's eru:tl3nio11 standnrdo,, 

The Arkansas stnndardJ b:rnc nl.lmmhle crn1.ssion t·atcs on 
potential emission rotes, thereby Hpccifyin,3 tho efficiency of 
collcctio11 c'.1utpr.1ent us.ed 01i a pr.oce':lso. __ .... tb.:tn is a r.1t1cl1 nmre 
strnit?;l1t[or.-;,rard rncthod of dcvcJ .. opi11g a ri~rteral emiss1~ot1 stn·nd3rd 
tl1Hn t.l1c proco;-10 ~'1Cight. or the pl:oce:3B unit npp1~oach" Thi~~ type 
of appronch ui11 clirnin.otc the inhei:cmt problcmc: that you will 
cn.countc1" using t110 proc.urss unit CC.Yn.Ccpte 

!f you have any questions, pl.case give me a call. 

VJT:cas 

Enclosures 

CCI llr, H, Gould, Portland ( 
f.'fre1 J-I,, I·~. Pnttcr:..>on!\ DJ:;)t P1.'.>rtl@,nd, 
Mr. ~. II, Spies, DEQ, P0rclnnd 

Very truly yours, 
' 

Vincent J. Tretter• Jr, 
llnvirornncntal Engineer 



TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

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

DATE June 16, 1970 for June 26, 1970 Meeting 

SUBJECT: PROCESS WEIGHT STANDARD 

The attached amended regulation is forwarded for your consideration. It 

is primarily an attempt to make the regulation more understandable than 

was the j_nitial draft proposed at the public hearing. However, the 

amended copy does j_nclude the substantive changes suggested as Alternative 

III of the staff memorandwn dated June 12, 1970, also 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 be.en made in the amended version. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEN'l'AL QUALITY 

AIR QUAIITY CONTROL DIVISION 

May 4, 1970 

AMI~NDED June 16, 1970 

EMISSION STANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES 

I. Definitions: 

1. "Process equipment" means any equipment used in a manufacturing 

or materials handling process. 

2. "Process unit" means the aggregate of all process equipment within 

an economic unit which produces goods or services at a single 

physical location and is engaged in one, or predominantly one, type 

of economic activity for which a Standard Industrial Classification 

code is applicable. 

3. "Process weight per hour" means the total hourly rate at which 

process materials, including solid fuels but excluding liquid and 

gaseous fuels, are introduced into a process unit or process 

equipment. 

4. "Standard Industrial Classification" means the type of classifying 

and assigning codes to economic units by type of activity, as 

enumerated in the "Standard Industrial Classification Manual" 

published by the Executive Office of the President--Bureau of 

Budget, 1967, issued by the Superintendent of Documents, U. S. 

Government Printing Office, Washington, D. C. 

5. "Existing process unit" means any process unit in existence prior 

to June 1, 1970. 

6. "New process unit" means any process unit installed, constructed, 

or modified after June l, 1970. 

7. "Special control areas" means those areas of the State specificaily 

described in the ~al Emission Standards for Particulate Matter, 

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

Environmental Quality Commission Order No. EQC 28 , and duly 

filed with the Office of the Secretary of State. 
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II. INDUSTRIAL PROCESS EMISSION LIMITATIONS 

1. Classification of En1ission Limitations 

For purposes of this regulation one of the following two classifications 

of emission limitations shall be deemed applicable to industrial 

processes: 

al The proce.ss weight emission limitation applied on a process 

eq_uip.ment bas~ shall mean that: 

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

particulate matter into the atmosphere from any process equipment 

in excess of the amount prescribed for the process weight 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 

Exhihit A and by reference incorporated specifically herein. 

2. Sources Required to Comply With the Process Weight Emission Limitation 

Applied on a Proces.s Unit Pasis 

Except as specifically provided in Subsections (::>) and (5) of this 

Section, the following sources or claos of sourceo shall comply with 

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

al All new proceso units. 

b) Existing process units located within Special Control Areas, pro­

vided however that: 

1. Such units already complying with the proceos weight emission 

limitation applied on a process equipment basis as of June 1, 

1970, and which do not subsequently construct, install, or 

modify process equipment such that air contaminant emissions 

are significantly increased, or 

2. Such units on an established comprehensive program of control 

accepted by the Department prior to June 1, 1970, and which do 

not subsequently modify process equipment such that air 

contaminant emissions are significantly increased, shall have 
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until January l, 1975 to achieve compliance. 

3. Sources Reauired to Comply Hith the Process Weight Emission 

Limitations Appliec!_ on a Procc:,ss E~pment Basis. 

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

following sources or class of sources shall comply with the process 

weight emission limitation applied on a process equipment basis: 

a) Existing process units located outside Special Control Areas. 

bl New and existing process units engaged in the primary production 

of aluminum, nickel, silicon, or hydraulic Portland cement. 

4. _!iigher Treatment and Control 

al Generally - The limitations set forth in Subsections 1 and 2 of 

this section a.re the minimum emission requirements permitted for 

all process units and equipment within the State. 

bl ORS 449.765 declares it to be the public policy of the State of 

Oregon to restore and maintain the quality of the air resources 

of the State in a condition as free from air pollution as is 

practicable, consi.stont, within the overall public welfare of the 

State. To carry out this pol.icy, ORS 449.770 states that the pur­

pose of the air pollution laws of Oregon is not only to control and 

abate existing air pollution but to prevent new air pollution. As 

a result of this policy declaration and purpose sta.ternent, the 

Department of Environmental Quality may require the application 

of the highest and best practicable treatment and control currently 

available for all new and existing process uni ts. 

5. Exclusions 

al This regulation applies to any operation, process, or activity except 

the burning of fuel for indirect heating and the burning of refuse 

in which the products of combustion do not come into direct contact 

with the process materials. 

b) Subsections 1, 2, 3 and ~· do not apply to those industries or plants 

regulated and controlled by other specific regulations. (See 

Sections 26-005 to 26-030 and 27-005 to 27-olt5, Chapter :)110 OAR.) 

6. General Provisions 

al Where a single physical location encompasses two or more distinct 

and separate economic activities for wl1ic11 different Star1da:cd 
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Industrial Classification codes are applicable, such activities 

shall be treated as separate process units, provided it is 

determined that: 

1) Such activities are not ordinarily associated with one another 

at common physical locations; end 

2) No single industry description in the Standard Industrial 

Classification includes such combined activities. 

b) The process weight per hour shall be based upon the process 

materials introduced into the process unit or process equipment 

in one complete operation or cycle and the time required to complete 

that operation or cycle, excluding any time during which the 

process unit or equipment is idle, 

c) The process weight per hour refer·red 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 01~ eqtlipnie11t cl1anges, tl1e nevi 

normal maximum of capacity shall be used as the process weight 

in determining the allowable emissions. 



TABLE I 

Particulate Matter Emissions Standards for Process Units and 

Process Equipment 

Process Emission Process Emission Process En1ission 
Lbs/Hr Lbs/Hr Lbs/Hr Lbs/Hr Lbsl'.Hr Lbs/Hr 

50 0.24 2300 4.44 7500 8.39 
100 o.46 2400 4.55 8000 8.71 
150 0.66 2500 4.64 8500 9.03 
200 0.85 2600 4.74 9000 9.36 
250 l..03 2700 4.84 9500 9.67 
300 1.20 2800 4.92 10000 10.00 
350 1.35 2900 5.02 11000 10.63 
400 1.50 3000 5.10 12000 11.28 
450 1.63 3100 5.18 13000 11.89 
500 1.77 3200 5.27 11+000 12.50 
550 1.89 3300 5.36 15000 13.13 
600 2.01 3400 5.44 16000 13.74 
650 2.12 3500 5.52 17000 14.36 
700 2.24 3600 5.61 18000 14·.97 
750 2.34 3700 5.69 19000 15.58 
Boo 2.43 3800 5.77 20000 16.19 
850 2.53 3900 5.85 30000 22.22 
900 2.62 4000 5.93 40000 28.30 
950 2.72 4100 6.01 50000 311.30 

1000 2.80 4200 6.08 60000 4o.oo 
1100 2.97 4300 6.15 70000 41.30 
1200 3.12 4400 6.22 80000 112.50 
1300 3.26 1+500 6.30 90000 43.60 
14oO 3.40 1f600 6.37 100000 44.60 
1500 3.54 4700 6.1+5 120000 46.30 
1600 3.66 4800 6.52 140000 47.80 
1700 3.79 4900 6.60 160000 49.00 
1800 3.91 5000 6.67 200000 51.20 
1900 4.03 5500 7.03 1000000 69.00 
2000 4.14 6000 7.37 2000000 77.60 
2100 4.24 6500 7.71 6000000 92.70 
2200 4.34 7000 8.05 

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

E = 55.0P O.ll - 40, where E = rate of process unit emission in lb/hr 

and P = process weight in tons/hr. 



TO ME:MBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

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

FROM H. M. PATTERSON, DIRECTOR, AIR QUALITY CON'rROL DIVISION 

DA'rE June 3, 1970 

General Information: 

The Public Hearing on May 22, 1970 on proposed Emission Standards for 
Industrial Processes has resulted :ln 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 we.y). 

The attached article by I..ouis C. McCabe is believed to be a reasonably 
accurate and complete summary of the history of the regulation and is 
provided for you for that rea.son. 'i.'he Bay Area Air Pollution Control 
District later removed the 40.pounds per hour limitation and extended the 
process weight table and adopted a similar regulation. 

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. 

The LACAPCD progr·am is generally reported to be one of the most compre­
hensive and restrictive in the nation. It is not the intent here to discuss 
the merits of the LACAPCD program, but it is believed one can conclude that 
the emission limitations a.s applied by agencies under current technology may 
not result in highest and best practical treatment. Other 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 
Fore ca.st high Air Pollution Potential Days for the period, in the West, 
October 1, 1963 to Octobe~ 31, 1969, as provided by the USDHEW. 

The USDHEW has also recently provided a booklet summarizing 10 year·s of data 
on suspended particulates from National Air Sampling Network (NASN) stations. 
Oregon has participated in the NASN program since :i.ts inception. It is not 
accurate or practical to compare station to station without considerably 
more information, for example, the Portland NASN station is on top of the 
State Office Building and can hardly be representative of the City of Portland 
or the metropolitan area.. Attached are pages 10, 11, 62 and 76 from tho 
report "Characteristics of Particulate Patterns, 1957-1966, USDHEW, March 
1970" fa!' your information. 

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



Louis C. McCabe 

J: 111·iron"lc11 to l ]) c 1, c Io p 111 c Hf, J 11c. 
Washing/on, !J.C. 2001 I 

. Lcrc is a growing pressure on 
state. count)·. and local nir pollution 
agencies to establish control rc£tula­
ti~ns 10 co:nply \Vith-crilcria set by the 
Dcp:ntrncnt of Health, Education, 
and .\\'elfarc (HE\\') under the 1\ir 
Quality :-\ct of 1967. ....\s a result, 
there is a tendency to take regula­
tions adopted by other state. county, 
or local air pollution ng211cics vcrba­

ti1n, or even to n1akc thcn1 n1ore re­
strictive. \Vithout :.:i. critical dctcnr1ina­

tion as to 'Yhcthcr the rc~ul;1tio:1s bc­
.ing: copied n1cct the local need or are 
ncccss~ry to achit~ve the nir quality 

go~tls set by that jurisdiction. 'rhis trend 
is noticcabic cspcciaily in the regula­
tions pro1nulpated for the control of 

dust and fun1cs. In one state and in 
several loc:il air pollution districts, the 

Los Angeles County n1ass-rate tables 
have bl'cn ;:idoptcJ \Vith little or no 

Change. including the provision for a 

lirnit of the disch:1rg~ of p:1rticulatc 
1nath:r to -1-0 pounds per hour frl)lll 
any single source. In sonic instances, 
little thought h<ls been given to 
\Vhcther the regul::i.tions n1cet the needs 

of the <1rca under consideration, or to 
inequities in1poscd upon industries op­
erating in the ari.:a that n1ny difft.:r both 
in kind and sc:ilc f ron1 those for \Vhich 

·the Los 1\ngclcs coJc \\'as tailored 22 
years af!o. 

1"hc rapid industrial gro\~·th o( Los 
.Angeles during and after \\'orld \Var 

If \\·as accon1panied by a record influx 
of population, together \Vith gre;itly 
increased production anJ fabrication 

of steel. nonferrous and light n1ctals, 
indu<;trial n1incra! processing. rind high 

production :ind consun1ptioo of fuel 
oil, g:1soline, natur;_il gas, and c!JC"1n­
icals. ·rhis increased production re­

sulted in the rclca.<ic of hundreds of 
tons of n1ctallur~ic;t! and n1incral dusts, 

fun1es 1 and g11scs inio the aln1osphcrc. 
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Jn 19'--17. Los ,.\ngL'li.!s ("aunty intrin­
sically \V<IS no \\'Of"~L' thnn other indus~ 

trial c2ntcrs \Vitb respect to the gener­

ation of atn1osphcric contan1ini1tion. 
\\'ith no nH:tallurgiea\ industries co111-

parablc to those of, say. C'hicago and 
Pittsburgh. dischar_;!...:::. ot these con· 
tan1inanh to the atn1osphcrc \Ycrc Jess 

than in n1any other n1ajor cities. ).-le­
teorolo_:;ical and topographic char~1c­

tcristics of the area, ho\revcr, resulted 
in"poor dispersion and transport of the 

polluted a.ir G\vay frorn the Los··,\ngL·lcs 
B~1si11, and SCJ"\'ed to inCJ"~;>..s°C' .. greatly 

the in!ensity and frequency of sn1og 
visitation. This con1binatio11 of intense 

industrializ:ition, increase in transpor­
tation. population inilux. and clin1ate 
and topography n1~1dc n1andatory con­

trol of air pollution necessary. 

'fhe Los Angeles County Air Pollu­
tion Control District (LACAPCD) \Vas 

guided in hs approach to the n1ass­
ratc !ahk·s hy a 19--17 article by I-Tc­

n1..:-oi1 :ind Hatch. \Vilh regard to this 

particular part of Los 1\ngo.":lcs' atn10-
spheric pollution prob!cn1, they slated 

that: "Pr<:1ctica\ standards n1ust give 

due \\'eight to the factors of tradition 

in the con1n1unity. its socioeconon1ic 
status, an<l ·history of the industries. 
For cxan1ple, one \YoulJ not expect the 

san1c standards for a city of heavy in­

dustry as for a Ne\v England to\vn ac· 
custo1ncd to the Oj)L'ration of light in­

dl1stry. In the absence of established 
f<1cts frorn \Vhich to deri\'e standards, 

it is perfectly proper to adopt values 

'vhich rC'prescnt sin1ply a reasonable 

con1pron1isc bct\vecn the ideal clean­

liness of countr~' air and the high de­
gree of pollution to \vhich son1c of our 

cities arc no\v exposed. 
·"The devcloprnent of n1caningful 

stand;1rds for the co1nn1unity is only 

· p;irt of the problcn1. ·ro he pr<:1ctically 

useful. these sL.tndarJs rnust be trnns-

lntcd into the \';dues \Vhich tell lndus~ 
try \Vh.1t to do. A plant ''hi ch is dis­
charging an irritating substance, for 

cxan1plc. derives no benefit fron1 the 
n1axi1nun1 allo\\"ablc ground concentra­

tion fl:.:cd at son1e point across to\vn. 

\\'hat is needed is a statt:.1nent of the 
pcrn1i\sible inass-r:-itc of disch:-irgc of 

the offending n1atcria! fron1 the plant 
stack. 'fhtts, in order to apply the 

con1n1unity standards. pr<1ctically basic 

inforn1a1ion is required on the pcr­
fonn:incc characteristics of "disch~1rge 

stacks-concentration n1ass-r:1tc of 
cn1ission. etc .. <ind the rcJ;11in11 bct\vcen 

1hen1 and resulting concentrations at 

grounJ lcvi..::l. Only by the dcYciopn1cnt 
of such relations can the basic coin-, 

n1unity rcquircn1ents be translated into 
tangible engineering t:.::rn1s for use by 
industry. It is not 3uJllcicnt, fl1r cxa1n­
ple, to specify th::it a collector of cer­

tain fu1ncs nn1st have an clllcicncy of 
9occ. \1:he11 the total rate of c1nission, 

heights oJ ~tack, and other circu1n­

stances \Vould readily perinit 75 % ; in 

another case, 95% e!11cicncy n1ay be 
totally in;1dcquatc and unfair to the 

con1n1unity. If n1;iss-ratc of en1ission is 
a fundun1ental ch<1racteristic, and the 
n1axin111n1 pcrn1issible rat!.! is specified, 
then the pl<1nt has basic engineering 

infonnation to use as a guide in de­

signing its control cquip111cnt. 
"The need for establishing these re~ 

lations. so that industry can interpret 
cornn1uni1y standards in ten11s of \Yha.t 

it n1ust do. has b~en adequately c1n­
pha.sizcd, Until it is done. confusion 

and in1proper interpretation of regula­
tions governing atn1osphcric pollution 
control \Vil! continue and progress \Vil! 

be h::iltcd." 

Developn1ent of regulutions 

The regulations discussed here arc 

concerned only \Vith solids \Vhich :i.re 

\ 
l 
j 
' ' 

! 

I 

I 



defined in the LACAT'CD rules anU r.:-gu­

Jations, \Vhich state: 
•Dusts arc 1ninutc solid p3rticles 

released into the air by natural forces 

or by such n1cchanical processes as 
crushing_, grinding, n1illing:, drilling.. de~ 
1nolishing, shO\\?!ing, cun\\'Ying:. CO\'­

ering, bagging, s\vccping, etc. 
• Condensed fu1ncs arc n1inutc solid 

particles generated by the condensa­
tion of vapors from solid 111atter after 

volatilization fron1 the n1olten state. or 

ma\' be ecncrated by sub!in1ation. diS­
till;tion,"" calcinntion, or chcn1ic;1l re­
action, \Vhen these processes crc:ite air­
borne particles. 

Follo\Ving \Vorld \Var II, the Los 

Angeles County air pollution problcrn 
had bccornc so severe that there arose 

the strongest public dcn1and for relief 

that had been experienced nny\Yhc'fc 

up to that tin1e. Eye irritation and dt'­
crcascd visibility \Vere the n1ost cc1n1-
1non evidence of Los 1\ngc!e::> type 

sn1og, Both of these coiriplaints \\"Cfl' 

belic\'cd to be caused by photochc111-
ical reactions in the atrnosphcrc, anJ 
particulates \Vere thought to be <1sso­
ciatcd \rith these reactions. :\s a result, 

the Air Pollution C'ontrol :\ct of the 

State of California \\'as p~isscd by ·the 

slate 1.:-gislaturc in Scpll'1nb1..'r 19-+7. It 
provide'., an1ong, other thing_<:.. th:it an 

air- pollution control district 111<lY b~ set 
up by a County Bo:ird of Sl!pcr,·isors 
on their findings, after public hear­

ings, th~n "the air \Vithin such county 
is so polluted \\'ith air c0ntan1inants <1'­
to be injuril1us to hi..'a\th. or an ob:.tru .. > 
tion to thi: free use of propl'rty. or of­
fensi\'e to the sense of a consider;1b!1..· 

nun1bcr of rcr.;,on-;, so :io.; to i111cri'cre 

"'ilh tile coinfortabll' l'njuy111..;nl ol li(c 
or proiil'rly." Pursu:tnt to this •~-:t. tlii..·. 
LACAf'CD \\'as organi1.cd that yc;1r. 

In 19-18, the Los 1\ngl'ks Ch:t111bl'r 
of c~orn111crcc, in cooperation \\'ith 

feature 

Probably l\c't. unless thoroughly understood 

and justified by specific goals 
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In lhc Los A11i;c!es n1ass-rc1tc t<1ble H'hich specifies nu1.rinu1111 <illo11•ahle d11sl and 
fun1e discharges, process ~1'C"ig/11 is defined as iota! H'cighr of u11~· 111aterials enter­
ing a process, i11cl11di11g spfid fuels b{{t e.rc/uding liquid and gaseous fuels nnd 
co111hHsiio11 oir. In ht11ch Ofl<'f'!lfions, !Olli{ batch wcig/11 dil'idcd by cycle 1i111c 

decides process lt'cig/11, i11 £'Ollti1111011s processes, ai"Crar;e feed rate is used 

LAC\Pco, cn1ploycd J(aisl.'r Engineers 
to s::in1plc- crnis':.ions rruin c!i:1r;1ctcristic 

n1etal!urgica\ inst;dL1liu110., :ind other 

dust ~1nd fun1c producing unilo.; in the 
county. ·rhl' cn~inccring {.:onsultants 

pr0Yidt:d the d;ita to the ;1ir pollution 

control distril..'l and they wv1\.' ust:d by 
the district in the dl·V1..'!opn1cnt of the 
n1:1ss-r:1tc tahll' !l)f the con!rol of du<it 

::inJ fu1ncs. r\1 tli~tt titlll.'., <1ir yuJlily 
criteria for a1n1oo.;pheric particulates 

and quantit:ttivc d\..'-.cription> of arnhi· 

cnt ~1ir quality ~~1>:d-. wi:ri..· rH>I :t\'ai!:1bk 
to chc di-.tri,_.t. Cun,._,_·q1r1..·11tly, 1 _\C.\l'CD, 

out of !ll'Cl'""ity, rL·lil:d pri1naril\· on 

cc1..1nor11ic :ind \Lch11o!o~·ic.d rl·;1sii1i!ity 
in ~1..·tting !hi..' .,t,1rlcl.1rd". 

Al.so at that tin1e, thl'rl' \vcre no 

single- source-; in the c.:ounty lh<1l \\'Otdd 
release 1norc than 3"'- pound-, per hour, 

if controls in the range of S0-90<'0 
efficiency \Vere applied to thcn1. The 

bo~rd enris:igcJ this control r;in~c :"!s 
both needed and ri..·a!i;-;tic:d!y ~tt:1in­

abl12. The 1nass-ratc tab!..-::s ns <le\·clopcd 

for Los 1\ngclc-s County in Ruic 5-L 
\VL'fl~ designed to 1111..'L'l the HL't'ds of 
that count~·. ~Iuch of the ditliculty 
arising- frorn the adoptilln ol thl'SC 

tables by other air pl.,.lllutinn authuntics 

is due to their failure to rccob'.nizc the 

sp1..'cillc nccd:. of their curnniunities. 
either in tt.·rn1s of tlh' source rcduc­
t;ons required to 1111..'1..'t air qu:dity _!;o,il-; 
or the- ti..'chnologic:d or l..'co;10111ii: fl'a­
sibi!ily nf local indth!ri;d cun11~ii.1ncc. 
For cxa111pk, in ccn1cnl pl;1nh. ihc hb-; 

of n1atcri:1f bi..·ing proc1.."i"1..'d Lhr1.)ll~h a 
.single unit could L'XCl.'Cd the Ruic 5--1 
lirnit of -10 poui1d-; per hour, e\'cn 



Los Angeles control equip111ent costs" 

·Cost % of 
of cost of 

Cost control basic 
Sfze of of basic Type of equip· equip-

Source equipment equirrncnt control equiprC1ent 1nent 1nent 

Airb!own asphalt 500 bbls./batch $ 10,500 Afterburner > 3,000 28.57 
system 

Asphalt con.crete batch-
ing p!ant 

200, GOO lbs./hr. 150, OQQ Scrubber 10,000 6.07 

Aspha!t tile production 5.000 \bs./hr. 150.000 Baghouse 5,000 3.34 
Bcrax drying and clas· 10.000 lbs./hr. 1,000,GOO Baghouse and scrubber 10,0JO 10.00 

sifying 

Carbon black plant 2,000 gals./day 5,000 Bag house 5,000 JOO.DO 
Cera1nic tile production 8,0DJ lbs,/hr. 200,000 Scrubber 10.000 5.00 
Chip dryer, alun1inu1n 2,500 lbs./hr. 3,000 Afterburner 3,000 100.00 
Ch1on1e plc:iting 41 x 5' x 5' 2,000 Scru~ber 800 40.00 
Concrete batching plant 900.0::JiJ !bs,/hr. 125,000 Bag!1ouse 10,000 8.00 
Crucible furnace, Yellow ~furnaces (il 850 2,500 Baghouse 17,000 170.00 

brass lbs. each/!1eat each 

Cupola, grey iron 43" ID 40,000 Baghouse ·&quench tank 67,000 167.50 
27" ID 25,00J Baghouse & quench tank 32, ODO 128.00 

Debonder 500 brJke shoes.'hr. ], 800 Afterburner 300 16.67 
Electric arc furnace, 18 tons/heat 75,000 Bag house 45,000 60.00 

steel 
Electric induction 2,000 lbs./hr. 75,000 Baghouse 2,700 3.00 

furnace, brass 

Enamel fril drying 1,500 lbs./hr. 25,000 Gaghouse 3,000 12.04 
Filterboard production 32,000 lbs./hr. 10. 000 Electric prccipitator 15,000 150.00 
Flue-fed incinerator Most sizes 4,000-7,000 Afterburner 2,500 02.50-35.7 
Grit blasting fflachine 0 cu. ft. 9,300 Baghouse ], 700 16.23 
Insulation production, 5,000 lbs./hr. 13,000 BaghOuse, scrubber, & 30,000 230.76 

including cupoia, afterburner 
blov: chan1bcr, & 
curing oven 

Open hearth furnace, 60 tons/heat 200,000 Electric precipitator 150,000 75.00 
steel 

Phosphate fertilizer 2,000 lbs./hr. 10,000 Baghouse 5,000 50.00 
production 

Phthalic anhydride 25 million \bs./yr. 1,200,000 A1terburncr & baghouse 195,000 16.25 
nianufacturing plant 

Pneumatic conveyors 200·5, 000 lbs./hr. 2, 000 Cyclone & baghouse 2,000 100.00 
(niinerals) 

Pot furn2ce, type metal 16.0QQ lbs. 9,000 Afterburner 3,000 33.3~ 

Rock crushing & sizing 300,000 lbs./hr. 75,000 Scrubber 2,000 2.67 
Sandblast room 81 x 12' x 8' 1,600 Baghouse 3,000 187.50 
S\veat furnace, 3,000 lbs./hr. 3,500 Afterburner & baghouse 3,500 100.00 

aluminum 
V~a!\board production 60,000 lbs./hr. 1,500,000 Baghouse 160,000 6.67 

ci Costs at times of installation between 1948-1962 

though the collection efficiency is 
99%. Los Angeles County has no cc­
n1cnt plants; a con1n1unity in \vhich 
such plants arc locatcJ might find a 
40 pound lin1it unenforceable. 

In the dcvclopn1cnt of the rnass-rate 
tnblc of Rule 5.t, allo\V~lblc stack losses 
\Vere calculated by applying collection 
efficiencies achicvabll! ,,·ith st~1tc of 
the art harJwarc to th.: unconlrL11\cd 
c1nission ro.tcs ch11r<1ctcristic of the 

industries in Los An~..:-ks at the time 
t11c rule \vns dcvclopcJ. "fhc district 
recognized thnt larg.c industrial units 

constitutctl <1 greater point source, and 

'>1") 1-twironmrntal Science & Tcdmo!ogy 

generally had the economic and tech­
nological capability to proYidc a n1orc 
cnccti\'e collection device than sn1al\er 

units. These considerations arc re­
flected in the nu1ss-rate table \Vhich 1 

\Vhen applied to the industries for 
\Vhich it \vas developed, re­
quired average collection efficiencies 
ranging frorn <1pproxin1ately 80% for 

the s1n~llcr 11nlts to about 901:0 for the 
larger plants. 

ln discussions an1ong the LACAPCD 

_st a IT prior to the subn1ission of 1~ule 
54 to the Air Pollution Control Bo'1.rd 
for adoption, the q~1cstion of lin1iting 

the particulates to ..to pounds per hour 
\Vas raised. The staff responsible for 

drafting the n1ass-rate tables pointed 
out that, should need n.rise, the cutoff 
level could be changed by a sin1plc 
recomincndation to the boo.rd, This 
appeared to be a reasonable arr!lnge­

n1cnt at the tin1c. Ho\vcver, a question 
of intcrprct::ition arose \Vhcn a four 
unit open hcJ.rth steel n1ill installed its 
first clcctro'>Latic prccipitator. 

Operation of a pilot plant, \\'hich 
\Vas instnllcd prior to the approval of 
the construction pennit, sho\vcd th,1t 
a single open hearth could operate 

I 

I 
! 
I 
I 
I 



J 

( 

I 
l 
! 

\Vithin the 40 pound per hour n1axi-
1nu1n discharge pcrn1ittcd under Ruic 
54, but, at son1c tirncs during opera­
tions, the con1bined discharges fron1 
two or n1orc open hearths \VOl1kl ex­
ceed the litnit of cfilul'nt pcrn1itted 
fron1 a single source. ~rhc cost of the 
instali<ltion \Vould have been increased 

greatly if a separate prccipitator \Vere 
required for each open hearth t1nit. 

To overcon1c this di11lcu\ty, the finzil 

pcrn1it recognized that the p!nnt pre­
sented four sources of c!llucnt release, 
rather than a single point ~ourcc rep­
resented by the precipitator \Vhich 
\Vas handling the clisch<1rgcs fron1 a 
much greater process \Veight than 
the 60,000 pound per hour cuto!1 of 
Rule 54. 1'his interpretation, pcrrnit­
ting n1ultiplc sources to keep their 
identity \Yhen treated 1vith a single 

·collecting device, has been fol\o\ved by 
the district since the problem first 
arose. 

Conlrol agencies copying Los 
Angeles i;z.ulc 54 can do a dis:..crvicc 
to their 01vn con1rnunitics if they nrc 

not cognizanl of the experience \vhich 

has Jed the L.os J\ngclcs bvard to 
make such subsequent interpretations 
to render that rule n1ore \\·orkablc: 

·rypicar costs of co!icci.icn 

A table accornp::inying this article 
presents the costs of son1c typical 
particulate control devices installed in 
Los J\ngcli.::s County fro1n 19-lS-621 

selected fron1 a list prepared by the 
air pollutiQn control district in 1962. 
In 10 of 29 installations included in 
the table, the cost of the control cquip­

incnt is equal to or gre;itcr th~1n the 
basic cquipn1cnt u;;;cd to proJucc th~ 

product; in only seven of the installa­
tions nre the costs of con1rol cquip1ncnt 
less than I 0% of basic instal\a1ions. 

A 1966 LACAPCD rcp<)rt adds th.it, 
in n'carly t\\'o dccad..-.s. indu5try in Los 
Angeles C'ounty sp::-nt Sl 27 n1i\lion for 
the inst:ill:i.tion of lll'"\V pollution con­
trol units. and S8S2 n1i!!ion for basic 
production cquipn1cnt. \\.hile no dc­
scripti\·c figures arc a\·ailablc, th.: ex­
pc.ndituri: of sunt" lor n1:1i11tL·n~111cc and 
opL-r;1\ion (Jf the contr1.l\ un;t:-; nHht !:::.:­
apprecL1blc. 1·he records of the dis­
trict f11rthcr shO\\' th:1t rh:..> co:.t of con­
trol rquipn1cnt ::1scrag~'S ~5 '~ of the: 
cost of the b~1sic proJuctiL'rl cquirn1cnt. 
'fhcsc costs possibly ar<.:' higher in thc 
Los 1\ngek.:; ar1.·.t th;tn ~:ny\\lh.'!1.' else 
in the \vorld. 1·1ic \';i!lin~ncs-: of the 
Los Angeles electorate lo b:ar thl.'se 
co~ts and the justification for thi'> level 
of coniroi result fron1 the natur.: antl 

severity of Los Angeles' air pollution 
problcnls. Neither the need for this 
degrc0 of restriction on indusLry, nor 

the ability of industry to n1cct Los 
Angcl!.!s standards at comparnble co<;ts, 

can be nssu1ncd for other jurisdictions 

\Vith other industrial p:1ttcrns ::i.nd dif­
ferent 1nctcorology and topogr:1phy. 

In prac_ticc, the Los Angeles inass­
rate approach has reduced greatly in­
dustri.il contributions to th::it con1-
n1unity's particulate lo;:iding, but it 

c;innot be used indiscri1ninatcly on the 
air pL)llution problc1ns faced by con1-
1nu11itics. Reason dictates 1 and the 
federal 1\ir Qunlity J\ct of 1967 pro­
vidi.::s, that ab::1lcn1ent progranls should 
be designed to achieve an1bicnt air 
qualities rationally selected on the 
bas.is of established criteria. Each 
problcn1 n1ust be evaluated and the 
best possible solution applied to n1eet 
the particular diflicultit"s encountered. 
Standards inust he established to n1cet 

the spccil\c nrcds of the corn1nnnity, 
but thi.::y also rnust be forn1lilt1tcd in 
tern1s \Vith \Vhich the con1n1unity can 
live. 

Conclusion 

Since publicntion of criteria for par­
ticulates by l!E\V1 n1any inquiries have 
been. received regarding the L0s 
,.-\ngcles n1ass-ratc fonnula and table. 
Ho\vcvcr, a rcvie\\' of the clcyclopn1ent 
and upplication of F_u\c 54, and the 
rationale follo\vcd in selling the: per­
n1issiblc discharges under this rule 
leads 1ne to these conclusions: 

• Jn no instanco is the <ldoption of 
~cgulntions of one cnforccn1cnt agency 
by nnothl·r justified. unless such reg­
ulations arc thoroughly undcrstooJ and 
it is detenninrd that they lire :tppli­
cablc to the problcrn in question, The 
i1nposition of arbitr~1ry en1ission re­
striction::; upon uncategorized sources 
is not consistent \rith cffccli\'c ::ipplic:1-
tion 0°f the crit1.·ria to air qu:dity 5t:in­

dard to cn1ission rcgut1tion approach 
to air pollution problcins. 

• If particulati.:: 1.'n1ission abateincnt 
is to be achicycd by npplying n1ass­
ratc source re~~ulatiuns. the pr(1po~cd 

restrictiL)tis 111u->l he juqiflcd fly. and 
ndcquate for, air quality gollls SL'!ectcd 
by the co1nn1unily. 

e I( lll{iSS-f{l[e ri.:-strictions arc to h ... ~ 
applil'd to in di' idu::i.\ sour"-·L'S or c\a...;..;cs 
of s.:.1un·c-;. 1h~~ :1...,c;ignnlL'lll c1f ;tllo\\·,d:ilc 

di..;ch~\r_.:·.:s 11111:-.I be h:i-.,cd upon ~l fir111 

l:no\\'ki.l~~c oi thL' n:1turc ;ind quantity 
of the cn1i'.:>'.:>ions gcncr:l!cd, anU th-:: 
ccono1nic and technological factors 
<lssoci:ttt:d \Vith th1.·ir colkction, 

ln addition, in 1nany instances, the 
n1ass-ratc regulation approach is too 
elaborate for a sn1al\ orgo.nization 
\vhich is not financed adequately. 
Checking the pcrforn1ancc of a n1ass­
ratc rcgulw.tcd instnllntion is expensive 
and tin1c consun1ing, and, if trained 
personnel arc not available, this type 
of regulation is unenforceable. Such 
alternative approaches to particulate 
control as the pcrn1it-to-opcrate system 
n1ay be 1norc effective and easier to 
adn1inistcr. Each comnninity should 
tailor its approach to its O\Vn n~eds 

and capabilities. 
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TO · MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
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FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION STAFF 
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DATE May ll, 1970 for May 22, 1970 Meeting 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED EMISSION STANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES, FOR 
PUBLIC HEARING ON MAY 22, 1970 

The attached proposed regulation represents another part of the updated 
particulate emis1sion 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 
emission standards considered at a Public Hearing on April 23, 1970, 
the Emission Standards for Industrial Processes will provide objective 
mass emission standards for the sources of 85% to 95% of non-seasonal 
particulate emissions in the State. 

With adoption of these regulations, the only remaim.ng major source left 
uncovered by specific Department of Environmental Quality regulations 
will be open burning of solid waste at refuse disposal sites. Staff 
of the Air Quality Control Division and the Solid Waste Program are 
preparing a revised open burning regulation for public hearing in the 
near future to replace the current limited standard. 

The emission standards under consideration at the present time apply 
to all industrial particulate emission sources other than fuel and refuse 
burning equipment, and other than kraft pulp and hot mix asphalt plants 
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 major industries 
subject to the regulation ar·e plywood, particleboard, primary and secondary 
metals, and cement manufacture. 

The attached Informational Report provides a description of the technical 
and administrative aspects of the proposed regulation. The regulation 
is similar in concept and uses the same process weight table a.s standards 
adopted or proposed by Regional 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 
as a result of applying the process weight table to an entire plant site 
(process unit), rather than to individual items of process equipment 
within the plant site. 

In developing a.nd evaluating the proposed regulation, the staff worked 
extensively with the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority, and 
has also consulted with the Joint Coordinating Subcommittee of the Regional 
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Authorities and the Environmental Quality Commission. It was primarily 
at this latter body's suggestion that the deadline of January 1, 1975 
was set for full compliance by ,sources currently in compliance or 
proceeding on a schedule of compliance with any less stringent Regional 
standard. 

It is hoped that the use of the term "less stringent" and "more stringent" 
as used herein is not misleading, for neither application of the process 
weight table is a permissive standard. 'rhe process weight standard applied 
on a process equipment basis has been used in Los Angeles since 1948, and 
is used today by a number of state and local agencies. The level of 
control it require.s is substantial. 

There are some probl0ms 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 logically should comprise 
more than one piece of hardware. The Informational Report deals briefly 
with this problem, and it appca,~s 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, maldng 
consistent application of the law impossible. 

Another problem with the process weight standard applied on an equipment 
basis is that it can be met by m1my sources by application of somewhat 
less than maximum technology, and therefore frequently falls short of 
maximizing the reduction of emissions. Improvements in control technology 
since the 1950's when Los Angeles first began using the standard have 
made possible considerable improvements in the control of certain source 
types. 

The Staff has examined a number of industries with respect to the proposed 
standard, and concluded that application of the process weight table on 
a process unit basis is technically feasible and in most cases ha.s the 
effect of requiring the application of hii:;hest and best tree.tment, which 
usually means installation of bag filters or electrostatic precipitators of 
99% to 99.5% efficiency. Included in the survey of industries were 
primary and secondary metals plants, cement, and particlebo.ard plants. 
For some of the plants currently in compliance with the conventional 
process weight standard, re1atively simple additions to improvements 
to existing equipment would be required to upgrade the system, while 
others would presumably have to scrap existing equipment and start from 
scratch. 

One source for which it appears the proposed standard is not technically 
feasible at the present time is the kraft pulp industry. 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 ll5 lb/hr. Allowable 
emissions if computed according to the process weight table applied on a 
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process unit basis would be about 45 lb/hr. Since early results from the 
kraft mill sampling program indicate that achievement of the 5.5 lb/ton 
presents somewhat of a challenge under current technology, decreasing the 
allowable emissions to somewhat less than half that amount does not appear 
feasible at this time. For that reason kraft mills, as well as hot mix 
asphalt plants (which are cu.rrently operating under a generally more 
stringent regulation) are specifically exempted from the proposed standard. 

The Staff recognizes that there may be other instances in which full 
compliance with the proposed standard either is technically not feasible 
or is economically impractical. No such case has as yet been clearly 
identified, but the possibility cannot 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 staff would recommend granting such a va.riance only 
if it determines that highest and best practicable treatment is being 
applied. While recognizing that public acceptance of variances from 
pollution standards is in short supply these days, the Staff feels strongly 
that a stringent general standa1'.'d, with provisions for variances, adopted 
now, is highly preferable to a less stringent standa.rd adopted now and 
updated later. Consideration of every possible difficulty and inequity, 
or the development of specific standards for in<Li.vidual industries, would 
create an unacceptable delay in providing needed abatement tools and clear 
guidance to industry regarding the level of emission control that will bG 
required in the future. 
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aom1n1sTraT1on 
OF a 
Perm1T 
SYSTem 

In June 1947, the California Legis­
lature enacted into law a bill which 
authorized counties experiencing 
air pollution to activate air pollu­
tion control districts. The law 
provided a district with the privi· 
lege and necessary powers for 
administering a two-step permit 
system requiring first, an au· 

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

Following the initial appearances of 
photochemical smog in Los Angeles 
during World War II and its subse­
quent increase in severity, an 
aroused public de1nanded c:ibaternent 
action. Tile response was a bill 
drafted by the County Counsel of 
Los Angeles and submitted to 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 evaluating ap­
plications for permits, making cal­
culations necessary for determin­
ing probability of equipment com­
pliance with air pollution laws, and 
making the decisions on the ap­
proval 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 equipment 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 bi!! was enacted into 
law in June 19q7. The purpose of the 
bill was to enilble any California 
county suffering fron1 air pollution to 
establish an air pollution control dis­
trict with the responsibility for clean­
ing the air 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 
Los Angeles County APCD 
Air Pollution Engineer 
Los Angeles County APCD 

Administration of a 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
lution from stationary pollution 
sources. It not only prevents 
operation of equipment which 
emit air contaminants in excess of 
that allowed by law, but prevents 
the installation or construction of 
such equipment. This latter facet 
also conserves money for the ap­
plicant because he does not have 
to make expenditures for equip­
ment until a fair certainty exists 
that a permit to operate can be 
obtained. Thus, the applicant is 
able to make needed changes on 
a drawing rather than more ex­
pensive changes to the physical 
plant. Dependence on unreliable 
voluntary cooperation is replaced 
by a more certain system which 
places the same requirements on 
all applicants. 



11essrs. Lnnehe, l)iret'lor of Engineering; Len1ke1 
Principal E11giuee1·; and \·erssen, Air Pollution Engineer 
are ao-;soeia1ed with th_e Lri:-: Anr~e]e;; County Air Pollution 
Control J)istrict, -1:3-t tlouth Han Pedro 8treet1 Los Angeles, 
California 00013. 

F_ollol'·ing the initial appC>arances of photoche1nical f'n1og in 
Los Angeles during \Y arid \\Tar II and its subsequent increa:-;e 
in se\'e_rityi an aroused public den1:inded abatc1ne11t action. 
1-'he respon:-;e 'Yus a bill drafted hy the Cou11ty Counsel of Los 
Angeles and suhn1ittrd to the California. Lrgi:--:lature. l)e~pite 
strong oppo:-;ition by eertain :-:egnH'lltf' of-i1Hlu:--:try1 the hill 
v;as enacted into la"· iu June 10.f/. 'l'he purpo:-;c of the biU 
'vas to enable any California eounty :.:.ufferinµ; fronl air pollu­
tion to e:'itablish an air pollution control di.-;tri<'t '\1;ith the 
responsihility for ch'aniug the air in that county. 1'he fir~t 
California air pollution control di:-::trict ,,·as aeti\·atrcl hy and 
for Los~-\.ngelcs County in 0<'tober lU-±7. 

State Law 

An important feature of the ne\v State La'v '"as the pro­
vision for ad1i1inistcring a pern1it :::yste111. This provision 
allows a district to require Jll'nnits prior to buildi11µ;, altering;, 
replacing, sellingi renting, or using, with :-;on1e exce-ptio11s 1 of 
all co11tan1inant ernittinµ; e~1uipn1e11t. 1~he State La''" abo 
delegated to a di.strict the right to: 

1. Require plans to sho"· that the building n'ill be done, alld 
appro\'ed cquipn1ent- will be used, so as to elin1i11ate or 
reduce contarni11ant {'lni:-::-:ions; 

2. Require the furnishing of :::uch !nforn1ation, analyses, 
plans or specifications a:; will discloc::e the nature .. e:"-..lent, 
quantity or degree of contan1i11ants di:::charged; 

3. Suspend pennits 'rhrre requested inforn1ation is not 
furnished; 

4. Request the revocation of pcrn1its by the Hearing J1oard; 
5. Require fees for the i~~uance of pern1its; and 

6. Enact rules and perforin acts nred('d to reduce air po1lu­
tion and properly adn1i11i.strr the district ancl the pennit 
sys tern. 

To facilitate a district in putting a pCrn1it sy:::-ten1 on a finn, 
enforceable basis, the State La1Y declared it a 1ubdPn1eanor to 
fail to furnish requested infonnation for a pern1it, to sub1nit a 
false state1nent in connection ,\·ith a pennit, to buUd or 
operate ·without first obtaining a pcnnit, to build or operate 
\\·ith a suspended or re\·oked pern1it.i or to build or operate 
<'ontrary to the pro\·ision::; of a pennit. 

District Rules 

'):'he Los A_ngeles County A.ir Pollution Control Di~trict. 
opted for a pern1it sys.te1n as one of the corncri'tone:-; of it::: air 
pollution control prograni. Rules and procedures appropri­
ate to that option, and in hannony \Yith the State L~nY, were­
a<lopted by the l)i:-:trict and hui;·c produced a pennit. ~yste1n 
that. is "\\'orkahle and effecti\·e in reducing air pnllution. 
These rule::; and proredurr::: ha,·e hren inodified o\·t'r the years 
a::: foun<l Hrees:-:ary throuµ:h \\·orking experience. 

PrP~cntly, thr:-:r rnh>."- pre.-:cribr thnt an A_uthotitu to Co11-
slrucl be obtained prior to eon;0;.truetion. alteration, or rcplace­
inent of any equip1nrnt eap:ible of crnittiuµ: or controlling: air 
contruninant.-;. ..\.\.-;o a l\·r111it lo Operate 1nu:-:t be oht:tinrd 
prior to operatinn or u:-:t' o!l a full-tintt' or prnncllH'IJt ];a:-:i::: of 
any equipn1ent capnldt' (Jt' Plllittin!"; or t'nntrnlling air co11-
tarni1ia11t:-;, 'l'lu~ 11rot·e1lurr e1n11l1iyP<l ,,·ith a Pennit to 
Operate allo\Ys thr equipnll'l1t ro lw plal'rd in opl·rarion for 
''d{'bugging" nn(\ dcni.on:-:trntion JlllrJlO.'l':-: bl'ltnr 1l1L' (l('('i:-:itH\ 
to grant or deny the Ft>nnit to Operate i::: 1nadr. Once 
grnnted 1 an Authority to Co1i...:truct or Pt'nnit to Operate is not 
transferable fron1 one location to another, fro1n one person 
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to another, or to other equip1nent. 
Not all cquip1nrnt rn1itti11g: air contun1i11ants fall...; within 

the pur\·icw of. tlH• pern1it :-;yste1n.. :\.nother rule de . ..:cribc:-; 
e~tuipn1cnt excnlpted fron1 the permit oyste1n by the State 
La\V1 notably \·chicle::, or exen1p\cd by the f)i::trict bceau:-:c 
the natun' or ainount of pollution fron1 such cquip1nent doc:::-
11ot justify its inclusion under the pennit syste1n. Ho\1·eyc1-. 
this equipn1ent 1nu:::t be oprrated in con1plia.nre \rith rini:-::--:iot 1 

standards. 
1'o facilitate the ain1 of consistent treabneut 1 applira11t::: for 

.·\uthorities to Construct and Pern1its to Operate n1ust file 
applications \Yith the necessary inforn1ation as pre . ..:cribed \Jy 
the J)istrict. Since plan:-; to cou:-:truct or operate 1na~· l;t> 
changed or di::;cardecl, A.uthoritirs to Constn1ct f'xpire after 
two years and applications are canceled. In the eu:-:e of an 
applieation for a Pennit to Operate existing equip1ncnt. a~ 
occurs during change- of o\\'llPl'Ship 1 the application i::; cuncelrd 
after t'vo ye-ar::;. 'fhc applicant 1nay reapply for the j._uthorit,· 
to Coui'truct or Pennit to Operate \Yhen plans to proceed :u~ 
revived. 

In certain installations, san1pling and testing of the effittcnt 
n1ust be conducted. One of the adopted rules require::: that 
sarnpling and te.sting facilities be pro,·ided and n1aintai11rd a:-: 
specified in the .-\.uthorit~· to Construct or Pcrn1it to Operate. 
\Yhen equipn1ent is not ::;ho\\·11 to be rapahlc of coinplyiug with 
the State La\\" or Di~trict. llule.s, or \\·hen the equip1ncnt has 
not been coustructed in accordance with the uppro\·cd . .\.u­
thority to Construct. the standards for granting appli['[ltion." 
require that the applieations be denied. Instead of denying: 
an application, the J)istrict n1ay specify conditions \rith an 
Authority to ('.onstruct or with a FC'nnit to Operate \rhirh ,\·ill 
bring the equip1nent into co1npliance "·ith air pollution Ja;v:-::. 
'l'hc::;e conditions 1nay be revised upon reapplication and . 
den1onstration of con1pl~·ing operation under the rrYi:'ccl co!l­
ditions. \Yhcn an .·\.uthorit:y to Construct. or Pern1it tu 
Operate has been denied, a nc\Y application for the ~a1ne equi1 i­
n1ent cannot be filed until the reasons gh·en for denial haYC' 
been correctrd. Failure to suppl~· requested infonnation can 
be use<l as a basis for denial action. 

_.,.\_ serirs of rules~ known as "prohibition~,n proYide e1ni::;sion 
or perforn1ance standarclsi specify equipn1cnt or fucb ior 
various operations, and prohibit certain operation:-;. In­
cluded arc: (1) rules lirniting and defining penni:;,:ible dark­
ness and opacit~· for a yj~ible en1bsion phunc; (2) rules li1nit­
ing cli~charge of particulates, dusts and fun1es 1 ;0;.ulfur co1n­
pound:>, co1nbu:-;t.iun conta1ni11ants and organic n1~ttt1 rial fron1 
soh·ent u:=::age; (3) rules specifyiug acceptable controls fur 
petroleun1 products storag;e tanks, oil-effluent "·ater separa­
tors, gasoline loading into tank truck~1 tank cars aucl :'-f'r,·ict· 
station tank.:0;, nnd r0ndering cookers; (4) rules s.peeifyi11g stil­
fur contents of fu0ls; degree of u11saturati9n of 1notor ga:Soline 
and photoche1nical reacti,·ity status of organic .-;oh·ents; and 
(5) rules prohibiting public nui::o:anres, open fire:-;i and single 
ch:11nber incinerator;:;. 

Permit System 

Operation of the permit syste-111 has contrihuted :-ignifi~ 
cantly to the effeeti\T!lC'ss of the J)i;:;trict's air pollution con­
trol progTan1 and the ad,·a11cen1011t of the "slatr oi the :irt" 
of the control of du;.:t.c:, fu1np:-;, s111oke, gase:-;, nnd otlH'r ai.r 
conta1ni11:u1t;o; fron1 :-:tationary sutirt•r:-:. BPforc the prnnit 
systen1 could nlakl' thi:' contributiou, ho,YcYer, the fnune­
"·ork of State lU\Y." and f)i:-:triet rules hnd to be i1np!e1nentrd 
h~· \·ariou:-; nd1ni11i . ..:tra1i,·e iiolicie:-; and 1>roecd11n>."-. 1'he~f· 
poticirs and proeedun':-; rangt'd fro1n intl'rpretation . .;; of the 
lU\Y=' and in:-:tru(•tions for thei!' applieation, to llll'cbanies nf 
work IlO\\·, forn1s to be 11:-:rd, 1nethod:--: uf prot·es_..:i11.!.!: pennit 
application:", \\.(lnli11_~ of !l<'nnits uu1l equi1n1H'llt tn l1L' i11clu1kr! 
on one prrn1it. 'rht' !lc'1•tl flll' co!L':'i-.:(l'll('·\· and 1111i1·nnnity 11!' 
trt>ut1neut for u!l applil':tuts ha:-; a!w:1.,·::: li!'('ll n'1'<>!.!11iz('d Lut 
actual uchicYen1P11t of this goul did nut cu1ne u\-t·r11i:.;ltt. 

Reinstute1ne11t of tht> fee syste1n in 1D57 fueu~Pd attl'ntion 
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particlilnrly on the practice of issuing pcrrnits and sepurating 
equipn1ent into inclividurd pcrn1it applications. 'l'hus wus 
born the 11pcrinit unit" concept, \Yhich was rc\·icwed for 
legality by the County Counsel's office and accepted by in­
dustry hccausc it brought consistency to the issuance of 
n~rn1it.s for i:iin1i!ar cquipn1ent at different locations. Under-

ng the acceptance of the pennit unit concept by the in­
oustrial con1n1u11ity is the fact that they kno\y that each ap­
plicant n1ust subinit the srune data and inforn1ation, follo\v 
the sa1ne procedures, use the sarnc forn1s 1 a11d con1ply \Yith 
the san1c rules and ordinances. 

Permit Unit Concept 

The basic principle for establishing the boundaries of a 
pennit unit is to include in a pern1it unit, all cquipn1Pnt ite1ns 
which operate together as a functional unit. _-\n1plif-ication 
of this principle for various situations ha~ beC'n 11u:tclc in a 
brochure entitled 11_.\chninistration of the Pern1it Syslen1." 
This brochure al~o outlines procedures to be follo\\·cr_l in 1nak­
ing applications, gives exan1plcs of Yarious equipn1ent g:roup­
ings \rhich co1nprise pcnnit unitll, includes an index for 
equating different equip1ncnt groupings to the gi,·c11 exa1nples, 
and includes instructions and instruction fonns for frequently 
encountered pen11it units. 

In Los ...-\ngeles County1 "basic" en1it.ting equip1ncnt and 
the uair pollution control" equip1ncnt are considered separate 
pern1it units under the pennit systc1n. 'l'h11s, there is no 
necessity to reprocess the basir~ equipn1ent each tin1e the con­
trol equipn1cnt is altered or 111odified. 

Air Pollution Control Equipment 

Air pollution control equip1ncnt is grouped in permit units 
by the san1c principle applied to basic cquip111ent. For ex­
ample, en1issions fron1 a gray h·on cupola arc pas:'!ed in series 
through an afterburner to burn con1bustibles1 a spray chan1ber 

to cool the hot gfl;-)CS, and a cloth filter to rcmo\·c the acro;-;ol 
e1nbsions. 'fherc is no need to i:-;~uc sc\Hl.ratc pcr1nit.~ for the 
afterburner, the spray chainhcr, and the doth filler when all 
these units 111ust be operated in uni;-:;011 to control the cupola. 
'fhercfore, one pcr1nit unit includes the collection nnd exhaust 
syste1n as well as the ufter burner, \Yater cooler, and bag~ 
house. 

Independent Equipment 

The basis for forn1ing a pern1it unit of one equip1nent itcn1 
is the ability of that equip1nent ite1n to constitute a separate 
en1ission source or to operate independently fro1n other cquip­
n1ent \Yithin a plant. Ex.:l.n1ple.s of independent equip1nent 
which can be separate pennit unit~ are: boilers, n1etal rnelting 
furnaces, galvanizing kettles, cookers, and paint spray booths. 

Series Equipment 

Real problerns of n1ainta.ining consistency arise 'vit.h pro­
cesses en1ploying a co1nplex of equip1nenf, operatccl in uni­
son) between the point of feed to the process and the final 
storage. One need only exan1i11e the follo,ving typical fio\v 
;-;beet of a rendering plant to Yisualize the various groupings of 
perinits \vhich n·oulcl be possible and the proble1ns \vhich 
"'ould be encountered. 

Rendering Flow Sheet 

Re1naining consistent fron1 one con1pany to the next is 
paran1ount in i1nportance and cxtu11plc~ u:::ccl in the brochure 
help in reaching that objective. 1'he funda1nental vrinciple 
\vhich applies in the abo,·c case is to group such equipinent so 
as to encon1pass all the equip1nent c1nployed fro1n. the point 
of initial charging or feed to the point or points \vhcre the 
1naterial proceeds to a separate process or storage (i.e., clas­
sifying to storage, cooking to grinding, etc.). 
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Figure l, Typical flow sheet of a rendering plant. 
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Table I. Inventory of air contaminants from stationary sources under the permit system in Los Angeles County, January 1968. 

Currently 
Total Being 

Potential, Emitted, 
Contaminant Tons/Day Tons/Day 

Hydrocarbons and 
other organic gases 

2100 760 

Aerosols 530 55 
Nitrogen oxides 455 330 
Carbon monoxide 2130 80 
Sulfur dioxide 1845 275 

Total 7060 1500 

Obviously, an alternath·c of i..-suing one pern1it per co1n­
pany could ha\·e been adopted, that is 1 rt 11door-to-doorn per­
n1it. This, ho\\·e\·ct', ~i;ould in trodlll'C the po.<.:sihilitr that con­
siderable 11un1bers of con1plying equipn1rnt iu a plant could 
be denied ju:-t because other equipn1ent in the plant "·rre in 
violation of air pollution fa.ff:3. It'~ also equ::tll~, obviou:> that 
t\YO con1paniC'~ \\·ould reeein:.:i diffel"('llt treatineni in the e\·eut 
that one e1nployed three procc:>s lines 1rhile the otht'r ern­
ployed but one or t\\·o. 'Therl'fore .. the pcrinit unit <·011rrpt 
for operating groupings is that of a 11co1n1non dcno1niua1or." 

Parallel Equipment 

Norn1allyi bu::;iness enterpri~c:-; add 1nore 1)roducti1·e.cquip­
ment as d01nand for their product growS. Therefore, \rhether 
a con1pany installs several furnaces or spray booths, etc., im­
n1ediately upon entering bu~ine~s or adds additional units 
year-b.r-rrar, :-;uch 1'paralleF' e:1uip1nent. i.~ treated as separate 
pern1it units. 

Storage Equipment 

Grouping storage cquipn1e11t into 11erinit unit6 is pcrhap:> the 
most intricate pern1it unit. concPpt, but, in general, storage 
equiprnent i;:; grouped \Yith the . .;;ource of n1aterial it stores. 
Liq"uid storage is a n1ajor exception where ea.ch storage tank 
is considered a separate penuit unit. rrhcre are ntht'r excep­
tions \Yhich, although not as significant, are la.id down in de­
tail in the brochure on u .. ..\.cl1ni11istration of the Pcnnit Sys­
tem." 

Permit Unit Examples 

The various priu'ciple:'.i tt-:ed in the grouping of cquip1nrnt 
into permit units have been adapted to npproxin1ately 50 
groupings of the type of equip1ne11t n1ore freqlientlr en­
countered and of 1norc ~ignificant air pollution potential. 
These exa1nplcs illu!:'.itrating; the pcrn1it unit co11c0pt indicate 
the nu1nber of pcnnit unit:-; i1n·o/\·ed, the general cquipn1en~ 
i!1cluded, and the basis for fee as.~cs::-rncnts. 

Specialized Instruction Forms 

1'he type of inforn1ation required hy the cngint'el'~ to prop­
erly e\·aluate the air pollution potential or air pollution control 
potential of equiptncnt is d0tailed in ."peeializrd in:>truetion 
fonns lYhich arc giYcn to e\·en· finn nr pcr,-on \Yho n111.-:t obtain 
per1nits. 'l'he l)i.-.;trirt has prepared tbc . .;c . .;;pecia!ized in.-:truc­
tion fonns to appri~C' tlC'rn1it applicant~ n:; to thE' type of in­
forn1ation that will be d0n1anded of thr1n or any oth(•r appli­
cant applyi!lg: fur .-:iniilar equipn1eut. The:::e in~truetion 
fonns co\·cr rarious catrt(oric:;; nf e:.-111ip1ncnt and each fonn 
is detailed as to the i11!'0~·111:.ition \\·hieh nni."t be :>l!b1nittcd 
concerning proce.-:s de~<'riptioll 1 operating ~chedule.-:, fuel.., aud 
burnci·s u~cd, and Oow dia~ran1:-:. I~:ich forn1 abo de.-:(•ribr:-< 
ho\Y equipinent ratalog;s 1nay be :>ub:-;titut0d for drawings. 
Copies of application fonns and ~C'Yf'ral- instruction forn1s a.re 
attached as exa1nples of the type~ of infonnation rcquirrd. 
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Prevented 
by Per Cent Major Remaining 

Controls, Control Stationary 
Tons/Day Achieved Sources 

1340 63.8 Petroleum Industry 
and organic solvent 
usage 

475 89.6 Fuel combustion 
125 27 .5 Fuel combustion 

2050 96.2 Petroleum industry 
1570 85.0 Chemical industry, fuel 

combustion, petro-
leum industry 

5560 78.7 

Mechantcs of Work Flow 

A Pennit . .:\.pplieation Rerei\·ing l"nit has been e~pecial!y 
established to a~:-;i.st pcr:-;ons reqnired to :-;ubn1it pern1it ap­
plications and rrc('i\'f'S all i11con1ing plans, dra\ving:->, ctr,. 
}fere, applications are screened to detr-nniuc if they are ac­
ceptable, or if they are possibly cxe1npt, under our exr1nption 
rule. _-\.1801 as . .;;i:-;tance hi giYcn to potential applicant:-; in 
preparing their ap1ilication fornl." 1 (le.-:cribi11µ: Jlrnnit unit 
boundaries and e\·en in pro\·idi11g pC'nnit fee e::-ti111atrs. 

No\Yi \Yith the ach·ent of the el('rtronic data proccs:'linµ: 
system, the data presented \vith each application n1ust Ix· 
organized into a . .;;fanclarclizcd patfcl'11. 'l'hc i11for111atio11 on 
the application fonn is entered into the EJ)P syste1u routinel~· 
~o that n1a.ny different factor"" 1nay latC'l' be rctrie'i't'd, such 
as: ai1· eontatninant 1neasure1nent:-;1 co . .;;t:.:; to the con1n1unit~-. 
costs to variou:-; ind11.-:trics1 types of rt'1ncdial equipn1ent 
ernployed, and al! the co1nbinatio11;,; of this infonnation which 
will serve as tool.-:; to pro\-ide intelligent direction of the futurr 
air pollution control effort. 

Each applicu.tiou i:-; a;0;,:;igned u nu1nber chronologicallr upon 
receipt. rfhis nurnber i:-; t'nt0red on a 3" x 5" card \Yith thr 
applicant's na1nc1 addrc.-:~, pennit unit (t•quip1nrnt) de:--l'rip­
tion, processing statu" .. proce.-..,,ing engineer, dates1 etc. 1'he.-:l' 
3" X 5" cards are filed alphabetirnll,\· by con1pauy na1ne aud 
can be u::;ed for quick ans1,·ers to sin1pk' inquiries about thr 
application or it~ :>tatus. Con1plt'te infonnation 1 of cour.-:e, 
is contained within each application due to the policr of 
thorough docun1e11tation. 

Personnel Requirements and Duties 

1'he preceding polieie:-; arc indeed i1nportant for ad1ninister­
ing a pennit srsten1 that is {'ffertiYe for rt'ducing air pollution 
but. capable, dedicated personnel arc equally i1nportn11t. 'l'he 
District hO:s found it es:'elltial to cn1ploy profe:--.-:inllal]~- trained, 
graduate che1nieal and 1nechauic[l! <'ngineer.'l \\·ho ran apply 
the rules and prorPdurrs along: with good e11g-iuer.ring princi­
ples. Thus, since eae!t application for an .-\.uthority to Con­
struct and Pennit to OpPl'atc is reYeiwed by rui PnginPrr, 
there can be confide11t'e in the rYuluation as to \Yhcthrr the 
equip1nent i1n·oh·Pd \\·ill or doc:- con1ply with all applirah!C' air 
pollution laws. 

1'he c\·alnatiun is acco111p!i:.;hcd by a. reYiew of all the plans 
nn<l specification~ fol' the eqt1ip1nent, [l.nd the prol·c:-;:-; chern­
istry, procc:>s flow, and operation lktuiL..;. 'fhe t·nµ;incer 
calculates or c.--ti1nate>.-: th0 t.~·pc~· und qu~111titiC's r;f co11tan1i-
11ants gr11rrated, en1ittcd, and col!1'ctrd by t"ontrol de,·iee.". 
rl'he CO!lt[lrl1i11:J.llt coJJel'tion sys1T•l1l. j:-; checked to i11SU!"l' that 
it is de.-:ignrd and :--iZ('d pt·ope>rly to collcet a11d tnu1:-;fl't' tlH' 
contan1inn11ts to a co11ti-ol de\·i<'c. A eakulation of flip ('O!l­

trol de\'it'e pffiei('llt'Y :dso i:> a pad ol the eyaJuation. Jlhy:-;i­
cal inspection of rquipinent opPration and :;:.a1npli11g and analy­
sis of Pn1i:--.--ions play an i1nportant part in the cugineer's 
eraluation. 
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Based upon his evaluation, an engineer \Yill rccomn1end 
either approval or denial of the Authority to Construct or 
Pennit to Operate. If the engineer's reco1n1nenclation passes 
re\·ie\Y of hb supervisor without changes, the applicant re­
ceives either the Pennit to Operate or a letter of denial. In 
n1ost cases the letter i.-:: gi\·cn after a conference \Vith the ap­
plicant, at \vhich the J)istrict's action is discus~cd and ex­
plained. 

To expedite the proces:0:i11g of applications for .-.\.uthorities 
to C~onstruct and Pt'rinit::: tu Operatc1 the Eng:ineering; J)i\·i­
r:;ion has se\·cn application proce.:3sinµ.: units (euch specializing 
in a different variety of equipn1ent), t\\"O source testing; units, 
an engineering projects unit, and an application recei\·i1.1g 
unit for assisting applicants in the filing of applieations. Los 
.A.ngeles County, of course, hns a large indu:strinl base so the 
11un1ber of technical persons required to staff the prognun is 
necessarily larger than 'Yould be tbe case in s1naller con1n1uni­
ties. Counterparts to our organization in t>nutller industrial 
base con1n11111itic:-=; could certainly be scaled do,Yn and con­
solidated to ineet the needs of their problern. Consistency 
in processing applications for specific equip1nent is n1ain­
tained b~· the specialization of the processing units. Ex­
changes of personnel bet\\Ten proce:ssing units \Yidens con­
sistency in processing applications for all equiprnent. Each 
unit consists of a senior engineer, intcnnetliatc engineer 1u1d 
4 to 6 air pollution engineers so that the exchange of 1 or 2 
n1en at a tin1e is not harn1ful. The exchange progn1n1 also 
creates a ready re:=;erye of flexiLlei Ycrsntile engineers for each 
unit. 

Advantages of Peri11it Syste1n 

The pern1it sy:=;te1n as achninistercd under the rules of the 
Los ..\.ngeles County )..ir Pollution Control District is an ex­
nn1ple of pre\·enti\·e control of air pollution. .-.\.s such it has a 
nurnber of in1portnnt ach·anlage:; not only to the citizens of 
Los "-.\.ng;eles County but nbo to indu:3lry as ,,,-ell. 

If the indi\·iclu:d propo5cs to conduct. nctivitie::; likely to 
create air pollution, he n111st first obtain a pcnniti \Yhich is 
granted only after it is establbhed that nil required :::afeguards 
are present. .·1ftcr a pennil is iss1.1cd1 it rcniains in ejJect only 
as long as its condi'.tion8 are obsertcd. 

1'he eitizrns of Lo:-; .-\.ng:eles County benefit. becan.<:c u pennit 
to O\ll'rate is issuecl only \rhrn thr e1ni~;:.;ion::; fron1 the equip-
1nent inYolYecl haYe hl'C'll contrullcd to the staiularcl::; estab­
lished b~· la''" Further .. un .·luthorit11 to Conslrurt n1ust bC ob­
tnittecl prior to coustruction 1 alter~1tion, or replacP1nPot of any 
equip1nent C':1pnble of c1nitting: or C'Olltrolling: air C'Olltarninnnts. 
This safci!:U:trd JH'CYc11t::: the installation oi equip1ncur \Yhich 
\Vill not co1nply with ~1ir pollution law~ and aYoids the need for 
long, dra"·n-out h'gal procedures to bring existing, violating 
equi1>1nent into con1plia11ce. 

1'he prnnit. sy~te111 enables the District to fulfill its oblign­
tions on the b;tsis of infonnation recei\;ecl fro1n processing 
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applications, to inventory the a1nount of pollution in the air, 
the sources of air pollution, the reduction that Yarious pro­
gran1s have achic\·ecl1 and the effect that ne\v p1·ogra1ns \vill 
have. 

The pennit systen1i coupled 'Yith a fee syste1n1 quite prop­
erly shifts a portion of the cost of the air pollution control 
prognun onto the operators of the cquip1nent c1nitti11g the air 
conta1ninauts, rather than n1aking the general county tax-
payer bear the entire burden. -

Advantages to Industry 

Requiring approYal by the A_ir Pollution Control District 
prior to construction has su.ved n1any co1npanics the expense of 
installing and subse=iucntly replacing inadel_tuttc control 
equipn1ent. 1'hr, Di;;trict engineers are experts in the field of 
air pollution and their experience has qualified the1n to recog­
nize errors or deficiencies in the design of control cquiptnent. 
By requiring a prc-conslruction appliention for n pcnnit, our 
engineers can n1nke rccon1n1endations \\'hich enable the ap­
plicant to con1plet.e needed changes in the planning and blue­
print stages rather thnn to tnnke higher-priced phy:::ic~1l 
changes at a later date. District experience has sho,vn that 
poorly designed or in1properly operated air pollution control 
equip1nent 11ot only does not achieve the degree of control re­
quired, but, inay actually increase nir pollution proble1ns. 
The pern1it systc1n has proYerl to be the inost cfferti\·e 1ncans 
to avoid such costlv tnistakes. 

Operating under. the pcrn1it systen1, industry has co1nplcte 
freedo1n of choice in the sC'lcction of basic equiprnent. 'fhr 
select.ion of control equip1nent.1 ho\Ye\·er, is lin1ited to such 
equip1ncnt as has u reasonable chance of succe::5sfully elin1inut­
ing, or reducing to acceptable leYcls 1 the air conta1ninants it is 
intended to control. 

Son1c critics of the pern1it syste1n clain1 that it stifles initin.­
tive and the dcvelopn1cnt of ne\Y processes. Xothing is 
further fro111 the truth. In staying at least one pare ahead of 
the problen11 the pcnnit syste1n of the District. has produced 
[1 great n1an~· air pollution control "firsts'1 1 during; the past 
twenty years. Far fron1 discouraging; inventi\·ene;.;:'i, the 
records ~hO\\° that nrces:c;ity to n1c>ct the st~ndal'lls guaranteed 
by the pcnnit systc1n has foRtcrcd ingenuity "·ithin fundn-
1nentnlly souud eng;inccriu~ priucip]c::;, 

'fhcrc i;:, :1 1n(Jre recent. nnd highl,\· in1portant use of the 
pennit sy:-;tt'nl unrl its concept of con.si:'Jtent pennit. unit bound­
anes. 'rhe confinnation of e'.1uip1ncnt co:-;t through \\·hil'h the 
industrial eon1n1unity seeks to gain the tax credit or tax relief 
provided by h'clPral nnd state lcgi:'ilntion for air pollution 
control inst:1llations cnn be achieved rapi(lly throu~h the 
[Jern1it recorcb. 

'fhe enginet'r't> cYaluations and reco1n1nendatinns arc nutcle 
solely upon the engineering; 111crits of an installutio11. ..\:'i such 
they nre not i11\·oh·ed with any equities, or adYnntages1 or 
disadvantages to the residents of the District resulting fro111 
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requiring co1npliance or resulting fro1n granting a variance. 
The State law and the District's rules, ho\yevcr, provide the 
applicant an opportunity to appeal the District's de!1ial or 
conditional appro\·al of an authority to construct 1 pern1it to 
operate or pennit to sell or rent.. .-\ IIcaring: Board, con1-
pletely separate fro1n the JJistrict, crJJnpot:ed of t\ro Ja,vycr.-; 
and one engineer is pro\·idcd whose function is to hear c\·i­
dence fro1n both the petitifJncr and the District. A.fter con­
sidering the eYidcnce and the equities, the Hearing 13oard 
renders its decision. It grants ::;on1e \'arianccs to operate 
in violation of ])i;;trict rules for liinitcd periocl.s of ti1ne. This 
is only done when the petitioner provr.':i to the lfearing; Board's 
satisfaction that he is n111ki11g diligent effort:'> to bring the 
operation into co1npliance \\·ith ,dl District rules. Xo yari­
ance can be g;rautecl to continue a nuisance. 

Emission Surveys 

A.s n1e11tioned earlier, the pennit syste1n pt'ovides a ready 
inventory source of equip1nent nnd air conta1nina11t:-. 1'he 
latest inventory of aiJ tJ'JH::'.'3 oi" <lit' l.'Ollta1ninant.S fro111 station­
ary sources in Los J .. 11gcles Cou11ty :'\hows that "·e are pre­
venting 5560 tons per day of air conta1ninants fron1 entering 
the atrnosphere. This 1neans 're have achicYcd control of 
slightly o\·er 78 per ce11t of all e1niS.sions fron1 stationary 
sources by use of the pen11it s!Jslen1 t8ee 1'ab1e I). JJy co1n­
parison, the control of 1110,·ing; sources in Los A .. ngeles County, 
without a pennit susien1, preveut.s only 1,680 tons per day of 
air contan1i11ant::; fro1n entering the atn1ospherc. Thu:J, 
the progra1n for the control of n1oying source.-s achieYes le:=;s 
than 12 !Jer cent contt·ol of nil e1nissions frorn such n1oving 
sources. 

Conclusions 

'l'hrough the aclrninistration of the pcrn1it systen1 in Los 
A.ngcles Counl.yi control n1easures haYe been applied to such 
diverse sources and open.1tions a:-:; coffee roa>otc~rB, pctroieu1n 
refineries, rock crushers, and hot nsphalt plant;). Fron1 the 
sn1elting of n1etals to the P<tinti11g of 1nanufuctured g;oocls, ull 
stationary industrial opc'rations h<P:r been hrou~ht within the 
scope of the pennit systcn1 of the air pollution control pro­
gra1n. 

The following :-;tatistics1 illustr;1ting the considerable experi­
ence of the District. \\·ith the adn1inistration of a per1nit sys­
te1n, lend "·eight to the conclusion thnt a pennit sy1'te1n is 
'\·orkable, feasible nncl efft•cti\·e in reduci11g nir pollution. 
1'he total nu1nbcr of pennits i.s.-;ucd by the J..ir l)ollution Con­
trol J)istrirt of Los . ..\ng;cks Count)" since }'cbruary I, 1948 i;; 
103i72-1.* 'fhi.-; inc·lucle.s pennits i.ssued for nen· eq11ipn1ent, 
alte.red equipn1c11t, change of lor.-.1tion, and t.ra11:-;fer of o\rner­
ship. 1'he nun1bcr of pcnnit~ issued for new h;t.sir equip­
n1ent units non· ~1n101uit.-; to i 1. :2:20. * and thr."0 b:l."il' rquip­
n1ent unit::: are Y:tlued at SJ,15/,2Ul',:300.* 1'hl' 11un1bpr of 
per1nits i.".'."llC'd fur llC\\. rrintru! P1[Uipn1e11t llnit.; 110\\· an1011nt;-; 
to 1-1-,/0-f* :tnd tlil':-.C co11trul e~piipn1t'llt 11nits :trl' Yalul'rl Ht 
S14I,DG-1,<JOO.* ])urin.g thb :-;:unc pPriod of ti1nc 5.SJ.S* 
pennits \Yrre denied to both lJ,1.-;ic ;111d control e~1uipnlcllt 
units. 

1~hc follcnrin.t; fpature.~ of the :-id111i11i.-;trat ioll of the pennit 
systen1 in Los_ \.ng;rlc~ County are 1yorthy of cn1ph:1sis: 

I. 1'he pcnnit sy.ste111 prevents the in.stnllntion, alteration, 
replacerncnt 1 or operution of cquiptncnt. which nu1y ernit 
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air contun1inants in excess of that allo\\·e<l by Ja,v or of 
equipn1ent \Vhich 111ay not elin1inatei reduce, or control 
the issuance of air c011L11ninants to the standard;-; ple­
scribecl by la'iY. 'Ihe pennit systen1 aecon1plishes thi:-; b~· 
the applica tion of eHgincering science and does n0t in­
volve policen1en, pro:--;ecutors, or courts. 

2. 1'he permit syste1n incorporate:-; a list of equip1nent whiC"h 
is exe1npt fro1n inaking application for pcrinit. }~xperi­
ence has sho'iVll this equipn1ent to contribute little to air 
pollution. 

3. The pcnnit systen1, \vith its pre-construction reYiew of 
applications by expert air pollution engineers, saYes thr 
applicant n1oney by preventing the installation of equip­
n1ent "·hich cannot he operated if it does not con1ply with 
air pollution control la"·s. 

4. The pern1it systein, by 1neans of the Hearing Bonrrl, 
provide,., an inexpensive lf'µ;<d procedure for appe,11:' and 
for request.-:; for \·ariance::;. 

5. 1'he pennit systen1 1 \'i·ith its provision for fees, shifts 
so1ne of the burden of an air µollution control di::;trict onto 
those directly respollsible for creating the air pollution. 

6. The pern1it systc1n has not stopped the expansion of in­
dustry in Los ~-\.ngeles Couut.r. 

7. The ad1ninistration of the pennit systen1 for the p;1 . .:;t 
twenty year.') has pro\·icied the technical kno\v-ho'ir to con­
trol n1ost air pollutio11 e1ni:-;sions. Ill fact, 1nuch of the 
hard1vare required to coutrol air contan1inants can llO\\. 

be bought rcndy-nutdc off the shelf. 

In conclusion, 'Yith the pern1it syste1n 1 depcnck•nce on 
voluntary efforts by nir polluters to reduce their pollution is 
elin1inated. ,\. voluntar,· control effort is rarch- '3atist"netorv 
in tcnns of control cffecvth·enes~ or ti1nc requir~cl to achicY.e 
control. In fact, it has bren said that inan has onlr appr0xi­
n1ately 30 years to est:tblish 'rhcthcr he can re1nuin on this 
planet or not and voluntary efforts are not likely to n1eet 
tln1t schedule. 

Experience has sho\\"H that public stat.en1ents b~· 1nanng:e-
1nent proclain1i11g their policy of controlling pollution fro1n 
their plants and con1plying 'Yith local air pollution Jaws <l!"C 
not always put into practice by lo\rcr echelons of the coin­
pany. These lower echelons <ire concrrncd \\·ith sho\\"illg" a 
good profit und loss record and are \\·illi11g; to .sarrificl~ or po:::t­
pone air pollution control expendit111T·~ for that JH!rpn.'e. 
.:\Iore than once the:::.c lo\\·er eehelon." ha,·e 1nade atten1pt::. to 
disguise the facts about an nir pollution proble1n brenu.-:e of 
the n1oney situation. I-{ecently, p]unt personnel, le.".' pure 
than the adYerti.--ed product of their large eorpor:!l it11L Wl'l"f' 

found stuffing: r~1g . ..; into a ('111\d<'n:..:er to pa.'S a Jll't'!llit i11.,1w1·­
tiou. If thi;-; c:111 happ1'n at n ('orpon1tion \rhieh 1nuint:iin, 
i1s CJWll p!·rntnnL'J!l uir pollution :-;taff and <tetirely Jl<lrti,·i­
patr:0; in the Air P11llution Control _-\..-::.".'fWi:ltiun, l''i"l'!l at th!."' 
n1eeti11i-;, the uced for a thorough reYieir 11:-; proYidcd !;~· 11 
pPrn1it s~·;-;tc1n becon1cs e\·idcHt. 

Reference 
l. Luriche1 r~. (~., Lcnikc, E. E., '\\·i1ncr, H. L., ~rid \'cr.--:-:en, 

J. A., ''Air Po!luti1l!l Engi11ceri1tg in Lo.-:. Arlgde:-: County," 
L.A. Co. Air Pollution Contr1J! J)ist. (July llJGG;. 

*Through February 201 19GS. 
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Table 1. CE. - cR-C!TY URBAN CHARACTERISTICS OF SUSPENDED PARTICLES -- - --
1957-.+_961 1962-1966 

Geom. Geom. Geom. Geom. 
mean, std. dcv., mean, std. dev., Long-term 

Site µ~·/m3 pg/m3 p~/rn3 pg/m3 trend 

:nrmingllam, Ala. 125.6 1.85 124.5 1.68 No change 
~nchor:i.ge, Alaska 83.4 2.27 65.9 2.31 Do\1Jnb 
)hoenix, Ariz. 206.5 1.58 165.7 1.73 Do•.vnC 
~ittle Rock. Ark. 74.1 1.63 87.0 1.74 Upb 
.os Angeles, Calif. 164.2 1.56 124.5 1.60 Downe 
hn Di1;go, Calif. 85.4 1.54 76.3 1.53 Downb 
)an Francisco, Calif. 65.3 1.69 60.0 1.60 No change 
Jenver, Colo. 137.4 1.64 125.1 1.54 No chang;e 
fartforj, Conn. 88.8 1.59 95.6 1.58 Xo change 
Jew Haven. Conn, 84.8 1.47 91.9 1.52 No change 
i1ilmington. Del. 175.3 1.64 131.l 1.41 Downe 
\'ashington, D. C. 106.8 1.56 87.2 1.45 Downe 
~ampa, Fla. 85.9 1.39 8·Ll 1.·14 No change 
~tlantJ., Ga. 99.4 1.56 93.4 1.49 No change 
Ionolulu, Hawaii ·18.8 1.50 38.7 1.37 Dovmc 

~oise, Ida. 104.7 1.53 80.3 1.53 Do\1Jnc 

~hica:;o. Ill. 179.4 1.39 130.4 1.47 Do\~nc 

~ast Chica.go, Ind. 176.7 1. 70 183.7 1.51 No change 
ndian~·.polis, Ind. 157.1 1.35 148.8 1.41 No change 

)es Moines, Iowa 150.2 1.56 116.8 1.58 Do,,,,uc 

Vichita, Kan. 86.3 1.59 88.8 1.56 No change 

~c;w Orleans, La. 88 . ..J, 1.37 85.2 1.4'1 :\o change 

)onl::md, Me. 86.3 1.55 70.7 1.57 Downe 

3altimore, !vld. 131.5 1.51 130.3 1.49 No change 

3oston, 11-1:iss. 131.3 1.45 125.3 1.46 No ch:rnge 

)etroit, Mich. 134.l 1.51 13;).3 1.63 No change 

.1inne~.polis, Minn. 94.4 1. 75 7·!.8 1.50 Downe 

fackson, Miss. 71.7 1.60 69.1 1.46 No change 

<:ansas City, Mo. 1·10.7 1.50 129.3 1.48 !\o ch3.nge 

3t. Lo·Jis, Mo. l!jD.7 1.58 1:31.1 1.4·4 Downe 

:i:e1en3., Mo:H. 54.7 2.04 43.7 1. 73 No change 

)maba, Nebr. 106.1 1.62 107 .3 1.·!9 No change 

'-Jcwark, N. J. 97.2 1.63 103.S 1.54 l'<o change 

11.lbnquerque, N. M. 183.5 1. 71 11-1.6 1. 70 Dov.:nC 

'-Jew York City, N. Y. 167 .9 1.48 164.9 1.56 No change 

:::harlotte, N. C. 11.f.4 1.59 101.3 1.62 Downb 

Bismarck. N. D. 80.0 1.77 78.7 1. 94 No change 

:::1ncinnati, Ohio 12-1.6 1.45 129.2 1. 50 No change 

:::1evcland, Ohio 154.5 1.51 119.4 1.53 Downe 

2ol\lmllus, Ohio 129.0 1.51 108.1 1.48 Dov:nC 

Dayto:1, Ohio 113.0 1.'19 117 .2 1.6-t No change 

Youn[',stown, 01'.io 137 .7 1.56 136.1 1.56 No change 

Portlar.d, Ore. 75.5 ~~~~' 85.7 1.93 No change 

PhiL:l.del°phia;-pa~· .. 162.3 . -1so.5-· ·r:-u No change 

Pittsl1urgh, Pa. 160.3 1.73 150.6 1.55 No change 

Providence, R. I. 100.1 1.54 106.9 1.48 No ch:rnge 

Columbia. S. C. 106.8 1.41 73.2 1.50 Dovmc 

Siou:{ falls, S. D. 81.3 1.75 64.6 1.64 Downe 

Chattanoog-a, Tenn. 190.1 1.5,') 154.4 1.50 Downe 

Nashl'ille, Tenn. 126.6 1.57 116.3 1.5i Nn change 

Dallas, Tex. 91.4 1.71 91.6 1.58 No change 

Houston, Tex. 104.8 l.6.,1, 94.3 1.47 Downb 

San .l\.nronio, Tex. 105. 9 1.71 72.0 1.52 Downe 

Salt Lake City, Utah 105.5 1.64 108.3 1.63 l'\o change 

Burlington, Vt. 50.6 1.53 56.8 1.61 Upb 

~orfolk, Va. 95.9 1.49 96.7 1.52 No chang:e 

Seattle. Wash. 79.4- 1.62 68.2 l.51 - . Dowr.c 
Charleston, W. va-:-- .. 171.2 2.20 169.0 2.07 '.'Jo ch:iTI.1;"0 

MilwauJ.:ee, Wis. 139.4 1.49 120.0 1.63 Dow:-ic 

Cheyenne, Wyo. 42.0 1.69 33.7 1.72 Downe 

aDef:nitions for seasonal patterns c:i.n be found in the text. 
bstatistlcally significant; categories are explained in the text. 
CHighly significant statistically; categories are explained in the text. 

Chanf!;e in 
geometric 
standard Seasonal 
deviation pattema 

Dow~b Urban 
No change Non urban 
No change Urban 
Upc None 
No change Urhan 
No change Urban 
No change Urban 
No change Urban 
No change Possible urt 
No change Unusual 
Do\.\rnC Urban 
Downb None 
No change None 
No change None 
No change u~ban 
No change Urban 
Uob None 
DOwnb None 
No change None 
No change Unusual 
No change None 
Upb ~one 
No change None 
No change Urban 
No change Urban 
Upb None 
Downe None 
Downb None 
No change Possible url 
Do'.i.mc None 
Do-.vnc Unusual 
Downb Unusual 
No change None 
No ch:rnge Possible ur1 
No change None 
No change Urban 
Upb Unusual 
No ch3.nge Urban 
No change None 
No change Unusual 
Upb None 
No change Unusual 

Upb ti~-• Unusual 
Dov:n · · None·-·-=-= 
Downe None 
No change None 
No change None 
Downb None 
No change None 
No chan~e Possible ur 
Dovmb Possible ut 

Downe None 
Dow:-ic Urb3.n 
No change Urban 
No change Non urban 
No cli;lnge None 
Downb __NQ~ 

- NO c11:a.n·ge·· Urba.'1 
Upb None 
No cha..1ge Nonurban 

an 

an 

on 

n 
n 

CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICULATE PATTERNS 

Table 2_ NONURBAN CHARACTERISTICS OF SUSP&.,DED PART!CLF -

1957-HJ61 1962~1966~- -·-- - - [ Ctl::tuge m \ 
Geom. Goom_ I Geom_ Geom. ' st:l.lld:ird 

mean, std. dev ., me3.t:, std. dev., Long-term I geometric j Seasonal 

Site µ_1.';/m3 µg/m3 . ~1g/1113 µ):':/m3 trend 1 deviation pattema 

c~_,rid Canyon Pk., 16.7 I 2.42 18.5 2.11 No change Downb Non urban 

A!lZ. 

:.~c-11rnzuma Co., Colo. 11.3 2.15 12.2 2.60 No change Upb Nonurban 

i\_eot Co., Del. 58.1 1.44 56.3 1.54 No change No change i Nonurban 

3utre Co .. Idaho 18.6 2.08 13.6 1.91 DownC 

)'.;rJ.:e Co., Ind. 54.3 1.43 49.3, 1.56 No change 

od:\\vare Co., Iowa 36.1 2.02 36.3 1.72 No change 

.'l.C'Ddb Nat'l Pk .. Me. 24.1 1.83 22.3 1.83 No change 

C"-lvert Co •. Md. 37.6 1.63 39.1 1.46 No change 

Gl3.cier Narional Pk .. 11.0 2.63 13.7 2.50 Upb 

Mont. 

Thomas Co .. Nebr. 22.3 1.89 19.4 2.04 No chfinge 

White Pine Co., Nev. 10.9 2.61 10.0 2.59 No change 

Coos Co .. N. H. 16.3 1.61 19.6 1.77 Upb 

Cape Hatteras. N. C. 31.5 1.41 48.4 1.81 Up' 

Ward Co., N. D. 20.0 2.22 31.8 2.19 UpC 

Cherokee Co., Ok.la. 

I 
38.0 1.64 45.4 1.63 ,Upb 

Clarion Co., Pa. 38.6 1.67 37.1 1.69 I No change 

1\13.shington Co., R. I. 30.2 2.07 37.4 1.99 Upb 

Richland Co., S. C. 31.0 1.61 32.9 1.56 No change 

Orange Co., Vt. 38.5 1.43 36.7 1.59 No change 

Shenandoah Nat'l Pk., 29.8 1.53 30.1 1.59 No change 

V3.. 

"-Definirions for seasunal panems can be found in the text. 

bsrntistically significant; categories are explained in the text. 

cHiglily significant st3.tistically; caiegories are explained in the text. 

No change Nonurban 

Upb None 

DownC None 

No change · Possible nonurban 

Downb Pcssible nonurban 

No change Nonurban 

No change Nonurban 

No ch2.nge Possible nonurban 

Upb None 

UpC None 

No change Nonurb.an 

No change None 

I No change None 

No change Nonurban 

No change None 

Upb Possible nonurban 

No change Nonurban 

At a number of sites, for example, Cape Hatteras, 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 sustained change in the meteorology is improbable; meteorology in an 
area is considered to be a random factor and has been accounted for by the smooth­

' ing technique. The only factors that can be expected reasonably to change are the 
~emissions and the distribution of sources. Such factors can be affected by instal­
lation of controls, opening or closing of plants, and changes in sampler location. 

Certain combinations of characteristics at a few sites are 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 11 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission Members 

From: Water Pollution Control Staff 

Date: June 26, 1970 

Subject: Coast Packing Company, Ontario 

Coast Packing Company owns and operates a slaughterhouse 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 helned 

maintain higher water temperatures which are necessary to generate an 

active anaerobic environment. 

Odor problems continued, however, and were attributed to the two­

cell aerob~ 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, formal contacts have been made with 

·.Mr. Troutman and Mr. Plaza regarding retaining an engineer to study 

the system and provide additional treatment facilities and/or controls 

to eliminate nuisance odor conditions and reduce the waste loading to 

an acceptable 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 portion of the project. 

On the basis of the above agreement 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 plan.t 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 anaerobic portion of the secondary 

~reatment facility be covered to prevent odors. 

On March 10, 1910, Mr. George Ward, Consulting Engineer, who was 

Tetained 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 sent plans and a letter to the Department 

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 their water pollution 

control facility 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 is going 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 

chang~s 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. 
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The staff also requested that it he 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 

Coast Packing Company be denied in accordance with established 

administrative procedures. 



MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: James R. Sheetz, Pendleton District Engineer 

Subject: Coast Packing Company (Ontario Plant) 
Denial of Renewal Penni t Application 

Date: June 26, 1970 

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 construction of a blood drier. Kill floor 

washdown wastewater was being discharged to a single-cell ana~robic 

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 pieced 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 inef:f'ective 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 gases from the rendering plant processes. 

Discharge of in~dequately treated waste water to the Snake River 

was causing in the vicinity of the outfall severe and excessive 

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 effects, the present discharge 

does not conform with established water quality standards 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 adversely 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. 



DEQ 4 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: Environmental Quality Commission Members Date: June 17, 1970 
For June 26 Meeting 

From: Harold L. Sawyer 

Subject: Tax Relief Application No. T-40 
Completed June 11, 1970 

Publishers Paper Company 
Oregon City Division 
419 Main Street 
Oregon City, Oregon 97405 

The applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper mill at the above address in 
Clackamas County. 

2. pescrip~£_n_gf Claimed Facili!;z. 

Spent sulfite liquor concentration and incineration system consisting of 
evaporators, furnace and chemical recovery equipment, and necessary piping, 
tanks, electrical and support facilities, installed at a cost of $4,035,703. 
Tile facility was completed and placed in operation on December 11, 1969. The 
applicant requests certification under the 1967 act. 

3. Staff Evaluation 

Tlle claimed facility is a portion of the overall system which will be necessary 
at this mill to meet the discharge limitation of the Company's Waste Discharge 
Permit. The pahses of the overall project are as follows: 

1) Change of pulping from calcium to 
magnesium base 

2) Convert pulp washing from existing blow 
pit type to counter-current vacuum washing 
system 

3) Install concentration and incineration 
system 

l~) Install secondary treatment for remaining 
wastes 

Completed 
(Not claimed) 

Cost in excess of 
$ 1,000,000 

Completed 10-21-68 
Certified 7-25-69 
at cost of $ 1,052,703 

Operational 12-11-69 
Cost $ 4,035,703 

Complete prior to 
July 1, 1972 



DEQ 4 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

To: Enviromnental Quality Commission Members Date: 

From: Harold L, Sawyer 

Subject: Tax Relief Application No. T-40 
Completed June 11, 1970 
Page 2 

The Sanitary Authority, on May 23, 1968, made a preliminary determination that 
the claimed facility would be eligible for certification. 

The claimed facility provides some economic return to the company in the form 
of recovered heat and chemicals, The infonnation submitted by the applicant 
indicates the following economic return. for the complete operating unit: 

Cost of Fe,cili ty: 
Washing system 
Incineration 

Total 

Annual Value Recovered Materials 

Annual Operating Costs 
Labor 
Utilities 
Maintenance & supplies 
Property taxes & insurance 
Interest 
Depreciation 

Total 

Profit Before Taxes 

$ 77 ,490 

$ 1,052,703 
4,035,703 

$ 969,466 

32,335 
150,160 
173,097 
215,758 
318 025 

-"-"-'-'---$-§66,865 

Return on Original Investment, Before Taxes 

$ 5,088,406 

$ 2,601 

0.05% 

The staff concludes that this facility was installed for the principal purpose 
of pollution control. 

4. Recommendation 

mb 

The staff recommends that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
actual cost figure of $4 ,035, 703 be issued under the 1967 act for the facilities 
claimed in Application No. T-40. 



ERNST & ERNST 

Publishers Paper Co. 
Oregon City, Oregon 

COMMONWEALTH BUILDING 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

~.Je have exa1nined certain of the accounting records 

e:x.\-\•13, r 

of Publishers Paper Co. as of December 31, 1969, for the purpose 
of determining the total cost of the Recovery System - Pollution 
Control Facilities at the Oregon City, Oregon, plant site of the 
Company, as reflected by Exhibit Jll - Application for Certification 
of Pollution 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 .E> 
presents fairly the aggregate cost ($4,035, 703) of the Recovery 
System - Pollution Control Facilities at the Oregon City, Oregon, 
plant site of Publishers Paper Co. 

Portland, Oregon 
May 26, 1970 

D 



EXHIBIT P 

Application For Certification of Pollution Control Facility 
For Tax Relief Purposes 

December 31, 1969 

Item Amount 

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 
Storrs S. Waterman, Member 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

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

DATE June 11, 19'?0 for June 26, 1970 Meeting 

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY 
FOR TAX RELIEic PURPOSES NO. T-114. 

I'his 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. 

1. Applicant: 

Boise Cascade Corporation 
Boise Cascade Mobile Homes - Rex Division 
1801 Orchard Avenue 
McMinnville, Oregon 97128 
Mr. J·ack Paul, Manager 
Ph: IJ.72-2105 

The applicant produces mobile homes. 

2. The facility claimed in this application is described to be a gas­
fired incinerator with primary and secondary burning chambers. 'l.'he 
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. 

3. '.l'he total cost of the claimed facility is $27 ,842. 74. An accountant's 
certification of this figure is attached. 

4. Staff Review: 

Prior to the installation of the claimed facility the company disposed 
of its combustible waste in an objectionable wigwam burner. Cessation 
of this practice was encouraged 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. 

5, Staff Recommendation: 

The staff reconunends that a "Pollution Control Facility Certificate" 
bearing the actual cost of 1~27, 842. 74 be issued for the facility claimed 
in application No. T-114. 



" 

Boise Cascade Corporation Exhibit ''C'' 

Boise Cascade Mobile Homes - Rex Division 
1801 Orchard Avenue 
McMinnville, Oregon 
"Incinerator" 

1. Dismantle existing burner 
Voucher No. 8523 Gerry Williams 

2. Additional Electrical Service 
Voucher No. 10047 & 10471 · City Water & Light 

3. Plumbing Service 
Voucher No. 10465 Sterett Plumbing 

4. Incinerator Foundation 

5. 

6. 

Voucher No. 9075 R. B. Johnson Co. 
Extra work order 

Erect Incinerator 
Voucher No. 9459 Pre-Fab Incineration 

II II 8364 II 

II 10254 
Extra work order 

Electric Wiring 
Voucher No. 11042 

Total Cost 

II 

II 

Farnham Electric Co. 

$ 75.00 

243.00 

228.48 

3,332.90 

236.64 

10,0011..00 
5,625.00 
4,625.00 
2,176.72 

1 ,300.00 

$27,842.74 



BOISE CASCADE GENERAL OFFICE [rn rE ([] ~ ~ WI ~ /DJ 
P. 0. Box 200 • Boise, Idaho 83701 

Telephone (208) 385-9000 

Cab I e: BOCASCO 

January 6, 1970 

Oregon State Sanitary Authority 
P. 0, Box 231 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Gentlemen: 

JAN Oi 1970 

The Internal Audit Department of Boise Cascade Corporation has 
examined the attached Statement of Actual Cost of Pollution 
Control Facility Project (Incinerator)--1969, McMinnville, 
Oregon, Our 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 '\Ve considered necessary in the circurns tances. 

In our opinion, the statement referred to above presents fairly 
the cost of $27,842,74 incurred by Boise Cascade Corporation 
in the construction of the Pollution Control Facility Project. 

RLD/dr 

Very truly yours, 

~AL & ~ (21\i\N\_IJ.JW 
Rex L. Dorman, Manager 
Internal Audit Department 



.. 

BOISE CASCADE CORPORATION 

STATEMENT OF ACTUAL COST 

OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY PROJECT 

(INCINERATOR) ~ 1969 

MC MINNVILLE, OREGON 

Purchased materials, services, and labor, at cost $27,842.74 



TO MEMBERS OF TIIE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

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

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

DATE June 15, 1970 for Meeting of June 26, 1970 

SUBJECT: APPLICA'l'ION FOR CERTIFICATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACITJITY 
FOR TAX RELIEF PURfOSES NO. T-125. 

This application was received on April 1, 1970. A summary of 
the contents and results of the staff review are given below. 

1. Applicant: 

W. J. Voit Rubber Corporation 
Tire Materials Division 
23114 N. Columbia Blvd. 
Portland, Oregon 
Mr. Forrest Schmitt 
General Manager 
Ph: 285-3613 

Mr. M. W. Johnson 
Assistant Controller 
P. O. Box 958 
Santa Ana, California 
Phone: 714 546-4220 

The compa11y manufactures rubber to be used in retreating tires. 

2. The claimed facility is described to be a bag house filter for 
controlling carbon black dust emissions from the manufacturing 
process. Installation of the facility was completed and operation 
commenced in July 1969, 

3. The total cost of the facility is $1?,334·.68. An accountant's 
certification of this figure is attached. 

lf. 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. 

5. 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 

(All costs included become a part of the permanent facility) 

!NVOICE 
VENDOR REFERENCE COST DESCRIPTION ---
Pangborn 381417-BBB $ 8,210.70) 1 #63 Dust Collector 

) 
Pangborn CM 3422 109. 77) 1 1/400 Collector 

United Airlines 9603344 61. 07 Air Freight Blower from Pangborn 

International Forwarding 507713 19.32 Freight from Pangborn 

American Sheet Metal 1499 5,976.00 Labor & Material to install 

American Sheet Metal 2)520 1,990.50 Labor & Material to install 

American Sheet Metal 4671 127. 32 Labor & Material to install 

American Sheet Metal 4672 265. 87 Labor & Material to install 

American Sheet Metal 3468 564.79 Labor & Material to install 

Consolidated Freightways 36.98 

City of Portland 21.00 

Emory Electric Company 126.90 

Emory Electric Company 44.00 

Total Cost $17,334.68 

Freight from Pangborn to 
American Sheet Metal 

Electrical Permit 

Electrical 

Electrical 
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ARTHUR YOUNG & COMPANY 

Board of Directors 
W. J. Voit Rubber Corp. 

POST 0 FF!CE BOX 1962 

SANTA ANA,CALIFORNIA 92702 

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, 

1970. 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. 

March 25, 1970 

" '• 



t~: 

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 ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chai.rman 
Herman Meierjurgen, Member 
Storrs S. Waterman, Member 

FROM AIR QUALITY CON'rROL DIVISION 

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

DATE June 15, 1970 for June 26, 1970 Meeting 

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY 
NO. T-128 

1. Applicant: 

K. F. Jacobsen & Co., Inc. 
26ll .S. E. Fourth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

The applicant owns and operates a hot-mix asphalt plant at 1208 N. 
River .Street, Portland, Oregon. 

2. The facility cl.aimed in this application is a dust-control. system for 
the hot-mix asphalt pl.ant. 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. 

3. The total cost of this facility is $29,510. An accountant's 
certification is attached. 

4. Staff Review: 

A letter from Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority, dated 
May 11, 1970, stated that the Authority knew of no reason for denying 
this application. The sole reason for installing a venturi scrubber, 
as with any wet scrubber on a hot-mix plant, is for pollution control.. 
Recovery of any product material in the 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 1~29 ,510 be issued for the facility claimed 
in Tax Application T-128. 



HASKINS & SELLS 

CERTI Fl ED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 

K. F. Jacobsen & Co., Inc., 

2611 S. E. Fourth Avenue, 

Portland, Oregon. 

Lear Sirs: 

STANDARD PLAZA 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

April 1, 1970 

In connection with our examination of your financial state­

ments for the year ended December 31, 1969, on which we have rendered 

our opinion, dated March 31, 1970, we examined the accompanying sched­

ule of Venturi Dust Control System costs. 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. 

In our opinion, the accompanying schedule presents fairly 

the costs of the Venturi Dust Control System installed by your Company 

in the year ended L'ecember 31, 1969. 

Yours truly, 



K. F. JACOBSEN & CO., INC. 

SCHEDULE OF VEN'rURI DUST CONTROL SYSTEM COSTS 
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31 1969 

ENGINEERING. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 1,000 

MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT: 

150 H.P. General Electric motor (rebuilt) ........... $ 682 

150 H.P. General Electric motor ..................... . 

Fairbanks Morse pump ............................... . 

Two steel blower fans .............................. . 

Kenepactor ·- Venturi. .............................. . 

INSTALLATION MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES: 

Asbestos gasket tape ............................... . 

Cement ............................................. . 

Collector ducts .................................... . 

Electrical wiring .................................. . 

Overhead guy unit installation ..................... . 

Pipe ............................................... . 

Rubber hoses and tubing ............................ . 

Steel .............................................. . 

Miscellaneous hardware ............................. . 

2' 702 

1,420 

4,650 

5,419 

64 

198 

1,401 

2 J 236 

150 

56 

516 

576 

31 

14,873 

5,228 

INSTAILATION LABOR............................................ 8 409 

TOTAL. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $29, 510 



TO MEMBERS OF 'rHE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

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

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

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

DATE June 11, 1970 for June 26, 1970 Meeting 

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF POLLUTION CON'l'ROL FACILITY 
NO. T-130 

Crown Zellerbach Corporation 
West Linn Division 
West Linn, Oregon 97068 

The applicant owns and operates a pulp and paper mill at West Linn, 
Oregon. 

2. The facility claimed in this application is a Bailey smoke meter for 
allowing the operator of the wood-fired power (steam) boiler to know 
the density of the smoke discharge and make corrections as necessary. 
The claimed facility was placed in operation on June 26, 1969. 

3. The total cost of this facility is $1,665.00. An accountant's 
certification of this figure is attached. 

1+. Staff Review: 

Bailey smoke meters are used for measuring smoke plume opacities in 
the stacks.. The mea_surements a.re used as a guide for furnace operators, 
to inform them of conditions leading to excessive smoke.. T11ere nlay be 
some economic return in the sense that a low-opacity plume results 
from efficient combustion and hence good 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. 

5. Staff Recommendation: 

The staff recommends that a "Pollution Control Facility Certificate" 
bearing the cost fiGUre of $1,665 be issued for the facility claimed 
in Tax Application T-130, with 80%, or more, of the cost allocated to 
pollution control. 



' ' 

CROWN ZELLERBACH CORPORATION 

WEST LINN DIVISION 

Exhibit C 
(Cost Certification) 

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 

necessary in the circumstances. 

Costs shown include direct material purchases, West 

Linn mill labor and other costs directly attributable to the 

facility. 

In our opinion, the aforementioned final summary 

fairly presents the actual costs, aggregating $1,665, of the 

air pollution control facilities set forth therein at 

March 18, 1970. 

Portland, Oregon 
March 18, 1970 



. ' 
·,: 

., ). 

CROWN ZELLERBACH CORPORATION • 1 .. 

". \ ' , WEST LINN DIVISION 
.,, . 

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES 

FOR 

TAX RELIEF PURPOSES 
•' .. 

EXHIBIT C 
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TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herman Meierjtu'gen, Member 
Storrs S. Waterman, Member 

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

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

DATE June 11, 1970 for June 26, 1970 Meeting 

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION OF CONTROL FACILITY NO. T-138 

1. Applican_t: 

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 
Alban;)', Oregon. 

2. The facility :Ln 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. 

3. The total cost of this facility is $41,746.77. An accountant's 
certification of this figure is attached. 

4. Staff Review: 

This facility is part of a project of combining several emission points 
at Western Kraft'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 reclamation of material. A sump in the duct 
is provided to collect condensed water vapor, and that is the only 
place material is withdrawn from this system. 

5. Staff Reconm1endation: 

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. 



PEAT, MARWICK, MITCHELL & Co. 
CERTIFIED PUl:lLIC ACCOUNTANTS 

1010 STANDARD PLAZA 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

Mr. C. W. Knodell 
Western Kraft Corporation 
1601 Standard Plaza 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Mr. Knodell: 

April 30, 1970 

In connection with your application to the Oregon State Sanitary Authority for 
certification of pollution control facilities for tax relief purposes~ we have 
examined the costs (as detailed in the respective Exhibit C of the application) 
of the facility summarized below. It is our understanding that the detailed 
listing in Exhibit C was prepared by the Engineering Department of Western Kraft 
Corporation, and in making our exarp.ination 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 vendors 1 

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 
Materials 
Time and materials 

$ 3,263.55 
2,873.88 

35,609.34 

$ 41,746.77 

In our opinion, the foregoing summary fairly presents the actual costs incurred 
by Western Kraft Corporation in the construction of the facility listed above. 

Yours very truly, 

PEAT, MARWICK, MITCHELL & CO. 

2A~ 
F. L. Bradley, Partner 

RMA:OL 



TO MEMBERS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
Herma11 Meier jurgen, Member 
Storrs S. Waterman, Member 

FROM AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

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

DATE June 15, 1970 for ,Tune 26, 1970 Meeting 

SUBJEC'l': APPLICATION FOR CEHTIFICATION OF POLLUTION CONTHOL FACILITY 
FOR TAX RELIEF PUHPOSE:S, NO. T-139 

1. Applicant: 

Heynolds Metals Company 
Sundial Road 
Troutdale, Oregon 97060 

Mr. William E:. Campbell, Plant Manager 
Phone: 665-9171 

The company produces primary aluminum metal in pre-bake type reduction 
cells. 

2. The claimed facility is described to be four systems of scrubbers, 
ducts, piping and spray nozzles Vlhich treat the collected reduction 
pot exhausts from pot room buildings 16 and 18. Installation was 
completed and operation commenced in January 1969. 

3. The total cost of the claimed facility is ll151,881.06. An accountant's 
certification of this figure is attached. 

4. Staff Review: 

The commission may recall that the Reynolds 1 s expa11sion proposal, which 
was considered and approved by the Oregon State Sanitary Authority about 
a year ago, included a proi:;ram of replacing the existing wooden court­
yard scrubbers with a11 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 alld particulate 
fluorides and non-fluorides. Althoui:;h the fluoride values are 
reclaimed and about 50;6 reused, the information presented by the 
company indicates that the installation of the new scrubbers was not 
economically feasible. 
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The staff findings indicate that the principal purpose for 
installing the facility was to reduce atmospheric emissions. 

5. Staff Recommendation: 

The staff recommends that a "Pollution Control Facility Certificate" 
bearing the actual cost of $151,881.06 be issued for the facility 
claimed in application No. T-139. 



,_· _, 

ERNST.& ERNST 

Reynolds Metals Company 
Richmond, Virginia 

, l 4,0 B R 0 A D \VAY 

NEWYOFH<, N.Y. /0005 

We have examined certain of the accounting records of Reynolds 
Metals 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. Our examination was made in 
accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, and accordingly 
included such tests of tl1e accounting records and sucl1 other auditing 
procedures as \VC considered necessary in the circumstances. 

Certain expensc~s (engi11eering, purchasing, accou·nting, 
of the Company have been allocated to the costs of the scrubbers. 
allocation aggregated $13,807.37. 

etc.) 
Such 

In our opi.nion, 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~l30) .at the Troutdale, 
Oregon plant of Reynolds Metals Company. 

New York, N. Y. 
February 26, 1970 

EXHIBIT D 



EXHIBIT C 

LIST OF INVESTMENT COSTS FOR 
FOUR SCRUBBER SYSTEMS 

1. Cost of fabricating four steel scrubbers, ducts, and 
stacks 

2. Mechanical Installation of steel scrubbers, ducts and 
stacks 

3. Foundations for 4 scrubber systems 

4. Piping from pumps to nozzles in scrubbing sections 

5. Engineering and overhead cost for designing, 
purchasing and inspecting installation 

Total 

$67,415 

$52,129 

$10,668 

$ 7,860 

$13,807 

$151,880 



TO MEMBEHS OF THE ENVIHONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPhillips, Chairman 
H&rman Meiorjurgen, Member 
Storrs S. Waterman, Member 

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

FHOM AIR QUAI,ITY CONTROL DIVISION 

DATE June 15, 1970 for Meeting of June 26, 1970 

SUBJEC'.P: APPLICATION FOR CEHTIFICATION OF POLLU'I'ION CCNTROL FACILITY 
NO. T-ltf2 

l. Applicant: 

Ash Grove Cement Company 
13939 North Rivergate Boulevard 
Portland, Oregon 97203 

The applicant owns and operates a lime calciming plant at the above 
address. 

2. 'rhe facility in this application is a dynamic wet scrubber in which 
water is sprayed into a fan rotor, thereby using turbulence to 
promote efficient wetting of dust ps.rticlos. Also, the velocities at 
the outer diameter of the fan wheel provide a greater centr·ifugal 
force than is usually found in cyclonic type scntbbors. 

Operation of this facility commenced on October 24, 1969. 

3. The total cost of this facility is $9·, 724. 37. Copies of invoices 
total.ling this amount are attached. 

4. Staff Review: 

This type of scrubber is one of the more efficient of the class of 
scrubbers which use centrifugal. force. Spraying water into the fan 
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. The scrubber 
water is used to process water for that operation, rather than being 
discl1al'.'ged .. 

Because the scrubber is replacing a less efficient unit, rather than 
being the initial. control on a source, the staff concludes that it was 
installed for pollution control.. 

5. Staff Recommendation: 

It is recommended that a "Pollution Control Facility 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 1724.37 with 
8Cfl, or more allocated to pollution control. 



SWAN ~I WOOSTER 
ENGINEERING INCORPORATED 

CONSULTING ENGINEERS 

1618 S. W, FIRST AVENUE 

PORTLAND~ OREGON 97201 

PHONE (5os) 228-8672 

Ash Grove Cement Co. 
13939 N. Rivergate Blvd. 
Portland, Oregon 

Stack Scrubber 
Engineering Services for the period ended 31 May 1969 

4 June 1969 
DATE~~~~~~~~--

7131 JOB NO. ________ _ 

327 
INVOICE NO,--------

[) I(. 
.VI. 

• 



SWAN i~1 WOOSTER 
ENGINEERING INC0'.1PORATED 

CONSULTING ENGINEERS 

1618 $, W. FIRST AVENUE 

PORTLAND~ OREGON 97201 

PHONE (603) 2213-86.72 

Ash Grove Cement Co. 
13939 N. Rivergate Blvd. 
Portland, Oregon 

Engineering Services for the period ended 30 Aug. 1969 
Re: Stack Scrubber 

Senior Engineer 

Senior Technician 

Expenses: Travel 
Prints 

7 hours @ 14.50 

_l hours @ 12. 30 
14 

"I /- -
//;.1·1 •, T //L··· Amt.. ............... .. ;,,. ,.(_ erms .............. . 

t. 0. NJ ....... ,., .. ;;"""'.)-- Disc\. ................ .. 
r_f~ -:;.: .. 1:.-.:;; ..................... . 

F. O. 6 ........ ,... F t Pd ............ .Fgt ................. . 
E B t-0 K C ................ g · 

•I ' • ,.,,,.,,.,.,..,. ................. , ......................... . 

C,;g. f[:.((. to-,;, , , I Comp.ih .... Ne\ ................ . 
G~·c<lS Red ....... -':·:""""" nv. Che. Ap ................. .. 

Cr I & D ....... ,y ....... .. 
c11g. Ore.~0loJ:11J'i'~s····· .. ·····::::: ... : .. .' .. ?ay i:l/~·· 
Chg . .\':OR1 •.. v. ..................... . 

DATE _~5_s_e~p~t_._1~9_69~--

JOB N0,_~71_3~1_._0_2 ___ _ 

INVOICE NO. _4_l_l _____ _ 
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PHONE 2 64-1 10 1 

; ;\I, I _. 

--~. ---- -"--·--· ~----·----

BLOV'i/SR SYSTEI,/iS . CONVEYOl~S 

11..\'lT. 

··~ ,, 
1 •• : 

----
------
----·-------

INVOICE 
P.O. BOX 12167 

:!:054 N. VANCOUVl':R AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97212 

Hovor.:bor 12~ J.?69 
REQUISITION NO. t,.,.1...,,..4 c 

.. \.'l.1_jO '""' 

INVOICE NO, 

Job No. 
2.3h94 
lCG67 

TE~MS: NET ao DAYS . 

$9,500.00 
. . I JN •/ .-!'/ 

_j/.1(___:/I./:'•-:, /.'),'.•,I :, 

STAINLESS. STEEL 
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AIR QUALITY CONTROL 

16 June 1970 

Department of Environmental Quality 
1400 S. W. )th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 

Attention: C. A. Ayer, Associate Engineer 

Gentlemen: 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

M. James Gleason, Chairman 
Multnomah County 

Francis J. lvancie, Vice Chairn1an 
City of Portland 

Robert L. Glosenger 
Columbia County 

William J. Masters 
Washington County 

Fred Stefani 
Clackamas County 

Richard E. Hatchard 
Program Director 

This is in response to your letter of 11 June 1970 requesting 
information concerning certification of a pollution control facility 
for tax relief purposes located at Ash Grove Cement Company, 13939 
North Rivergate Boulevard, Portland, Oregon. 

Engineering plans for the ::Jucon UW-4 scrubber were submitted to 
our agency and approved by our staff prior to installation and subsequent 
field checks indicate this equipment is operating within compliance of 
the Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority Rules. Further, 
according to our records there is no information indicating that 
certification should be denied for reasons outlined in ORS 449.635, item 
(3) for this particular piece of control equipment, 

If we can be of any further assistance to you, please do not 
hesitate to contact us, 

WH:sm 

Very truly yours, 

R. E. Hatchard 
Program Director 

~)7~~~.-· 
Wayne Hanson 
Control Director 


