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9 :00 a .m. 

AGENDA 
Environmental Quality Commission Meeting 

October 25, 1972 
Second Floor Auditorium, Public Service Bldg. 

920 S.W. 6th Avenue, Portland 

A. State Pollution Control Bonds (Open Bids and Authorize Sale) 

B. Minutes of September 5, 1972 EQC Meetinq 

c. Project Plans for September 1972 

D. City of Portland Transportation Control Strategy (Commission Approval) 

E. Proposed State Motor Vehicle Inspection Program (Commission Approval) 

F. Proposed State-wide Noise Pollution Control Program (Commission Approval) 

G. State-wide Solid Waste Management Action Plan (Citizen's Advisory Committee 
Report) 

H. Authorization for Hearings 

1 ) 

2) 

3) 

Proposed Amendment of Rules Pertaining to Aluminum Reduction 
Facilities 
Proposed Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(asbestos, beryllium and mercury) 
Proposed Emission Regulations for Kraft Pulp Mills 
(Replacement of Existing Rule) 

I. Boise Cascade, St. Helens Kraft Mill (Approval of Air Quality Emission 
Compliance Plan) 

J. Parking 
l ) 
2) 

Facilities (Request for Approval) 
GSA Parking Facility, Portland 
Portland Commons (Hotel) Parking Facility, Portland 

K. Page Paving Co., Estacada Site (Approval of CWAPA Variance) 
-· 

L. Steve Wilson Lumber Co., Trail Mill (Amendment to Stipulation & Order) 

M. Tax Credit Applications 

IL Report from Advisory Committee on Natural, Scenic and Recreational Areas 
7:00 p.m. 
0. Zidell Explorations, Inc., Portland (Hearing on vlaste Discharge Permit) 



Agenda Addenda 

October 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 

Three items were added after final printing of the agenda. 

These are: 

P. Clatsop Plains, Clatsop County (Application for Regional Sewerage Planning 
Grant) 

Q. Knott Pit Sanitary Landfill, Deschutes County (Application for Construction 
Grant and Loan) 

R. Regional Air Pollution Authorities' Permit Programs (Request for EQC 
Approval) 

Note: To Chairman McPhillips 

Item G should be heard as near as possible to 11 :00 a.m. because of the 
scheduled presence of members of the Citizen's Advisory Committee 
on Solid Waste. 

Item P should be heard before noon if possible in order that Fred Bolton 
may attend the Sewage Works Conference in the afternoon. 

Item 0 will not be heard because Zidell Explorations, Inc. failed to confirm 
to the Department that continuation of the hearing was desired at the 
scheduled time. 



MINUTtS OF THE THIRTY-NINTH MEETING 

of the 
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission 

October 25, 1972 

The thirty-ninth regular meeting of the Oregon Environmental Quality 
Commission was called to order by the Chairman at 9:05 a.m., Wednesday, 
October 25, 1972 in the Second Floor Auditorium of the Public Service Building, 
920 S.W. 6th Avenue, Portland, Oregon. Members present were B.A. McPhillips, 
Chairman, Arnold M. Cogan, George A. McMath and Edward C. Harms, Jr. Storrs S. 
Waterman was unable to attend because of illness. 

Participating staff members were L.B. Day, Director; E.J. Weathersbee 
and K.H. Spies, Deputy Directors; Harold M. Patterson, Air Quality Control 
Division Director; E.A. Schmidt, Director, Solid Waste Management Control 
Division; Fred M. Bolton, Field Services Division Director; W.E. Gildow, Director, 
Administrative Services Division; Michael J. Downs, Air Pollution Sources Program; 
Ronald C. Householder, Motor Vehicle Visible Emissions Program; Gary K. Sandberg, 
Noise Pollution Control Program; T.M. Phillips, Chief, AQC Technical Services 
Section; F.A. Skirvin, Program Supervisor, Metal Products Program; Clinton A. Ayer, 
Kraft and Pulp Mills Program; R. Bruce Snyder, Meteorologist; H.H. Burkitt, Chief, 
Ai.r Quality Control Engineering Services Section; Robert D. Jackman, Supervisor, 
Solid Waste Management Technical Assistance and Regional Program Development 
Section; D. Richard Armstrong, EIS Review Program; and R.P. Underwood and A.B. 
Silver, Legal Counsel. 
STATE POLLUTION CONTROL BONDS 

Mr. William Gildow, Administrative Services Director for the DEQ, 
stated that the purpose of the sale of $45,000,000 State of Oregon Pollution 
Control Bonds was to carry out the provisions of Article XI-H of the Constitution 
of the State of Oregon to meet the projected requirements of Construction Grant 
and Solid Waste Management Programs, and that the necessary resolution as adopted 
on July 27, 1972 authorized the sale of these bonds. 
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Mr. Ralph Antico, Administrative Manager, was present to represent 
the State Treasurer. Six bids were received and were read by Mr. Antico. 
The bids were as follows: 
(l) Name of bidder: First National City Bank; Bankers Trust Company, Kuhn, 
Loeb and Co.; Weeden & Co., Incorporated and Associates (By: The Bank of 

California) 
Interest Rate (%) 
1975 to 1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 to 1990 
1991 and 1992 

6.00 
4.70 
4.40 
4.50 
4.60 
4.70 
4. 75 
4.00 

Premium Bid: $8,235.00 

Net Interest Cost: $27,240,390.00 

Net Effective Rate: 4.6998 

(2) Name of Bidder: Morgan Guaranty Trust Company of New York; Salomon Brothers; 
W.H. Morton & Co.; United California Bank; Bear, Stearns & Co.; First Pennco 
Securities, Inc.; Donaldson, Lufkin & Jenrette, Inc.; Mellon National Bank & 

Trust Co.; United States National Bank of Oregon. (By: United States National 
Bank of Oregon) 
Interest Rate (%) 
1975 to 1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 & 1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 to 1990 
1991 & 1992 

(3) Name of Bidder: 

6.00 
5.90 
4.60 
4. 50 
4.60 
4. 70 
4. 75 
4.00 

Premium Bid: $918.00 

Net Interest Cost: $27,230,157.00 

Effective Rate: 4.6980 

Harris Trust and Savings Bank; First National Bank of 
Oregon and Associates, in association with Bank of America, N.T. & S.A.; The 
First Boston Corporation and Associates. (By: First National Bank of Oregon) 
Interest Ra.te (%) 

1975 to 1981 5.50 
1982 4.75 Bid per $100 par $100. 02039177 1983 4.40 
1984 4.50 value: 
1985 4.60 Net Interest Cost: $27,245,973.70 
1986 4.70 Effective Rate 4.7008 1987 to 1989 4.80 
1990 & 1991 4.90 
1992 3.50 
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(4) Name of Bidder: First National Bank of Chicago and Associates 
Interest Rate (%) 
1975 to 1980. 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 & 1988 
1989 & 1990 
1991 & 1992 

6.00 
5. 90 
4.30 
4.40 
4.50 
4.60 
4.70 
4.80 
4.90 

. 4.00 

Premium Bid: $ll ,367.00 

Net Interest Cost: $27,316,224.00 

Effective Rate: 4.71294 

(5) Name of Bidder: Halsey, Stuart & Co., Inc.; Smith, Barney & Co.; Merrill 
Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith; Continental 
(By: Bruce C. Lind, for the managers) 
Interest Rate (%) 

Illinois National Bank and Associates. 

1975 through 1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 through 1988 
1989 through 1991 

6.00 
4.60 
4.20 
4.25 
4.40 
4.50 
4.60 
4.75 
4.80 
4.90 

Net Interest Cost: 
Effective Rate: 

$27,352,350.00 

4.7191 

(6) Name of Bidder: The Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A.; Dillon, Read Municipals 
(Division of Dillon, Read & Co., Inc.); Blyth Eastman Dillon & Co.; First 
National Bank of Miami. (By: The Oregon Bank) 
Interest Rate (%) 
1975 through 1981 6.00 
1982 4.60 Premium Bid: $ll,82l.50 1983 & 1984 4.50 
1985 4.60 Net Interest Cost: $27,258,403.50 
1986 through 1990 4.75 Effective Rate: 4.7029 1991 & 1992 4.00 

The meeting was then recessed while Mr. Antico and Mr. Gildow reviewed 
the bids for the purpose of checking their accuracy. The meeting was reconvened 
at 9:30 a.m. Mr. Antico reported that he had checked the bids and found them 

all to be in order and because it was the lowest he recommended that the bid 
submitted by Morgan Guaranty Trust Company of New York and Associates be accepted. 
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It was MOVE~ by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. Cogan and unanimously 
carried that the bid submitted by Morgan Guaranty Trust Company of New York 
for itself and others be accepted. 

The checks submitted by the unsuccessful bidders were returned to 
them. 
MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 5, 1972 MEETING 

It was MOVED by Mr. McMath, seconded by Mr. Harms and carried that 
the minutes of the September 5, 1972 meeting be approved as prepared. 
PROJECT PLANS FOR SEPTEMBER 1972 

It was MOVED by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried that 
the actions taken by the Department during the month of September 1972 as 
reported by Mr. Weathersbee regarding th~ f~ll owing 50 domestic sewerage 
projects, 7 industrial waste, 7 air quality control and 5 sol.id waste disposal 
projects be approved: 
Water Quality Control 
Date Location 
Municipal Projects (50) 
9-5-72 

9-5- 72 
9-5-72 
9-5-72 
9-5- 72 
9-5- 72 
9-7-72 

9-7-72 
9-7-72 
9-7-72 
9-7- 72 
9- 7-72 

9-7-72 
9- 7- 72 
9-8-72 

9-11-72 

9-11-72 
9-11-72 
9-11-72 

East Salem Sewer & 
Drainage Dist. I 
Salem 
Aumsvi 11 e 
Gresham 
USA (Tigard) 
USA (Aloha) 
Garibaldi 

Li nco 1 n County 
Sutherlin 
Salem (West) 
Oregon City 
Hillsboro (West) 

Aumsvi 11 e 
Central Point 
Inverness 

Multnomah County 

USA (Sherwood) 
Government Camp 
Da 11 as 

Project 

Jan Ree Estates I & II sewers 

Boxwood Subdivision sewers 
Wildwood Addition sewers 
Penny Ridge Subdivision sewers 
S.W. Sandburg St. sewer 
Two sanitary sewer projects 
Change Order No. l to sewage 
treatment plant contract 
Inn at Otter Crest outfall 
Rasmussen Subdivision sewer 
Hope Avenue, N.W. sewer 
Barclay Hills, Phase I sewers 
Addendum No. l to sewer 
projects 
Fair Oak Estates sewers 
Mon Desir sewer project 
Interceptor sewers, 5A-l, 
5B- l, and 5B-2 
Hayden Isl and se11age treat­
ment plant expansion 
April Meadows I & II sewers 
Mazama Lodge sewer 
North Heights Subd. sewers 

Action 

Prov. app. 

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

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

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

Prov. app. 

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



- 5 -

Water Quality Control - continued 
Date Location Project 
Municipal Projects (50 continued) 
9- 11- 72 
9-11-72 

9-12-72 
9-12-72 

9-12-72 
9-15-72 
9-18- 72 
9-19-72 
9- 19-72 
9-19-72 
9- 19- 72 
9-19-72 

9-20-72 
9-20-72 
9-20-72 
9-20-72 
9-20-72 
9-21-72 
9-22-72 
9-22-72 

9-22-72 

9-25-72 

9-25-72 
9-25-72 
9-25-72 

Portland 
Bear Creek Valley 
San. Auth. (Talent) 
Salem (Willow Lake) 
Waldport 

Gresham 
Multnomah Co. (West) 
North Bend 
Oak Lodge San. Dist. 
Veneta 
Gresham 
Gresham 
Coqui 11 e 

Bandon 
Coos Bay 
Inverness 
Eugene 
Inverness 
Oregon City 
Gresham 
Portland 

Crook County 

Ashland 

USA (Aloha) 
Eugene 
Coos Bay 

9-25-72 USA (Fanno Creek) 
Industrial Projects (7) 
9-19-72 

9-19-72 

9-19-72 

9-19- 72 

Winston 

Myrtle Creek 

Myrtle Creek 

Bay City 

S.W. 27th Avenue sewer 
Jackson County complex sewers 

Marion Street trunk sewer 
Addendum No. l to sewage 
treatment plant project 
Scarboro Heights Subd. sewers 
Franciscan Villa Apts. sewer · 
Pony Creek interceptor 
Woodland Court Subd. sewers 
Park Side Drive sewer 
Shelburne Subd. sewers 
Pinebrooke Subd. sewers 
Change Orders #1 , 2 & 3 
to sewage treatment plant 
Sanitary sewer lateral A-2 
Hub Area sewers, Phase III 
Rivercliff Estates sewers 
Two sewer projects 
Highwood sewer project 
Joyce Subd. sewers 
Sky Blue Estates sewers 
Emanuel Hospital sewers, 
Phase II 
Ochoco West San. Dist. sewage 
treatment plant, 0.020 MGD non­
overfl ow la goon 
l. Tolman Creek Road sewers 
2. Strawberry Lane sewers 
3. Sheridan Street sewers 
Newcastle Park Subd. sewers 
Two storm sewer projects 
Addendum No. l, Hub Area 
sewers, Phase III 
Barnes LID #5 sewers 

Roy F. Wells - Dairy, 
animal waste facilities 
Donald M. Auer Dairy, 
animal waste facilities 
Alvin W. Helgeson Dairy -
animal waste facilities 
Don Averill Hog Farm -
animal waste facilities 

Action 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Approved 

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

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

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
Prov. app. 
Not approved 
Prov. app. 
Approved 
Approved 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 
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Water Quality Control - continued 

Date Location Project 

Industrial Projects (7) continued 
9-28-72 Nyssa Amalgamated Sugar, waste­

water treatment facilities 
9-15-72 Ontario Ore-Ida Foods - secondary 

treatment pre~design report 
9-26-72 The Dalles City of The Dalles - IW 

collection/disposal pre­
design report 

Air Quality Control 

Date 

9- 1- 72 

Location 

Columbia Co. 

Project 
Boise Cascade Corp. 
for compliance with 
Mill Regulations 

Proposal 
Kraft 

Action 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Prov. app. 

Action 
Deferred until 
new kraft mi 11 
regulation is 
finalized 

9-12-72 Malheur J.R. Simplot, Inc. Plans & Conditional 

9-19-72 Josephine 

9-20-72 Wa 11 owa 

9-21-72 Douglas 

9-22- 72 Douglas 

9-27-72 Benton 

specifications for installation Approval 
of fertilizer blender 
Southern Oregon Plywood Co. 
Plans & specifications for 
sanderdust handling and 
collection system 

Approved 

Boise Cascade Corporation 
Plans and specifications 

Approved 

for fly ash collection system 
for hog fuel boilers 
Superior Lumber Company 
Plans and specifications for 
wigwam waste burner modification 

Approved 

Sun Studs, Inc. Plans and Approved 
specifications for bark handling 
and processing system as part 
of hog fuel boiler compliance 
program 
Good Samaritan Hospital. Plans Approved 
to construct 300-space surface 
parking facility 

Variances Received from Regional Authorities 
9-12-72 

9-12-72 

9-20-72 

Washington 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Wasteco, Inc. Operation & 
testing of incinerators 
Publishers Paper Co. 
Operation of modified WWB 
J.C. Compton Company 
Operation of drier drum for 
asphalt plant at Alder Creek 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 
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Solid Waste Management 
Date Location 

9-5- 72 Marion Co. 

9-7-72 Lane Co. 
9-8-72 Multnomah Co. 

9-25-72 Columbia Co. 
9-27-72 Clackamas Co. 
9-29-72 Crook Co. 

Project 

Stayton Compactor & Transfer 
Station 
Grant Application to EPA 
LaVelle & Yett Sanitary Land­
fill 
Peterson Disposal Site 
Tire Disposal Co. Landfill 
Consolidated Pine Wood 
Residue Fill 

Action 
Prov. app. 

Comments 
Prov .. app. 

Not app. 
Not app. 
Not app. 

CITY OF PORTLAND TRANSPORTATION CONTROL STRATEGY 
Mr. Downs presented a 15-page staff report dated October 18, 1972 

regarding this subject, a copy of which has been made a part of the Department's 
permanent files. 

Mr. Downs advised that basically we are working toward reducing CO and 
related pollutants including hydrocarbons. 

Carl Halvorson of the Portland Chamber of Commerce spoke endorsing the 
plan, with the recommendation of one modification to item 10, page 6 of the 
Portland Plan relative to the last sentence in that statement which said ''shuttle 

bus should be tried." He felt, and said Commissioner Lloyd Anderson agreed, 
that because of the theaters, art centers, churches and retail shops in the 
area that shuttle service was a requirement, and with that modification he 
recommended approval of the Plan. 

Mr. Day commended the City of Portland for the Plan being submitted 
on time, and stated that no other city in the United States of comparable size 
could make that statement. They had all copped out asking for a 2-year extension, 
and he was very proud of the City of Portland. 

It was MOVED by Mr. McMath, seconded by Mr. Cogan and carried that 
approval be given the City of Portland's transportation control strategy and 
other recommendations of the Director, as follows: 

1. Adopt the City of Portland's transportation control strategy as 
submitted 

2. Adopt the interim guidelines for review of parking facilities 
set forth in this staff report. 
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3. Request the Director to obtain assistance from the Oregon State 
Highway Division in determining the air quality effects of the 

Stadium Freeway. 
4 .. Request the Director to establish a permanent committee to monitor 

the impact and effectiveness of the transportation control strategy. 

The interim guidelines referred to in Recommendation 2 above are to 

be in effect until the city has completed its parking study and has established 
its own guidelines. They are as follows: 

l. The construct.ion of long-term (more than 4 consecutive hours) 
commuter parking in new office building developments in down-
town Portland shall not exceed that necessary to provide parking 
for 50% of the employees expected to occupy the building at 
capacity assuming an average automobile accupancy of 1.5 persons 
per car. This is equivalent to approximately 50% of the employees 
using mass transit to get to and from work, which is a goal impli­
cit in the City's plan for increased transit patronage set forth 
in the transportation control strategy. 

2. The construction of non-commuter parking facilities for all other 

new development land uses in downtown Portland shall be based 
upon what the developer considers necessary for the economic 
viability of the project and consistency with the City's trans­
portation control strategy. 

3. The construction of all new parking facilities not incidental 
to another new development land use in downtown Portland shall 
be prohibited except for the parking structures set forth in 
the City's transportation control strategy. 

PROPOSED STATE MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM 
Mr. R.C. Householder presented a 19-page staff report dated October 18, 

1972 regarding this subject, a copy of which has been made a part of the 
Department's permanent files. 

Joe Bernard, Jr., representing the Independent Garage Owners of 
Oregon and also a member of the Technical Advisory Committee Motor Vehicle 

Emission Control Program to the Department objected to State owned inspection 
stations. 
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Wally Priestly spoke on the problems encountered by the elderly, 
ADC mothers, et al, who could not afford repairs or a newer automobile. 

A MOTION was made by Mr. McMath, seconded by Mr. Cogan and carried 
that the Di rector's recommendations be approved as follows: Approve the 
basic concept of the vehicle inspection program as outlined in this report, 

and authorize the Director to: (a) Proceed with arrangements for holding a 
public hearing in Portland during the first quarter of 1973 for the purpose 

of designating those counties in which motor vehicles registered therein shall 
be required to obtain a certificate of approval prior to annual registration; 

(b) Prepare legislative proposals to provide specific authorization and fUnding 
means for the construction or acquisition of vehicle inspection facilities in 
the four county Portland Metropolitan area, and to clarify the authority of 
the state to conduct vehicle inspections or to contract or issue franchises 

for such inspections; and (c) Request funds from the State Emergency Board 
for the acquisition of two mobile emission testing units and four technicians 
to begin vehicle testing to obtain a larger scale data base for use in develop­
ing the emission control standards and testing procedures for use in the in­
spection program. 
PROPOSED STATE-WIDE NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM 

G.K. Sandberg presented a 12-page staff report regarding this subject, 
dated October 12, 1972, a copy of which has been made a part of the Department's 
permanent files. 

He explained that snow-mobiles were excluded from the proposed 
regulation because those manufactured after January 4, 1973 were contra ll ed 
by 1971 legislation to a level of 82 decibels or below (ORS 483.730). 

Representative Keith Skelton read a prepared speech, a copy of which 
has been made a part of the Department's permanent files. He complimented the 
Commission and the Director for getting the program going so rapidly, and 
offered all possible assistance to the staff. He did not believe the standards 

should be tied to physical hearing damage only, but also to other effects on 
people such as tiredness, irritability, etc. 

Wally Priestly stated that the newly created legislative district in 

which he resides would be quite susceptible to airport noise. In talking to 
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people in the district, he found 28% felt there was undue or bothersome aircraft 

noise. He said that area also receives considerable noise from the Portland 

Speedway. 
A MOTION was made by Mr. McMath, seconded by Mr. Cogan and carr1ed 

that the Commission authorize and direct development of a comprehensive noise 

pollution control program as outlined in the report. 

STATE-WIDE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ACTION PLAN 

The Director called upon Senator Betty Roberts, Chairman of the 

Citizens' Advisory Committee on Solid Waste Disposal for the Department of 

Environmental Quality. She said that her Committee is in support of Mr. 

Day's recommendations to accept the Committee's report on the proposed Action 
Plan and that the report be submitted to the Emergency Board on November 9 and 

10 for funding of the proposed Action Plan. 

Senator Roberts introduced the members of the Committee who were 

present and stated that there were three members who would like to make state­

ments today. She then gave a brief synopsis of the purpose and goals of the 

Committee. 

Senator Roberts then called on Midge Siegel, Chairman of the Short­

range Committee who stated that her committee had joined with the Long-range 
Committee to review 36 applications which came in from all over the State. 

She said the two committees had toured the State to gain an accurate picture 

of what could be done immediately. Ms. Siegel stated that her committee is 

a very hard working committee and one thing they had accomplished which she 

thought was most valuable was in the area of public relations. 

Commissioner Joe Peden from Deschutes County was called on next. 

He said that there had been a population increase of about 15% in Central 

Oregon. He went on to say that 4 or 5 dumps had been closed and that just 

recently a sanitary landfill had been opened and that the funding was needed 

to get on top of the situation and keep Central Oregon a show place. 

Mr. Harry Carson, Jr., Marion County Commissioner, was the next 

member of th(! Committee to speak. He stated that the solid waste problem is 

statewide. He said if this Action Plan is received favorably and endorsed it 

will go a long way toward solving the problem and urged the Commission to 
support Mr. Day's recommendations. 
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Senator Roberts said that public hearings will be held in the regions 
and in the counties after approval of this proposed plan which is the starting 
point for analyses and public discussions. 

It was MOVED by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried that 
the Director's recommendation be approved to authorize the Department to proceed 

with development of the State-wide Solid Waste Management Implementation Plan 
according to the schedule outlined below, including presentation of a formal 
request for funding before the State Emergency Board on November 9 and lD, 1972. 

By November 1, 1972, DEQ should distribute application packets to 

the counties and regions, informing them of the CAC and EQC action, announcing 
the E Board presentation and requesting official application to the Department 
by November 15, 1972 on forms provided. The Department would in addition 

provide examples of inter-local governmental agreements; a staff critique of 
what is needed from each applicant supplemental to the proposal already received; 
criteria and examples of adequate specific justification of their grant request 
and itemization of in-kind services to be contributed to guide preparation of 
supplemental information. Staff will assist with the application as needed. 

During November, the CAC should compare each application with its 
previous proposal, review the staff report and recommend action to the Director. 

By December l, 1972, detailed conditional contracts should be dis­
tributed to applicants for signature and return by December 15, 1972. 

By January l, 1973, money should be allocated by the Department to 
cover the first three months of planning under each contract. Planning should 
begin, or continue, in each county, whether or not funded with state monies. 

During 1973, the Department and CAC should review the progress of 
and guide the planning. 

By February l, 1973, each contractor should submit a detailed time 
schedule for completion of planning tasks, and expending of funds. All inter­

local governmental agreements should be submitted, also. 
By April l, 1973, a Progress Report covering the first three months' 

activities should be submitted, including preliminary conclusions. 

By April 15, 1973, the CAC should review and act on the staff report 
regarding contractor progress, and make a recommendation to the Director on 
further guidance and release of the next three months' monies to the contractor. 
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By June 1, 1973, the contractor should submit the rough draft of the 

completed plan for interim needs. 
By June 15, 1973, the CAC should review and act on the staff analysis 

of the plan draft and recommend revisions to the Director. 
By July l, 1973, the final draft of each regional plan should be 

submitted. 
By August .1, 1973, the CAC should consider the completed state-wide 

plan to meet interim needs as assembled by staff, and recommend to the Director 
on its adoption. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF RULES PERTAINING TO ALUMINUM REDUCTION FACILITIES 
F.A. Skirvin presented a 9-page staff report dated October 18, 1972 

regarding this subject, a copy of which has been made a part of the Department's 
permanent files. The report contains proposed revisions to the Primary Aluminum 

Plant Regulation. 
Joseph L. Byrne of Martin-Marietta Co. read a prepared statement, a 

copy of which has been made a part of the Department's permanent files. 
A MOTION was made by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried 

that the Director's recommendation be approved as follows: That the Director 
be authorized to schedule a public hearing at a time and place to be determined 
for the purpose of receiving testimony relevant to the proposed revisions to 
the Primary Aluminum Plant Regulation. 
PROPOSED EMISSION STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS 

T.M. Phillips presented a staff report on Beryllium, Mercury and 
Asbestos, dated October 16, 1972, a copy of which has been made a part of the 
Department's permanent file. 

A MOTION was made by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried 

that the Director be authorized to schedule a public hearing at a ~ime and 
place to be determined, for the purpose of receiving testimony relevant to the 
adoption of regulations setting limits on the emission of beryllium, mercury and 
asbestos, and to establish procedures for obtaining the delegation of authority 
from the Environmental Protection Agency to enforce the proposed standards. 
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PROPOSED EMISSION REGULATIONS FOR KRAFT PULP MILLS 
C.A. Ayer presented a 7-page staff report dated October 18, 1972 

regarding this subject, a copy of which has been made a part of the Department's 
permanent files. Attached to the staff report was a copy of the proposed 
kraft mill emission regulations. 

A MOJ!ON was made by Mr. McMath, seconded by Mr. Cogan and carried 
that the Cammi ss ion authorize the Di.rector to schedule a public hearing before 
the Commission for the adoption of this regulation at the next appropriate 
Commission meeting, which will allow adequate time for public notice and con­
ferences with interested persons. 
BOISE CASCADE - ST. HELENS KRAFT MILL 

C.A. Ayer presented a staff report, dated October 18, 1972, regarding 
subject matter, a copy of which has been made a part of the Department's 
permanent files. 

It was stated that the project costs range upward to about $11 million 
dollars. 

A MOTION was made by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried 
that the company's proposal be approved, subject to complying with the Kraft 
Mill Emission Regulations, and demonstration prior to May l, 1973 of the 
existing black liquor oxidation system's reliability for delivering a con­
sistently high degree of oxidation efficiency and to improving the lime 
kiln scrubbers as ~ecessary early enough to demonstrate compliance with the 
applicable particulate emission limit in advance of the July 1, 1975 deadline. 
GSA PARKING FACILITY, PORTLAND 

Michael J. Downs presented a 3-page report dated October 18, 1972 
covering the subject matter, a copy of which has been made a part of the 
Department's permanent files. 

A MOTION was made by Mr. Harms that the Commission approve the 
Director's recommendations as written. Mr. Cogan advised he did not think 
it good practice to give a green light to a 200-space parking facility in 
downtown Portland. Mr. McMath agreed. Motion died for lack of second. 

Mr. McMath MOVED that action on the 200-space parking facility 
be deferred until the study proposed by the staff that GSA undertake was 
completed and reviewed. Mr. Cogan seconded the motion. Motion carried 2 to l 
with Mr. Harms dissenting. 
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PORTLAND COMMONS (Hotel) PARKING FACILITY, PORTLAND 

Michael Downs presented a 5-page staff report regarding this matter, 
dated October 16, 1972, a copy of which has been made a part of the Department's 

permanent files. 
Mitchell Drake of Portland Commons, Inc. spoke in behalf of the 

project, explaining that the parking for the hotel and office buildings was 
below what was normally allowed if taken individually, and that Portland 
Commons would be controlling the parking so as to prevent long term parking. 

Don Waggoner, President of the Oregon Environmental Council, com­
mended the Commission and Director for their stand on transportation control 
strategy. He voiced objection to the parking facility, and felt they could 
utilize other parking facilities in the area. 

Mr. Drake remarked that one of the problems in urban renewal areas 
is lack of transit, and parking was needed. Also they could not finance the 

project without Commission approval. He also advised that another lot to 
the east of the project was available for interim parking, but had not been 
included in the request. 

A MOTION was made by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried 
that the Commission approve construction of the 346 parking spaces ancillary to 
the Portland Commons hotel development on block #115 with the condition that none , 
of the 346 spaces shall be used for long-term (rriore than 4 consecutive hours) 
commuter parking before 1979, and that this would also allow revie~1 of the 
interim lot and approval at the discretion of the Director. 
PAGE PAVING COMPANY, Estacada Site 

R.B. Snyder presented a staff report on the Columbia-Willamette Air 
Pollution Authority Variance 72-6 to Page Paving Co., dated October 13, 1972, 
a copy of which has been made a part of the Department's permanent file. 

Mr. Cogan MOVED, Mr. McMath seconded and the motion was carried 
for the approval of CWAPA Variance 72-6 to Page Paving Co. as submitted. 
STEVE WILSON LUMBER COMPANY, Trail Mill 

The Director summarized a staff report dated October 25, 1972 in this 

matter, a copy of which has been made a part of the permanent files. He 
recommended that the Stipulation and Order be extended until June 1, 1973. 
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It was MOVED by Mr. McMath, seconded by Mr. Cogan and carried that 

Steve Wilson Company be granted an extension of time for modification of the 
wigwam waste burner until June l, 1973, and that Stipulation and Order 
#72-0610029 be so amended subject to the following conditions: 

l. The company shall notify the Department by the fifth day of each 
month as to the exact status of the company's remaining tax 
liabilities to the federal government. 

2. The company shall negotiate a firm contract for modification of 
the wigwam waste burner to commence and complete construction 
at the earliest possible date after final payment on the existing 

tax lien. A copy of this contract is to be submitted by the 
company to the Department on or before January 31, 1973. 

3. The company shall operate the unmodified wigwam waste burner in 
the best possible manner to keep smoke emissions to a minimum 
during all periods of operation. 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 
F.A. Skirvin presented the review report on T-323, Empire Building 

Material Company tax application in the amount of $36,849, for a storm water 
control system. 

Richard Hubble of Empire Building Material Company advised that they 

had spent $36-1/2 tihousand dollars on what they considered a bonafide device. 
The project was completed in December of 1971 and the only disagreement between 
the State Engineer and their engineer was the length of culvert. They would wel­
come inspection by the agency. 

A MOTION made by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. Cogan and Mr. Mc Phi 11 i ps 
and carried provided that action qn this application be formally deferred 
until the November 30 Environmental Quality Commission meeting to evaluate 
the effectiveness of the facilities. 

Mr. Skirvin then presented the reports on the tax applications for 
Tillamook Veneer Company, Tillamook in the amount of $25,905; Publishers Paper 
Company, Tillamook in the amount of $32,971 for modification of wigwam waste 
burners; Webfoot Fertilizer Company, Inc., Portland in the amount of $17,894.72 
for a baghouse; and International Paper Co., Gardiner in the amount of 
$71,008.18 for a strong black liquor oxidation system. 
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A MOTION_ was made by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried 

that Pollution Control Facility Certificates for applications T-333 for 
Ti 11 amook Veneer Company in the amount of $25 ,905 with 80% or more all oc.ated 
to pollution control; T-366 for Publishers Paper Company, Tillamook in the 
amount of $32,971 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control; T-377 
for Webfoot Fertilizer Company, Portland in the amount of $17,894.72 with 
80% or more allocated to pollution control; and T-381 for International Paper 
Company, Gardiner in the amount of $71 ,008.18 with 80% or more to pollution 
control be issued. 
REPORT FROM ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON NATURAL, SCENIC AND RECREATIONAL AREAS 

Mr. D.R. Armstrong presented the staff report dated October 25, 

1972 which reviewed the present status of the Preliminary Recommendations and 
Proposed Regulations of the Advisory Committee on Natural, Scenic and Recreational 
Areas, outlining what has been accomplished in this area and what is intended 

to be done in the future. 
No action on the part of the Commission was considered necessary at 

this meeting regarding this matter. 
ZI DELL EXPLORATIONS, INC. , Portland 

Mr. Silver, Legal Counsel, said he would like to bring the Commission 
up to date regarding the Zidell Explorations, Inc. He said that the staff of 
the DEQ had forwarded a letter, together with a revised permit, to Zidell on 
October 16 with copies to Mr. Alterman, Zidell 's attorney, Mr. John Hough, 
attorney for Oregon Environmental Council and Thomas Levak, attorney for the 

Metal Trades Council, that the letter expressed the intention of the EQC to 
issue a waste discharge permit to Zidell, and that the essential difference 
between this permit and all other permits previously considered by the Commission 
is solely based upon provision No. 4 which is as follows: ''In the event the 
permittee is unable during the period of this permit to provide adequate control 

of spillage of oil or debris in the Willamette River, it institute a method 
of positive collection and containment of spilled oil or debris outside of 
and separate from the Willamette River.'' 

Mr. Silver went on to say that the letter stated a hearing would 
be held by the Commission in the matter on October 25, 1972 at 7:00 p.m. if 
Zidell would be willing to proceed. The letter also stated that if Zidell 
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would desire additional time for a hearing to advise the Commission in order 
for the Commission to cancel this date and time and establish a new date. 
Mr. Silver said that as of this date neither he nor Mr. Day had formally 
received a response from Zidell regarding this permit. He suggested that 
with the concurrence of the Commission he would recommend that the Commission· 

not plan on holding a hearing on this date and time. Mr. Silver suggested to 
the Commission that the permit sent to Zidell should be treated as issued and 
grant Zidell 20 days from the date of October 17, which would be the date they 

received the letter, in which to ask for a hearing. He said that should 
Zidell ask for a hearing between October 25 and the 20-day period, he would 

recommend that the Commission authorize the Director to appoint a hearing officer 
to hear their objections and let the hearing officer make the recommendation 
to the Commission as to what action should be taken. 

Mr. Silver went on to say that if no hearing is requested between 
October 25 and the 20-day period, the Commission is then authorized to issue 
the permit as drafted in the form it is now written which would become the 
final formal permit of the Commission not subject to a hearing. 

The Director said he would support this recommendation as he had 
had a call from Zidell 's legal counsel who stated he would like a couple of 

days more to study this matter and then advise his intention. 
It was MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried that 

the Director be authorized to appoint a hearing officer to hear this matter 
in the event that Zidell responds within the 20 days requesting a hearing. 
CLATSOP PLAINS, CLATSOP COUNTY 

Mr. Fred Bolton summarized a staff report dated October 25, 1972 
in this matter, a copy of which has been made a part of the permanent files. 

Mr. Cogan asked approximately when the plan would be completed. 
Mr. Bolton said that once the funding is received, it will take 

approximately one year to map the area, do the study, etc. He said that 

part of the work is under way such as the land-use study. 
Mr. McPhillips said some of the people might think it a bit odd 

that the Department be directed to make written demand upon the county for the 
full repayment of the then unpaid balance of the loan with accrued interest 
thereon if Clatsop County does not comply with the ban on buildings in the 
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Clatsop Plains area as set forth in the Resolution of the EQC dated April 24, 
1972. He stated, that the resolution came about when several of the Commission 
members spent a day looking over the situation and were determined not to have 

a mishmash of septic tanks and private sewer developments in that beautiful 
area and therefore the Commission is taking these steps to see that this does 
not happen. 

It was MOVED by Mr. Cogan, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried that 
the recommendation of the Director be approved that: 

1. The Commission authorize the use of $125,000 of the State Pollution 
Control Funds for the purpose of preparing a Regional Sewerage 

Study for the North Clatsop County area as outlined in a grant­
loan application submitted to the Department. 

2. The Department present the loan application in the amount of 
$125,000 to the State Emergency Board for funding at the earliest 
possible time. 

3. That the Department be directed to make written demand upon the 
county for the full repayment of the then unpaid balance of the 
loan with accrued interest thereon if Clatsop County does not 
comply with the ban on buildings in the Clatsop Plains area as 
set forth, in the Resolution of the Environmental Quality Commission 
dated April 24, 1970. 

KNOTT PIT SANITARY LANDFILL, DESCHUTES COUNTY APPLICATION FOR CONSTRUCTION GRANT 
AND LOAN 

Mr. E.A. Schmidt summarized a staff report dated October 25, 1972 
regarding this subject, a copy of which has been made a part of the Department's 
permanent files. 

Mr. Harms said he noticed the reference to Crook and Jefferson Counties 
and wondered if there were anything inconsistent with the regional approach if 
the people of that area should be successful in adopting such an approach. 

Mr. Schmidt said there would not be anything inconsistent with the 
regional approach, that the Knott Pit Facility has the potential of being the 

show-place s;rnitary landfill for the state, it is an excellent site and the 
county needs some assistance. 

Mr. Cogan asked if the requested money is for the development of the 
project only and not for operating expenses. 

Mr. Schmidt said that is correct. 
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Mr. Cogan asked what the county is going to do to get through the next 
year or two. 

Mr. Schmidt replied that part of the request is to reimburse the money 
that was borrowed from the county's operating fund. The county has already 
borrowed from another county department to get the landfill in operation and 
really had no choice in this matter because the other site was full. This 
money will have to be paid back to the Public Works Department and the only 
source of revenue they have at present is from their serial levy and this 
automatically puts them in the hole in operating. 

Mr. McPhillips asked 1f this facility would be self supporting. 
Mr. Schmidt replied that the serial levy was for a 3-year period 

and it expires next July l. The county does not plan on asking the voters 
for another serial levy as they want to go to a fee system. He said if the 
Emergency Board approves our request for increasing the solid waste grant and 
loan_ limitation, then an agreement will have to be made with Deschutes County 
similar to sewage works construction grant and loan agreements whereby the 
facility has to be 75% self supporting and a number of other things. 

Mr. Tom Donaca, Vice-Chairman of the Long Range Citizens' Advisory 
Commit~ee said a problem had been encountered regarding the issuance of bonds 
in order to obtain funds. Mr. Donaca and his committee were under the impres­
sion that when the pollution bond program was passed in 1969 that one of two 
devices could be used by local government. One is to go through the election 
procedure, get the authorization from the public, advertise and put the bonds 
out for bid, come back to the EQC and then issue bonds. The second approach 
would be to contract directly with the EQC. He said in order for the county 
to obtain $136,150 for solid waste management facility construction funding, 
75% of which would come from the State Pollution Control Bond Program, would 
require a special election of the county. This in turn would require $5,000 
to $6,000 of the funds to be used for issuance of bonds. 

Mr. Donaca said he would like the Attorney General to look at this 
situation again and see if there is a methodology which can be used via the 
direct contract route. 

Mr. Harms agreed with Mr. Donaca and said it is ridiculous to have 
bond elections for such small amounts of money. 
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It was MOVED by Mr. Harms, seconded by Mr. McMath and carried that 
the recommendations of the Director be approved that the Commission authorize 
the Director tb request the Emergency Board on November 9-10, 1972 to increase 
the Department's limitation for making solid waste facility construction grants 
and loahs by $136,150 and upon approval of the increase to develop appropriate 
grant and loan agreements with Deschutes County. 
REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITIES' PERMIT PROGRAMS 

H.H. Burkitt presented a staff report, dated October 24, 1972, 
regarding subject matter, together with copies of the proposed rules and 
procedures for the permit program for each Regional Authority and a signed 
copy of the Memorandum of Understanding which have been made a part of the 
Department's permanent files. 

A MOTION was made by Mr. McMath, seconded by Mr. Cogan and carried 
that the Commission approve the Permit Programs as submitted by the Columbia­
Willamette Air Pollution Authority, Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority, 
and Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority. 

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 3:40 p.m. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Qua! ity Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. A , October 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Sale of Oregon Pollution Control Bonds, Series 1972 
in the amount of $115,000,000 

Article Xl-H of the Constitution of the State of Oregon 

authorizes Pollution Control Bonds up to one percent true cash value 

of taxable property in state to provide funds to municipal corpora-

tions, cities, counties and agencies of state, or combinations 

thereof, to construct facilities for control of pollution on land, 

in air and water of state, such facilities to be at least 70 percent 

self-supporting and self-liquidating from revenues, gifts, federal 

grants, user charges, assessments and fees. 

ORS 4119.672 states that, "In order to provide funds for 

the purposes specified in Article Xl-H of the Constitution of Oregon, 

the Environmental Qua] ity Commission, with the approval of the State 

Treasurer, is authorized to issue and sell such general obi igation 

bonds of the State of Oregon, of the kind and character and within 

the limits prescribed by Article Xl-H of the Constitution of Oregon 

as, in the judgment of the Environmental Qua] ity Commission, shal 1 

be necessary. The bonds shall be authorized by resolution duly 
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adopted by a majority of the members of the Environmental Quality 

Commission. The principal amount of the bonds outstanding at any 

one time, issued under authority of this section, shal 1 not exceed 

$100mi11 ion par value." 

From the proceeds of the bonds authorized by ORS 1149.672, 

as amended by section l, chapter 662, Oregon Laws 1971 (Enrolled 

House Bi 11 1185), the Environmental Quality Commission may loan or 

grant funds, as provided under ORS 449.685, as amended by section 3, 

chapter 662, Oregon Laws 1971 (Enrolled House Bill 1185), in an 

aggregate amount not to exceed: 

a) For construction of sewage treatment 

f ac i 1 it i es . . . 

b) For construction of solid waste 

f ac i 1 i t i es . 

c) For planning of facilities or methods 

relating to the disposal of sol id 

waste and of facilities for sewage 

... $80,000,000 

• • $ 

treatment • • • • $ 

On April 6, 1971, the first issue of $1;5,000,000 par value 

of Oregon Pollution Control Bonds, Series 1971, were sold to the First 

National Bank of Oregon. Of this amount $31,500,000 was dedicated to 

purchase of local bonds and $13,500,000 to grants. To date, $31 ,233,000 

has been committed to purchase of local bonds to assist in construction 

of sewerage treatment facilities. The current bond status report is 

attached. 
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On July 27, 1972, a resolution was adopted authorizing 

the sale of an additional $45,000,000 in bonds on October 25, 1972, 

for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of Article Xl-H of 

the Constitution of the State of Oregon to meet the projected require-

ments of Construction Grant and Solid Waste Management Programs. 

Recommendation 

The Director recommends that the Environmental Quality 

Commission receive and open all bids for the bonds and with the 

approval of the State Treasurer authorize to issue and sell the 

bonds to an acceptable bidder. 

WEG:ahe 
10/13/72 
Attachment 
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October 1 , 1972 

SOMO STATUS REPORT 

C-
410 
Mo. 

224 
302 

304 
329 
309 
246 
234 

336 

340 
270 
272 
300 
218 
306 

206 
327 
354 
330 
316 
291 
259 

City 

Philomath 
Florence 
Gardiner S.D. 
vli l sonvi 11 e 
Myrtle Point 
Bay City 
Clackamas County S.D. 

Coquille 
Woodburn 
The Dalles 
Portland 
Gresham 
Sheridan 
Tri-City S.D. 
Umatilla 
Grants Pass 
Vialdport 
Garibaldi 

Rainier 
Astoria 
Via 11 owa (may only need 

$40,000) 

$ 

#1 

AMOUNT 
BONDS 

145,000 
125 ,000 

235,00Q 
600,000 
200,00Q 
80,000 

5,700,000 

250,000 
240,000 
575,000 

15,140,000 
1,530,000 

165,QOO 
565,000 
90,000 

1 ,305 ,ODO 

150,000 
160,000 
165,000 

3,665,000 
148,000 

Total Amount Local Bonds Received (10-1-72) 
Total Amount Local Bonds Committed 
by Agreement 

Amount St~te Bonds Avai·lable 

Total Local Bonds Received or Committed 

Tota 1 Uncommitted 

Est. Date 
Required 

Date 
Received 

11-23-71 
12-16-72 

11- 3-71 
11- 3-71 

7-26-72 
9-23-72 

(received 1,570,000 on 12-23-71) 
(advanded 1,000,000 on 9-1-72 
based on 11-29-72 bond sale) 

1-1-73 

12-1-72 
1-1-73 

$20,855,000 
10,378,000 

$31,233,000 

$31,500,000 
31,233,000 

267,000 

11-16-71 
12-10-71 
11-29-72 
5-24-72 
3-21-72 
9-11-72 

Rec. Bid 7-17-72 

Rec. Bid 9-22-72 
Rec. Bid 9- 7-72 
Rec. Bid 9-25-72 
Rec. Bid 10-2-72 
Bid Date 10-25-72 



c-
410 
No. 

246 

234 

336 

302 
304 

300 

309 

224 

272 
218 

270 
329 

329 

340 

TOTAL 

BOND STATUS REPORT 

October l , 1972 

Municipalities Interest Payments to Date 

Interest Interest 
Received Received 

City April l , 1972 Oct. l, 1972 

Bay City $ 1 , 887. 50 $ 1,887.50 

Clackamas County S.D.#1 36,993.75 36,993.75 

Coquil 1 e 6,033.50 6,033.50 

Florence 2,923.50 2,023.50 

Gardiner S.D. 5,530.75 5,530.75 

Gresham 35,830.00 

Myrtle Point 4,840.00 

Philomath 3,400.00 3,400.00 

f'ortl and 353 ,877. 50 

Sheridan 3,858.50 

T)1e Da 11 es 13,467.50 13,467.50 

Wilsonville (G.O.) 1,178.75 1,178.75 

Wilsonville (Rev.) 12,990.00 12, 990. 00 

Woodburn 5,815.50 5,815.50 

$88,333.25 $486,739.25 

Total 
Received 
To Date 

$ 3,775.00 
73,987.50 

12, 067. 00 

5,847.00 

11,061.50 

35,830.00 

4,840.00 

6,800.00 

353,877.50 
3,858.50 

26,935.00 

2,357.50 
25,980.00 

11 ,631.00 

$578.847.50 
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Memorandum 

To: En vi ronmenta 1 Qua 1 i ty Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. C, October 25, 1972, E~C Meeting 

Project Plans for September 1972 

During the month of September 1972 staff action was taken 

relative to plans, specifications and reports as follows: 
Water Quality Control 

1. Fifty (50) domestic sewage projects were reviewed: 
a) Provisional approval was given to: 

40 plans for sewer extensions 

2 plans for sewage treatment works improvements 

2 contract modifications 
b) Approval without conditions given to: 

2 storm sewer projects (Eugene) 
3 contract modifications 

c) Seven (7) Industrial Waste Projects were given 
Provisional Approval: 

4 Animal Waste Control Facilities 
2 Pre-design reports (Ore-Ida Foods and City of The Dalles) 
1 Waste control plan (Amalgamated Sugar) 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 
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Air Quality Control 

l. Seven (7) project plans, reports or proposals were 

received and reviewed: 

a) Approval was given to: 

l Sanderdust Handling System (Southern Oregon Plywood, 

Josephine County) 

l Fly Ash Collection System (Boise Cascade Corp., 

Wa 11 owa County) 
Wigwam Burner Modification (Superior Lumber Co., 

Douglas County) 

Bark Handling and Processing System (Sun Studs, Inc. 

Douglas County) 
l Parking Facility (Good Samaritan Hospital , Corva 11 is) 

b) Conditional approval was given to: 

l Plans and specifications for installation of 
Fertilizer Blender (J. R. Simplot, Inc., 
Malheur County) 

c) Action was deferred on a new kraft mill emission 

control proposal (Boise Cascade Corp., 

St. Helens mill) 

Solid Waste Disposal 

l. Five (5) Solid Waste Disposal project plans were reviewed: 

a) Provisional approval was given to: 

l Compactor and transfer site (Marion County) 

l Sanitary Landfi 11 (Multnomah County) 

b) Not approved were: 
2 \foodwaste disposal sites (Columbia and Crook Counties) 
l Tire disposal landfill (Clackamas County) 

Directors Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Commission give its confirming 

approval to staff action on project for the month of September 1972. 



. PROJECT PLANS 

Water Quality Division 

During the month of September, 1972, the following project plans and spec­
ifications and/or reports were reviewed by the staff. The disposition of 
each project is shown, pending ratification by the Environmental Quality 
Commission. 

Date Location 

Municipal Projects (SO) 

9-5-72 

9-5-72 

9-5-72 

9-5-72 

9-5-72 

9-5-72 

9-7-72 

9-7-72 

9-7-72 

9-7-72 

9-7--72 

9-7-72 

9-7-72 

9-7-72 

9-8-72 

9-11-72 

9-11-72 

East Salem Sewer & 
Drainage Dist. I 

Salem 

Aumsville 

Gresham 

USA (Tigard) 

USA (Aloha) 

Garibaldi 

Lincoln County 

Sutherlin 

Salem (West) 

Oregon City 

Hillsboro (West) 

Aumsville 

Central Point 

Inverness 

Multnomah County 

USA (Sherwood) 

Project Action 

Jan Ree Estates I & II sewers Prov. approval 

Boxwood SubdiVision se\11ers Prov. approval 

Wildwood Addition sewers Prov. approval 

Penny Ridge Subdivision sewers Prov. approval 

s.w. Sandburg st. sewer 

'fwo sanitary sewer projects 

Change Order No. 1 to sewage 
treatment plant contract 

Inn at.Otter Crest outfall 

Rasmussen Subdivision sewer 

Hope Avenue, N.W. sewer 

Barclay Hills, Phase I sewers 

Addendum No. 1 to sewer 
projects 

Fair Oak Estates sewers 

Mon Desir sewer project 

Interceptor sewers, SA-1, 
SB-1, and SB-2 

Hayden Island sewage treat­
ment plant exnansion 

April Meadows I & II sewers 

Prov. approval 

Prov. appro".ral 

Prov .. approv.al 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 



Date 

9-11-72 

9-11-72 

9-11-72 

9-11-72 

9-12-72 

9-12-72 

9-12-72 

9-15-72 

9-18-72 

9-19~72 

9-19-72 

9-19-72 

9-19-72 

9-19-72 

9-20-72 

9-20-72 

9-20-72 

9-20-72 

9-20-72 

9-21-72 

9-22-72 

9-22-72 
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Location Project 

Government Camp Mazama Lodge sewer 

Dallas North Heights Subd. sewers 

Portland S.W. 27th Avenue sewer 

Bear Creek Valley Jackson County complex sewers 
San. Auth. (Talent) 

Sal.em (Willow Lake) Marion Street trunk sewer 

Waldport Addendum No. 1 to sewage 
treatment plant proj,ect 

Gresham Scarboro Heiqhts Subd. sewers 

Multnomah Co. (West) Franciscan Villa Apts. sewer 

North Bend Pony Creek interceptor 

Oak Lodge San. Dist. Woodland Court Subd. s.ewers 

Veneta 

Gresham 

Gresham 

Coquille 

Bandon 

Coos Bay 

Inverness 

Eugene 

Inverness 

Oregon City 

Gresham 

Portland 

Park Side Drive sewer 

Shelburne Subd. sewers 

Pinebrooke Subd. sewers 

Change Orders #1, 2 & 3 
to sewage treatment plant 

Sanitary sewer.lateral A-2 

Hub Area sewers, Phase.III 

Rivercliff Estates sewers 

Two sewer projects 

Highwood sewer project 

Joyce Subd. sewers 

Sky Blue Estates sewers 

Emanuel Hospital sewers, 
Phase II 

Action 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. appro.val 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Approved 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Approved 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 

Prov. approval 



Date Location 

9-22-72 Crook County 

9-25-72 Ashland 

9-25-72 USA (Aloha) 

9-25-72 Eugene 

9-25-72 Coos Bay 

9-25-72 USA (Fanno Creek) 

-3-

Project Action 

Ochoco West San. Dist. sewaqe Prov. approval 
treatment plant, 0.020 MGD non-
overflov., lagoon 

1. Tolman Creek Road sewers 
2. Strawberry Lane sewe-rs 
3. Sheridan Street sewers 

Newcastle Park Subd. sewers 

Two storm sewer projects 

Addendum No. 1, Hub Area 
sewers, Phase III 

Barnes LID #5 sewers 

Prov .. approval 
Prov. approval 
Not approved 

Prov. approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Prov. a.pproval 
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Water Pollution Control 

Date Location Project Action 

Industrial Projects (7) 

9-19-72 Winston Roy F. Wells - Dairy, 
animal waste facilities Prov. app. 

9-19-72 Myrtle Creek Donald M. Auer Dairy, 
animal waste facilities Prov. app. 

9-19-72 Myrtle Creek Alvin W. Helgeson Dairy -
animal waste facilities Prov. app. 

9-19-72 Bay City Don Averill Hog Farm -
animal waste facilities Prov. app. 

9-28-72 Nyssa Amalgamated Sugar, waste-
water treatment facilities Prov. app. 

9-15-72 Ontario Ore-Ida Foods - secondary 
treatment pre-design report Prov. app. 

9-26-72 The Da 11 es City of The Dalles - IW 
collection/disposal pre-
design report Prov. app. 



AP-9 - PROJECT PLANS, REPORTS, PROPOSALS FOR AIR QUALITY CONTROL 
DIVISION FOR SEPTEMBER, 1972 

DATE LOCATION 
Sept. 

1 Columbia Co. 

12 Malheur 

19 Josephine 

20 Wallowa 

21 Douglas· 

22 Douglas 

27 Benton 

PROJECT 

Boise Cascade Corp. 
Proposal for compliance 
with Kraft Mill 
Regulations 

J. R. Simplot, Inc. 
Plans and specifications 
for installation of 
fertilizer blender 

Southern Oregon Plywood 
Company 
Plans and specifications 
for sanderdust handling 
and collection system. 

ACTION 

Deferred until 
new kraft mill 
regulation is 
finalized. 

Conditional 
Approval 

Approved 

Boise Cascade Corporation Approved 
Plans and specifications 
for fly ash collection 
system for hog fuel boilers. 

Superior Lumber Company Approved 
Plans and specifications 
for wigwam waste burner 
modification 

Sun Studs, Inc. Approved 
Plans and specifications 
for bark handling and 
processing system as part 
of hog fuel boiler 
compliance program. 

Good Samaritan Hospital Approved 
Plans to construct 300-
space surface parking 
facility. 



AP-9 - PROJECT PLANS, REPORTS, PROPOSALS FOR AIR QUALITY CONTROL 
DIVISION FOR SPETEMBER, 1972. 

Sept. 

(Variances Received from Regional Authorities) 

DATE LOCATION 

12 Washington, 

Clackamas 

20 Clackamas 

PROJECT 

Wasteco, Inc. 
Operation and testing 
of incinerators 

Publishers Paper Co. 
Operation of modified 
WWB 

J. C. Compton Company 
Operation of drier drum 
for asphalt plant at 
Alder Creek 

ACTION 

Approved 

Approved 

Aoproved 



SOLID ~iASTE MA~iAG~MEN~ D~VISION 

During the month of __ s_e~p_t_e_mb_e_r_,_1_9_7_2 ___ , the following pro,] ect 

plans and specificatiorts and/or repo~ts~w~~~~-revie~ed by. the 

st.:;.ff. The disposition of each proje~t is showri, pending 

eonfirma~ion b;;t t!1e Ert'iironm2ntal <~uality Corw.11issiv::-1~ 

5 

7 

8 

25 

27 

29 

Marion Co. 

Lane Co. 

Multnomah Co. 

Columbia County 

Clackamas Co. 

Crook County 

Stayton Compactor & Transfer Station 

Grant Application to EPA 

Lavelle & Yett Sanitary Landfill 

Peterson Disposal Site 

Tire Disposal Company Landfill 

Consolidated Pine wood Residue Fill 

Action 

Prov. Approval 

Comments 

Prov. Approval 

Not Approved 

Not Approved ' 

Not Approved 
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TERMINAL SALES BLDG. e 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. 0 PORTLAND; OREGON 97205 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item Mo. D , October 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 

City of Portland Transportation Control Strategy, 
Request.for Approval 

Background : 

On October 10, 1972 the Department received a )rans­
port~tion . Control Strategy to Achieve Air Qua·1 ity Standards 
In Downto\'/n Portland from the City of Portland as required by 
the Clean Air Act Implementation Plan for Oregon. This plan 
sets forth various transportation control measures to be im­
plemented by appropriate local , regional and state governmental 
agencies, as a means to achieve compliance with state and 
national air quality standards by May 31, 1975. 

On October 12, 1972, the Portland City Council held 
a public hearing on the plan and subsequently adopted Resolution 
No .. 11146 which states in part, " ..•• now, therefore, be it re­
solved that the Portland City Council adopts as a guideline pol icy 
the attached Transportation Control Strategy To Achieve Air 
Qua l i tj Standards In Downtown Portland." A copy of the City 
Council resolution and transportation control strategy has been 
attached as an appendix to this staff report. 

Contents of the Plan . 
The scope of the transportation control strategy adopted 

by the City Council on October 12, 1972 is a broad-based and 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 
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comprehensive endeavor which seeks not only to achieve the 

mandated air quality standards but which also addresses the 

equally important goals of maintaining a viable downtown 

Portland, relieving traff"ic congestion, maintain"ing open space, 

and providing a viable, convenient, and efficient multi-modal 

transportation system for Portland. 

Many of the measures included in the transportation 

control strategy are measures currently under consideration in 

several related planning projects. These proj,ects include the 

1990 Public Transportation Master Plan, the Portland Downtown 

Planning Guide] ine.s and associated Downtown Parking and Traffic 

C:irculation studies, and the 1975 Immediate Bus Improvement 

Plan. 

The Department fully supports the concept of a broad­

based plan which speaks to many environmental, economic and 

social issues and attempts to integrate the transportation con­

tra 1 measures 1~ith other planning processes underway. The i ntli'i­

~ate and delicate interrelationships that exist between the 

various environmental, economic and social amenities in the 

downtown area make this type of comprehensive planning approach 

to the solution of air quality problems a necessity. 

The basic elements of the transportation control strat­

egy developed by the City are contained within five (5) major 

categories: 

1. Measures to increase mass transit patronage. 

The major effort of the strategy is to achieve 

improved accessibility to and mobility within 

downtown by transit. The principal goal is to 
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divert trip making to downtown Portland from 

automobiles by providing high quality transit 

service. 

2. Measures to reduce the number and length of 

automobile trips by reorganizing and control­

ling parking and inducing more efficient use 

of the automobile. 

3. Measures to improve traffic flow by removing 

on-street parking on certain heavily traveled 

streets, improving the traffic signalization 

system, and altering major service and load­

ing hours. 

4. Measures to obtain adequate financing to in­

sure implementation of the plan in a timely 

manner. 

5. Measures to monitor the effectiveness of the 
---~-----=---~-

p 1 an. JD;ta i l~~f-th~~-sp-ecfric-;~a~~~es to be 

'----------------imple-mented are contained in a copy of the 

City's transportation control strategy, at-

tached to this staff report. 

Analysis of the Plan . 
• 

The motor vehicle emission reductionsrequired to ac­
hieve compliance with air quality standards in 1975 were set 
forth in the Clean Air Act Implementation Plan for Oregon. 
Briefly, the Implementation Plan states that a~% reduction 
in 1975 carbon monoxide emissions in downtown Portland will be 
required to achieve compliance by 1975 in addition to the 

) 
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emission reduction expected from the Federal Motor Vehicle 
Control Program. The Implementation Plan projected that a 20% 
reduction in carbon monoxide emissions would be obtained 
through implementation of a mandatory motor vehicle inspection 
and maintenance program. This leaves a 23% reduction to be ac­
hieved by implementation of the City's transportation control 
strategy. 

A. Effect on air quality 

Due to the relative scarcity of reliable trans~ 

portation data and the limitations of the calcu­

lations and methodology for estimating carbon 

monoxide pollution levels in the ambient air, the 

·analysis. presented in the staff report of the 

City's transportation control strategy must 

be f" i ewed as a preliminary effort to determine 1\/ 

the PfJbable effectiveness of the plan in achiev-

ing air quality standards. However, the fact that 

a prediction cannot be made at this time with ab­

solute certainty that the plan submitted by the 

City will achieve compliance by 1975 does not in-

validate the review process, but merely reinforces 

the concept that a strong commitment must be made 

to constantly monitor the effectiveness of the 

plan as it is implemented and make revisions as 

they prove to be necessary. 
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It should be noted that the City's transpor­

tation control strategy, as presented, is a 

plan for achieving compliance with air quality 

standards in downtown Portland ~1here specific 

automobile related air pollution problems have 

been adequately identified and recorded by 

long-term ambient air monitoring at the Depart­

ment's Continuous Air Monitoring Station at 718 

W. Burnside Street. Thus, the Department's 

evaluation will be concerned with the effect 

of the plan upon downtown air quality. 

This does not preclude the possibility that, at 

a later date, if reliable long-term sampling re­

sults in other areas of the City or region indicate 

motor vehicle air pollution problems exist or per­

sist, additional transportation control measures 

may be necessary for these other areas. 

Figure 1 illustrates the area of Portland refer­

red to in this staff report as downtown Portland 

and for which the City's plan will attempt to 

achieve compliance. The Department's analysis of 

this area based upon long-term carbon monoxide data 

from the CAMS, other short-term data from various 
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Columbia Hillamette Air Pollution Authority 

and Department sampling sites (also identi-

fied in Figure 1), and rollback calculation 

methologies developed by CHAPA and the Depart-

ment reveal that certain areas of downtown 

Portland experience or are predicted to ex­

perience more severe carbon monoxide air pol­

lution problems than other downtown areas. 

These areas are identified in Figure 2 as the 

Broadway-Burnside area and the Hashington-Alder­

Fourth Street area. Clearly, if the City's 

transportation control strategy will achieve 

compliance by 1975 in these two areas, then it 

can reasonably be expected that it will also ac­

hieve compliance in all other areas of downtown 

experiencing less severe automobile air quality 

problems, unless there is some unique character­

istic of a certain area that may require a special­

ized set of transportation control measures to 

achieve compliance. A unique area of this type 

exists in downtown Portland along the Stadium 

Freeway (I-405). A discussion of the problems of 

this area will follow later in this staff report. 

1. Broadway-Burnside Area. This area probably 

experiences the most consistent and highest 

levels of ambient air carbon monoxide con-
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centrations in downtown Portland. The 

intersection of Broadway and Burnside 

Streets has the highest daily traffic volumes 

of any intersection in downto~m Portland 

with fairly 1o1~ speed (approximately 12 mph 

average speed in 1970) traffic movement. 

The City's plan calls for removal of on­

street parking on both sides of W. Burnside 

Street from S. W. Second Avenue to S. W. Ninth 

Avenue and a computerized signal control sys­

tem to increase the average vehicle speed 

on W. Burnside to approximately 18 mph. by 

1975. 

Based upon the assumption that the average 

vehicle speed on W. Burnside will dnanease to 

18 mph by 1975 and that the other transportation 

control measures in the City's plan will be 

successfully implemented, it can reasonably 

be predicted that the Broadway-Burnside area wil 1 

be in compliance by 1975. 

2. Hashington-Alder.:.Fourth Street Area - this area 

iS much. more reoresenta ti ve of the downtown core 

area with respect to traffi.c flows and associated 
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carbon monoxide levels than the Broadway­

Burnside area. It is predicted to have the 

highest ambient carbon monoxide concentra­

tion of any area in downtown Portland, with 

the exception of the Broadway-Burnside area. 

The implementation of the.mass transit im­

provements delineated in the City's plan will 

have a significant impact upon improving air 

quality in the downtown core area. These 

measures in combination with the computerized 

signalization program will achieve compliance 

in most of the downtown area, but they will 

probably fall short of achieving compliance 

in the Washington-Alder-Fourth Streets area. 

However, the .City has provided for this eventu­

ality by leaving the option open to remove on­

street parking on Washington and Alder Streets 

in 1975 if this proves to be a necessary step. 

Detailed calculations of the predicted levels 

of carbon monoxide in other areas of downtown 

and the effectiveness of the City's plan in re­

ducing these levels to acceptable concentra­

tions indicates that the implementation of the 

measures set forth in the transportation control 
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strategy will result in obtaining compliance 

with the state and national air quality stand­

ards by 1975. 

3. Stadium Freeway (I-405) Area - the swath of 

sunken road1·1ay which forms the south and west 

boundary of downtown Portland presents a unique 

problem to be dealt with in the transportation 

control strategy. The Stadium Freeway will be 

carrying a large volume of traffic at relative-

ly high speeds most of which is not destined for 

downtown Portland. The City's transportation 

control strategy, which is oriented to enhancing 

air quality downtown, will not have a signifi­

cant effect upon the carbon monoxide emissions 

emanating from this freew~y. 

In addition, sufficient long-term air quality 

monitoring data is not available at the present 

time in the vicinity of the freeway to allow 

realistic predictions to be made of future 

carbon monoxide levels. The Department has ob­

tained limited short-term sampling data at the 

intersection of S.\ol. Morrison Street and the 
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freeway which would seem to indicate 

that this area is presently in compliance 

with the ambient air standards. However, a 

three-fold increase in daily traffic vol­

ume is expected on this freeway by l 975. If 

this large increase in traffic volume is ac­

companied by a significant decrease in aver­

age vehicular speed then air quality viola­

tions may result. 

B. Additional Measures 

The successful implementation of a large portion 

of the City's transportation control strategy is 

dependent upon the ability of mass transit to sig­

nificantly increase ridership. The.City has rec­

ognized in its plan that parking is an important 

component of the total transportation system and 

as such its availability, location, duration and 

cost have a significant impact upon the choice of 

transportation modes. 

The City plan calls for a study to determine if the 

City has the authority and the need to regulate 

commerCial off-street parking that is not inci-
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dental to another land use. In addition, the 

City recomnended the construction of two large 

parking structures to replace on-street parking 

removed as recommended in the plan and to provide 

. centrally located short-term parking for the retail 

core area. 

The Department fully supports the principals of 

reorganizing and regulating parking as a means to ef­

fecting a more desirable and efficient transporta­

tion system. However, the City's plan does not 

provide guidelines for the amounts and location 

of new parking facilities in downtown Portland 

other than the two parking structures recomnended 

in the plan. 

Since the Department will be reviewing applications 

for construction of parking facilities in downtown 

Portland under DAR Chapter 340, Section 20-050 

through 20-070 it would seem ~1orthwhi1 e to estab-

1 ish interim guidelines for review of parking 

facilities which would be consistent with the in­

tent' of the City's plan and the necessity to limit 
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long-term parking such that mass transit 

may more effectively compete with the automobile. 

The following guidelines should be in effect until 

the City has completed the parking study and has 

established its own guidelines. 

1. The construction of long-term (more than 4 

consecutive hours) commuter parking in new 

office building developments in downtown Port­

land shall not exceed that necessary to provide 

parking for 50% of the employees expected to 

occupy the building at capacity assuming a­

average automobile occupancy of 1.5 persons 

per car. This is equivalent to approximately 

50% of the employees using mass transit to 

get to and fro11l work, which is a goal impli­

cit in the City's plan for increased transit 

patronage set forth in the transportation 

control strategy. 

2. The construction of non-commuter parking facil­

ities for all other new development land uses 

in downtown Portland shall be based upon what, 

the developer considers necessary for the econ­

omic viability of the project and consistency 

with the City's transportation control strategy. 
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3. The construction of all new parking facil­

ities not incidental to aniither new develop'­

ment land use in downtown Portland shall be 

prohibited except for the parking structures 

set forth in the City's transportation control 

strategy. 

1. The implementation of the City's transportation 

control strategy is expected to result in compliance 

with state and national air quality standards by 

May 31, 1975 "in downto;m Portland. 

2. The Stadium Free\'lay is a unique area relative to the 

downtown core area and as such presents special air 

quality control problems which may not be adequately 

handled by the City's transportation control strategy. 

It is suggested that the area be carefully moni-

tored by the Columbia-\'Jillamette Air Pollution Auth­

ority, the Oregon State Highway Division and the 

Department to determine if air quality problems are 

imminent. If it is determined that additional trans­

portation control measures are required for this 

area, the Department may request the Oregon State 

Highway Division to implement a program of computer 

controlled metering of freev1ay on-ramps •in the City 

of Portland. 
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3. The establishment of interim guidelines by the 

Department for review of new parking facilities 

in downtovm Portland under OAR Chapter 340, 

Section 20-0~:) through 20-070 wi 11. be necessary 

to insure the successful implementation of the 

mass transit improvements set forth in the City's 

transportation control strategy. These interim 

guidelines would be in effect until the City 

completes its parking study and establishes its 

own guidelines. 

4. The inherent uncertainties involved in attempting 

to predict future traffic loadings, speed, transit 

p!!tl~oeage and subsequent ambient air qua 1 ity 

makes it mandatory that adequate means be estab-

1 i shed by which the transportation control strat­

egy may be periodically reviewed and updated. A 

permanent committee should be assigned the task of 

monitoring the implementation of the plan and 

periodically making suggestions to the Department 

for revisions to the plan. 

Director's Recommendation: 

In view of the fact that detailed analysis of 

the effectiveness of the City's transportation 

Gontrol strategy indicates that its implementation 
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would be expected to result in compliance with 

air quality standards in downtown Portland by 1975.; 

The Director recommends that the Commission : 

1. Adopt the City of Portland's transportation 

control strategy as submitted. 

2. Adopt the interim guidelines for review of 

parking facilities set forth in this staff 

report. 

3. Request the Director to obtain assistance from 

the Oregon State Highway Division in deter­

mining the air quality effects of the Stadium 

Freeway. 
4. Request the Director to establish a permanent 

committee to monitor the impact and effectiveness 

of the transportation control strategy. 







RESOLUTION NO; 'S ( f 4{,, i 

WHEREAS, the City Council believes it essential to 
improve the economic and environmental quality of downtown 
Portland; and 1 · 

~JHEREAS, it is the Council's desire to improve air 
quality standards in the City; and 

WHEREAS, elements of the Downtown Plan ~nd the 1990 
Transit Plan are included in the attached Transportation 
Control Strategy and contribute significantly to these ends; 
and 

WHEREAS, it is th~ ~ntent of the City Council to develop 
an implementation plan in the near future; now 

THEREFORE, be it resolved that the Portland City Council 
adopts as a guideline policy the attached TRANSPORTATION CON­
TROL STRATEGY TO ACHIEVE AIR QUALITY STANDARDS IN DOWNTOWN 
PORTLAND . 

. Ad.o,pted_ by, the .. Counci 1 

Lloyd Anderson, Commissioner 
\vSD: bg 
10/6/72 

Auditor of the City of Portland 
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1. Introduction 

TRANSPORTATION CONTROL STRATEGY 
TO ACHIEVE AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

IN DOWNTOWN PORTLAND 

10-12-72 

As directed by the Department of Environmental Quality, the follow­
ing Transportation Control Strategy Plan is submitted for approval.· 

A letter dated September 29, 1972, from DEQ indicated that the 
City should not confine its efforts to meeting the specific air 
quality standards in each grid as described by CWAPA but should 
seek broader goals in addition. 

A number of citizen groups and public agencies have been involved 
extensively in the development of this transportation control strategy. 
Attachment D lists these groups. There is a concensus of these groups 
that the economic and social vitality of downtown must be maintained 
or enhanced. 

This plan is based on the following conclusions: 

The major effort of this. strategy is to achieve im­
proved accessibility and mobility within downtown by 
transit. A high quality of transit service to divert 
trip making from autos is our principal goal. 

This Transportation Control Strategy must not adversely 
affect accessibility to downtown functions. We note 
that retail activity is considered especially fragile 
and susceptible to relocation to suburban centers if 
acces&ibility including parking is impaired. 

Other measures to reduce the number and length of auto 
trips are also recommended. 

Traffic control measures are recommended where necessary 
to achieve the desired air quality improvements. 

Several proposals to finance this program are also included. 
It should be recognized that the City presently does not 
have the fiscal resources to carry out this plan. Substan­
tial new financial assistance generated at the State and 
Federal level will be required. 
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TRANSPORTATION CONTROL STRATEGY 
Page 2 

10/lZ/72 

Several related planning projects have been active concurrently with 
the development of this control strategy. These plans are the 1990 
Public Transportation Master Plan and the Downtown Guideline Plan, 
with its accompanying studies of Downtown parking and traffic circu­
lation. 

The City Council has indicated that it will not further consider the 
Downtown Plan for formal adoption until the City has received the 
final parking and traffic circulation studies, still in preparation. 
Both of these documents are expected to be forwarded to the City on 
or before November 30, 1972. 

The effort in drafting this control strategy has been to make it as 
consistent as possible with the Downtown Plan. However, in submit­
ting this transportation control strategy to the Department of 
Environmental Quality, it should be made clear that there are elements 
of this plan that are directly contingent upon Council approval of 
the Downtown Plan. (Those elements will be identified in the body of 
the plan below.) 

It is the feeling that to achieve an orderly planning process for 
the City of Portland, the Council must adopt the Downtown Plan before 
~t gives final approval to any.section of this transportation control 
strategy that is based on recommendations in the proposed Downtown 
Plan. 

Therefore, until the Council officially acts on the Downtown Plan, 
those elements of this plan that are specifically identified should 
be considered as proposals subject to further review by the Council. 

It is the present hope that the Council will act on the Downtown 
Plan by Dece~ber 15, 1972. 

2. Background 

The Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 sets certain air quality standards 
which must be met by May 30, 1975. The Oregon Department of Environ­
mental Quality (DEQ) has enacted certain regulations to implement 
this. The Columbia Willamette Air Pollution Authority (CWAPA) is 
designated as the agency to develop a regional plan for the Portland 
Area. The City of Portland is required by CWAPA and DEQ to develop 
a plan by October 10, 1972, to accomplish certain reductions of 
carbon monoxide (CO) in the downtown area. 

Carbon Monoxide is a product of the vehicle-miles traveled and aver­
age speed. Vehicle-miles is determined by the number of autos, the 
number of trips per auto and length of trip. 

Attachment A contains technical data and references. 



TRANSPORTATION CONTROL STRATEGY 
. Page 3 
10/12/72 

CWAPA has developed a methodology to determine CO levels. The 
results are shown on the map, Attachment B., and Table, Attachment C. 
It is recognized that any methodology dealing with this topic js 
subject to a number of assumptions and estimates and is, at best, 
of uncertain reliability. 

The criteria established by this method is that if a 0.033 sq. 
mile grid square does not receive more than 325 tons of CO per year, 
it is probable that that grid will not exceed more than once a year, 
the federal standard of 10 millegrams of CO per cubic meter of air, 
(8.7 PPM). 

Attachment B illustrates the conditions that will be experienced in 
1975, given the following assumptions. 

l. The State will have undertaken an inspection program of 
auto emission control devices to improve their contin­
uing effectiveness. 

2. Tri-Met will have implemented the 1975 Bus Improvement 
Plan. This is being done. It provides for the 5th-6th 
Street Transit Mall and other improvements. 

3. Harbor Drive will have been closed when the Fremont Bridge 
is open later next year. 

4. The Fremont Bridge and the Stadium Freeway (I-405) will be 
open. 

3. Transportation Control Strategy Plan. 

(NOTE: The items in this plan marked by an asterisk are directly con­
tingent upon the approval by the City Council of the Downtown Plan 
and should be considered as subject to further review by the Council.) 

A. Trahsit Measures: Tri-Met shall be asked as a goal to design and 
liiiPlement a program to increase daily ridership to and from the 
Central Business District by 50% by June, 1975 (from 25,000 to 37,500). 

Develop an expanded downtown Loop Shuttle System with a goal of 
5000 passengers per day by June, 1975. Experiment with inno­
vative equipment emphasizing ease of getting on and off, opera­
ting at frequent intervals. Ir11tial expansion should occur 
immediately and a complete high quality system should be in 
operation by 1975. · 

Tri-Met should accomplish this by implementing some or all of 
the following suggestions but should not be limited to these 
suggestions. 

1. Accelerate construction of 7 primary Park and Ride Stations 
recommended in the 1975 Immediate Bus Improvement Plan in 
the fol'lowing vicinities: 

a. Kelly Butte (1974) c. Mi.lwaukie e. Tigard 
b. Gateway d. Cedar Hills f. Vancouver 

g. Lake Oswego 
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2. Development of secondary Park and Ride stations using park­
ing areas such as shopping centers, churches, etc. An 
immediate test program of one or two sites should be fol­
lowed with a rapid expansion if experience iridicates success. 
This expansion should be coupled with an accelerated bus 
acquisition program to increase the fleet to at least 400. 
(1973.) 

3. Develop express service between primary and secondary Park 
and Ride stations and downtown. (1973-75 1 ) 

4. Develop exclusive bus lanes where feasible. Consider 
using reverse flow lanes at peak hour on such arterials 
as Barbur Blvd., Sandy Blvd., Sunset Highway, and Inter­
state Avenue. Permanent, exclusive lanes such as 
Division-Clinton Streets and others recommended in the 
1990 plan should be accelerated. (1973-75.) 

5. Initiate at earliest possible time high quality service 
on the 23rd Street line and the Broadway-Powell line with 
increased frequencies, "bus shelters, and other improvements. 
(1973.) If successful, these improvements should be made 
on all major commuter lines. 

6. Initiate a widespread aggressive transit information program 
using modern graphics and maps, simplified route designations, 
prominent vehicle indentification, media, etc. (1972-73.) 

7. Accelerate implementation of 1975 Immediate Bus Improvement 
Plan recommendations for bus shelters and other amenities. 
(1973.) 

8. Implement a shop and ride program which can be in operation 
by early 1973. 

9. Develop a commuter-oriented ticket discount system by 1975. 
Improve the pricing zone fare system and transfer freedom. 
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* 

10. Portland State University, the largest single activity 
in downtown, should initiate a subsidized reduced transit 
fare plan for faculty and students. Their present remote 
parking and shuttle bus operation should be encouraged. 

Nearby student residences and reduction of 8:00 a.m. peak 
should also be encouraged. Other major employers, especially 
those exempt from Tri-Met payroll tax, should develop similar 
employee transit fare programs. (1973.) 

11. Continue earliest possible development of transit mall on 
SW 5th and 6th Street. (1974.) 

12. Initiate development and financing of East-West Transit Mall 
recommended in the Downtown Plan on SW Morrison or nearby 
streets. (1975.) 

13. Tri-Met to monitor, evaluate and provide required evening or 
non-business day shuttle service from new parking locations 
to major activities at theatres, museums, hotels, stadium, 
and other concentrated intermittent heavy use areas. Cooper­
ation of use facilities would be quickly assured. 

B. Measures to Reduce Auto Travel 

* 

The principal thrust of these measures is to reorganize parking 
in downtown and to encourage limitations on auto use. 

1. Initiate a study to determine if the City has authority and 
need to regulate the commercial off-street parking that is 

not ·incidental to another land use. Parking is a component 
.of the transportation system just as much as traffic opera­
tions and public transportation. It must be managed on a 
comprehensive basis along with the other elements of the 
system to achieve the transportation, land use, economic and 
environmental goals of the City. 

2. Develop first phase parking structures as recommended in the 
Downtown Plan tied to the retail and commercial districts 
with bus shuttle service as cal 1 ed for in (7) above, and 
connected to the retail core with the first· phase skyway 
from new parking facilities on Third and Fourth to Meier and 
Frank and Lipman Wolfe. 



TRANSPORTATION CONTROL STRATEGY 
Page 6 

10/1 2/72 

a. Between Third and Fourth (two blocks, 1200 spaces.). (With 
retail on 1st and 2nd floors.) · 

b. Tenth Street area, (two blocks, 800 spaces.) (With retail 
on 1st and 2nd floors.) 

c. North of Burnside - initiate first phase multi-mode trans­
portation center. Create Tri-Met center and move over­
the-road bus depots to this location. Provide adequate 
parking as required to service these facilities. 

* 3. Parking set forth in 2.:- a. and b. above to be operational 
before curb parking is removed in retail core area. 

4. Increase basic short term meter rate from 20¢ to 30¢ per 
hour. Replace long-term meters with short-term in downtown 
area, 

* 5. Build second level pedestrian skyways connecting the short 
term garages near 4th and 10th streets to the major retail 
stores as recommended in the Downtown Plan. These should 
be built in conjunction with the garages as a required condi­
tion. 

6. The City should request a federal grant or the State Highway 
Division to determine m~thods and feasibility of establishing 
car pools. 

7 . The City, in a leadership role, should adopt a policy .of 
encouraging .alternatives to the auto in the conduct of busi­
ness. Officials and employees should be urged to telephone, 
walk, use the bus or use taxis if necessary. This may also 
have the desirable effect of reducing the cost of operating the 
City-owned vehicle fleet. Other public agencies and private 
.organizations should be urged to follow this example. 

8. 

9. 

l 0. 

Provide a public system of color coded directional signs to 
parking facilities as soon as possible to reduce auto travel 
searching for parking. 

Change applicable regulations to remove requirement for mini­
mum off-street parking spaces in downtown. 

Close Park and 9th Avenues to through automobile traffic 
between Burnside and Market Streets. Redevelop these streets 
as pedestrian and bicycle ways with provision for service 
vehicles and access to off-street parking (by 1975). A 
shuttle bus should be tried on Park and 9th after those 
streets are closed to through traffic. ( 

-·\.! ' . _, 

I., 
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11. Undertake a study of the Downtown Plan and Parking Plan 
that relates the availability of parking to the ability 
of downtown to achieve and maintain air quality standards. 

12. The Mayor should request the business ~nd government 
community to create a strong committee to establi~h a 
staggered work hour program in which the City would fully 
cooperate. 

C. Measures to Improve Traffic Flow 

* 1. Remove on-street parking as recommended in the Downtown 
Circulation Plan as replacement off-street parking is 
provided. 

a. Clay and Market Streets from Front to 13th Street. 
b. Burnside Street between 2nd and 9th Streets. 
c. Columbia and Jefferson Streets, both sides from Front 

to 10th and one side from 11th to 13th. 
d. Front and 1st from Steel Bridge to Market Street 

If supplemental measures are still necessary to meet air quality 
standards by June, 1975, parking should be removed from Washington 
and Alder from 2nd to 13th Streets only for the interim period 
required. They then should be deve1oped as the Downtown Plan 
recommends. 

2. Improve traffic signal computer program to smooth flow of 
traffic in core area and reduce stop and go driving. 

3. Prohibit turns into pedestrian crosswalks at selected 
intersections as experience indicates appropriate. Con­
siderable turning restrictions will occur with the new 
transit malls and excessive use of this measure could 
result in increased circuitious auto travel. 

4. Alter general services and loading in downtown to off­
peak hours. Encourage night deliveries wherever possible. 
Restrict major service and loading such as refuse pick-up 
and large van loading to non-working and non-shopping 
hours (between 7:00 p.m. & 7:00 a.m. ). 

* 5. City should acquire the Meier and Frank parking block and 
phase out upper level parking as replacement parking is 
provided. This should be developed as a central park 
square as recommended in the Downtown Plan, complementing 
the adjacent redeveloped Pioneer Courthouse block. One 
lower level of parking should be maintained to support 
financing of the acquisition. A study should be initiated 
on the feasibility of a central truck terminal on the 
lower level connecting to various retail stores by tunnels 
and conveyors. 
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6. Any design or development affecting the Downtown Waterfront 
area should not preclude possible future construction of an 
underground road along the waterfront possibly re~lacing 
Front Street. Such construction might have the effect of 
alleviating congestion not only on the downtown streets but 
also on the freeway loop. 

D. Financing 

1. It is recommended that the State Legislature refer to the 
people a measure that would authorize diversion of State 
gas tax revenues for public transportation in areas of the 
State where the need for public transportation is considered 
critical to the improvement of mobility and the environment. 

2. It is recommended that the State Legislature authorize ~ 
an air pollution discharge fee for individual automobiles 
and authorize it to be spent for measures to alleviate 
automobile air pollution. 

3. If the above resources cannot be made available to Tri­
Met to improve transit service, it is recommended that 
they increase the payroll tax a sufficient amount to meet 
the goals set forth in this plan. 

4. Increased revenue from parking meter rates should be 
allocated to measures to implement this plan. 

E. Monitoring 

l. Action by public agencies to implement this strategy will 
be monitored by interested groups, the general public and 
the press. 

2. Technical results in Air Quality of Transportation Control 
Measures will be monitored by CWAPA and DEQ. 

WSD:bg. 
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A I R Q U A L I T,Y TECHNICAL D A T A 

A T T A C H M E N T "A" 

A. Federal and State Air Quality Standards concerned with 
Motor Vehicles emissions. 

B. 

1. 10 millegrams of Carbon Monoxide per cubic meter 
of air shall not be exceeded for more than one 8 
hour period per year. 

2. This 10 millegrams/cubic meter3 is restated as 8.7 
parts per million. 

3. A probability analysis developed by CWAPA indicated 
that this standard will be met if total annual CO 
emissions ~o not exceed 325 tons per 0.033 square 
mile grid square (about 16 blocks) 

The effect of improved traffic flow, especially 
speeds, is illustrated by the following table. 
Environmental Protection Agency, Compilation of 
lution Emission Factors, Febuary 1972 

1975 Vehicle Emission Factors 

Average Vehicle Speed (MPH) 

10 1 5 20 25 35 

CO Emissions Factor(G/veh) 132 96 72 60 41 
{ mi . ) 

Index 100 73 55 45 31 

at 1 ow 
Source: 
Air Pol-

40 45 

38 35 

29 27 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. E , October 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 

Motor Vehicle Emission Inspection Program 

Background: 

Although control of motor vehicle emissions has be-

come international in scope and interest, the major control 

thrust continues to be developed in the United States where 

motor vehicles have been recognized as a major air pollution 

source si nee the work of Dr, A.J. Haagen~Srilit- es tab 1 i snea tnat 

"Los Angeles smog" was an atmospheric photochemical reaction 

involving the products of automobile exhaust. Additionally, 

it has long been known that carbon monoxide was produced in 

major quanti~ies by automobile exhaust and that this pollutant 

could cause adverse health effects when present in sufficient 

concentrations. As a result of the photochemical smog studies, 

California adopted standards which required new cars sold in 

TELEPHONE: {503) 229-5696 
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California, beginning with the 1961 models, to be equipped with 

control systems to restrict the amount of engine crankcase fumes 

vented to the atmosphere. By 1964 most new cars sold in the 

United States were equipped with positive crankcase ventilation 

{PCV) systems to control crankcase fumes, and California had 

begun a program which required many used cars within the state 

to be equipped with crankcase fume control systems. 

Begi:nning with the 1966 model year, California esta­

blished standards for new automobiles· sold in California which 

set the maximum allowable concentrations of carbon monoxide and 

hydrocarbon gases in the engine exhaust. These standards re­

quired that a test fleet for each basic production model be emis­

sion tested during a specific driving cycle and testing procedure. 

Compliance with the standards had to be certified pri~r to that 

model being offered for sale in California. 

During 1966 the Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare issued national motor vehicle emission standards appli­

cable to 1968 and later model year new vehicles. These national 

standards were based upon the California exhaust emission stand­

ards and testing procedures, and further required closed engine 

crankcase systems to prevent the escape of any crankcase fumes to 

the atmosphere. The initial national standards for new motor 

vehicles have since become more restrictive and complex and now 

also include controls on gaseous emissions from gasoline powered 

trucks and smoke from diesel powered trucks. 
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The Clean Air Amendments of 1970 included several 

provisions which affect motor vehicle emission control programs. 

Most directly were the requirements that the allowable emissions 

of carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon gases from 1975 model year 

automobiles be reduced 90% from that allowed for 1970 model year 

cars, and that standards for nitrogen oxides emissions be set 

at a level 90% below the emission rate from 1971 model cars. 

The amendments further required the Environmental Protection 

Agency to establish national ambient air standards for various 

pollutants, including carbon monoxide, and required the state 

governments to develop implementation plans for achieving com­

pliance with the national standards. 

During 1971 the Environmental Protection Agency esta­

blished national ambient air standards for various pollutants in~ 

eluding carbon monoxide and developed the criteria for develop­

ment of state implementation plans to meet those standards. Also 

in 1971, Oregon Legislation was adopted which directed the Depart­

ment of Environmental Quality to develop a periodic motor vehicle 

emission inspection program. Applicable Oregon Laws are included 

with this report in Appendix A. Further, a more complete back-

ground description of motor vehicle emission control programs than 

could be presented here is included with this report as Appendix B. 

:, 
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In January 1972, Governor McCa 11 submitted Oregon's 

Implementation Plan to the Environmental Protection Agency. This 

plan included provisions for both transportation control measures 

and a periodic motor vehicle inspection program to bring automotive 

related pollutants into compliance with national standards. The 

Oregon plan was one of few approved in total by the Environmental 

Protection Agency when originally submitted. The purpose of this 

report is to analyze the basic development of a periodic motor 

vemicle emission inspection program in Oregon. 

Analysis: 

Oregon's motor vehicle emission inspection act (Ore-

gon Laws 1971, Chapter 454) has been codified into three major 

sections of Oregon statutes. However, for the purposes of this 

report the act can be considered as comprised of four major sub­

divisions, as shown in Figure l together with the specific statutes 

involved. Before discussing each sub-division in detail it should 

be pointed out that the department recognizes the close inter-action 

of a vehicle emission inspection program with.anyprojected vehicle 

safety inspection program. For this reason the department has main­

tained a close liaison with the Motor Vehicle Division and with the 

administrator of the Traffic Safety Commission to help assure that 

proposed vehicle safety inspection programs would be made compatible 

with the vehicle emission inspection program. 

:' ... , 



FIGURE l 

MAJOR DIVISIONS 
OF OREGON'S MOTOR VEHICLE 

EMISSION INSPECTION ACT 

OREGON LAWS 1971 
CHAPTER 454 

ORS 449.949-449.965 
ORS 481.190 
ORS 483.800-483.320 

I l 

COUNTY 
DESIGNATION ORS 481.190 

\ j 

' l 

CERTIFICATION ORS 449.953 

' 

• 1 

EMISSION 
STANDARDS ORS 449.957 

' ' 

I ' PROGRAM ORS 483.805-820 
MANAGEMENT ORS 449.955-965 

\ ' 
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The department further recognized that implementing a 

sound motor vehicle inspection program wfll be complex and found 

it advisable to form a technical advisory committee to assist ~.n 

this development. Such a committee was formed earlier this year with 

representation from certain affected state agencies and a number of 

motor vehicle manufacturing, sales, and service industry associations 

cognizant of motor vehicle operations. This committee has met through-· 

out the year and their initial report is included as Appendix C to this 

report. 

A. County Designation--The first sub-division of the 

inspection act to be discussed in this report is that of County 

Designation. Oregon Revised Statute 481.190 reads in part as follows: 

"The Envi ronmenta 1 Qua 1 i ty Commission sha 11 , after 
public hearing in the affected area and pursuant to 
the standards, policies and goals of ORS 449.951: 

(a) Designate by rule or regulation a county or 
counties in which motor vehicles registered therein 
shall be equipped with a motor vehicle pollution 
control system;" 

Thus, the Environmental Quality Commission has been 

given specific legislative authority to determine if a vehicle 

emission. inspection program should be statewide or restricted 

to selected counties. The department has determined various 

factors, as shown in Figure 2, which need to be considered in 

·.mak,irig such a decision. 

,. -,\' 
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One of the primary factors is the current and projected 

levels of automotive related pollutants. A s detailed in the Imple-

mentation Plan, the national ambient air standards for carbon mon-

oxide, hydrocarbons, and nitrogen,dioxide, (the automotive related 

pollutants) are projected to be exceeded past 1975 only in the 

Portland area. These projected reductions, in spite of increased 

traffic volume, result from the federal · program of requiring emis-
sion controls on new vehicles. 

Of the automotive pollutants, carbon monoxide will 

require the greatest control effort in Portland since the depart­

ment ambient air measurements and projections show it to exceed 

the standards by the largest degree. It should be noted that· 

this situation is quite different from that in California where 

the air shed pollution resulting from hydrocarbon and nitrogen 

oxides emissions results in high oxidant levels and is of great­

est control priority. Carbon monoxide's primary effects in Ore­

gon are not as an air shed pollutant and thus concepts dealing 

with air shed poll uti6n control are of secondary imp,ortance to 

a vehicle emission inspection program in Oregon. However, an 

inspection program will provide additional hydrocarbon and nitre-

gen oxide emissions control and thus also assist to reduce levels 

in the air shed. 

£ : 
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The department has analyzed in detail the effects of 

vehicle density and travel upon the requirements of an inspec­

tion program. This analysis is included as Appendix D. In 

brief it is estimated that an inspection program restricted to 

the four counties of the Portland metropolitan area (Clackamas, 

Columbia, Multnomah, and Washington) could affect 85% of the 

gasoline-powered vehicles which operate in the Portland central 

area. Approximately 5% of the vehicles operating in the area· 

are of out-of state registration and thus would not be affected 

by expansion of the ,inspection area. A four county inspection pro­

gram could involve over 40% of the passenger vehicles registered i.n 

the state--that is, about 600,000 vehicles--and 90% of the ciregon 

registered vehicles which operate in Portland central area where 

carbon monoxide levels are of greatest concern. 

Department discussions with Motor Vehicle Division and 

with the Traffic Safety Commissfon indicate that a decis.ion '~o,, 

make an emission inspection program either statewide or restricted 

to selected counties would not be incompatible with vehicle safety 

inspection requirements. The Motor Vehicle Division has further 

indicated that it can administer the vehicle registration require­

ments of the inspection program on either a statewide or restricted 

to selected counties basis. 

'.',, 
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The Department is of the opinion that many segments 

of the automotive service industry are not properly prepared 

for the impact which will result from a periodic vehicle emis­

sion inspection program. Further, as the Implementation Plan 

.projected full effectiveness of the inspection program by the 

beginning of 1975, both administrative and technical require­

ments will be substantial to achieve this goal. It would ap­

pear that effective program development would be enhanced if 

the;program were, ·at least initially, restricted to those 

counties shown to be of highest need and hence provide maximum 

air quality control benefits from an inspection program. 

B. Certification and Emission Standards--For the pur­

poses of this report, the sub-divisions of the Inspection Act 

dealing with certification and setting of emission standards will 

be discussed as one section. Oregon Revised Statutes 449.953 

provides the Commission with authority to establish criteria 

for the approval of metor vehicle pollution control systems; to 

establish criteria, examinations, and regulations for the qualif­

ication of persons eUgible to inspect control systems and the 

equipment, apparatus and methods used for such inspections; to 

issue individually numbered licenses to qualified inspectors, 

types of equipment, apparatus, and inspection methods; to esta~ 

blish and collect fees for application, examination, and licensing 
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of persons, equipment, apparatus or methods and for the issuance 

or renewal of the certificates of approval required by each in­

spected vehicle, and to designate suitable methods and standards 

of testing the motor vehicle pollution control systems. Addi­

tionally ORS 449.957 authorizes the Commission _,to prescribe motor 

vehicle emission standards. 

The Department in developing inspection program pro­

posals has concluded that the program which offers the greatest 

potential for emission reduction and vehicle owner satisfaction 

is one utilizing special inspection stations equipped with sophis­

ticated testing equipment and capable of loading the vehicle en­

gine to simulated specific driving modes. Such inspection stations 

would not perform repair or adjustments to bring vehicles into 

compliance, but would provide the vehicle owner with a diagnosis 

of the emission control defects and the type of compliance action 

required. The stations would be designed to inspect a large num­

ber of vehicles rapidly under an engine load condition, and could 

be either state owned or privately operated under state supervision. 

In reaching this conclusion the Department has taken 

into account the recommendation of its Technical Advisory Committee 

for the Motor Vehicle Emission Control Program. The committee rec­

ommended that: "The emission control program use state-owned and 

operated inspection stations, contingent upon receipt of federal 
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funding." While the recommendation was not an unanimous de­

cision, the committee did concur that if the inspection were to 

be conducted in private leased garages then state operated in­

spection facilities of some type should still be made available 

for those persons who chose not to have their vehicle inspected 

by a facility involved with repair work. 

The Department has also considered the .recommendation 

regarding motor vehicle inspection in the report "Air Pollution 

from Motol' vehicles in the State of Oregon" prepared by GCA Cor:p­

eration for the Envirommental Protection Agency. This report 

recommended an emission inspection program operated by the State, 

using state owned facilities, in the four county Portland metro­

politan area. The report noted that the inspection program could 

be expanded to other areas as warranted and that the use of State 

facilities would ensure uniformity of testing procedures and con­

trol of quality. A very important feature of state-owned and oper­

ated testing facilities, the report stated, was the public accep­

tance aspect. The idle mode test was recommended for the basic 

emission test, and it was further recommended that the Department 

of Environmental Quality be the agency responsible for overall con­

trol of inspection procedures, standards and compliance. 

A third study which has been reviewed in depth by the 

Department is the report "Mandatory Vehicle Emission Inspection 

and Maintenance" prepared under contract with the California Air 
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Resource Board by Northrop Corporation. The major study con­

cluded that a mandatory periodic vehicle inspection program 

in California was possible and would significantly reduce carbon 

monoxide and hydrocarbon emissions. It further concluded that 

there was public acceptance of an inspection program as a means 

to reduce air pollution, and to be most cost effective this in­

spection should be performed by the state with repairs performed 

by private industry. The report also concluded that the present 

California program of Certificates of Compliance, as conducted 

by the service industry, produces the least benefits of the pro­

grams studied in terms of emission reduction. 

Numerous other sMdies and reports (as well as dis­

cussions and correspondence with agencies in other states consider­

ing vehicle emission inspection) have been considered by the 

Department prior to reaching conclusions. Also considered were 

federal proposals and legislation concerning vehicle safety inspec­

tion programs. 

The federal highway safety standards still include 

a requirement for periodic vehicle equipment inspection, and the 

concept of vehicle inspection stations, as proposed by the Depart­

ment, is compatable and complementary to the inspection proposals 

under consideration by the National Highway Traffic Safety Admin­

istration. 
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Figure 3 shows the location of inspection stations 

within Administrative District #2 as projected by the Department 

for a system designed to process 25,000 light duty vehicles a 

year per inspection lane. The more rural areas are to be served 

by mobile inspection units, and heavy duty vehicles through a 

separate program using private inspection stations regulated by 

the state. The projected format is designed to provide maximum 

convenience to the public with a minimum:.:of traffic congestion 

at each station. 

Based upon the Northrup study cost figures for emission 

inspection alone, the capital investment required for this system 

of 19 single lane stations, 6 double lane stations and 4 mobile 

units to serve Administrative District #2 would be approximately 

$1.9 million. The total inspection system staff is projected as 

85, persons with an annual operating cost of $1 million. The an­

ticipated inspection fee would be in the range of $2.00 to $2.50 

per vehicle. 

If vehicle safety inspection were to be incorporated 

into the emission inspection system, the base cost for an inspect­

ion station could be increased significantly. The National High­

way Safety Administration has indicated that the equipment cost of 

the sophisticated, computerized, inspection centers projected by 
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their agency would be as much as $75,000. These centers, however, 

would be open 24 hours per day, seven days a week, to obtain maxi­

mum utilization of the investment and provide convenient service 

to the motorist. Because of the increased vehicle throughput, a 

lesser number of stations than shown in Figure 3 would be required. 

Employee requirements could be as low as one person per shift per 

station,this resulting in reduced direct operating cost. The 

motorist would receive a computer printout pinpointing the defects 

of the vehicle for use by his garage in making necessary repair. 

This is the same type of service that the Department considers 

also to be extremely important for an emission testing program. 

As the current la11 apparently anticipated the use of 

private repair facilities for the inspection program, and thus gave 

the Commission specific authority to designate suitable methods and 

standards for testing systems; to establish criteria, examinations, 

and regulations for the qualification of persons eligible to inspect 

the pollution control systems and to issue the certificates of approval; 

to establish criteria, examinations, and regulations for the quali­

fication of equipment, apparatus, and methods used by persons to 

inspect the pollution control systems; and to collect fees for lic­

ensing and for the certificate of approval. The law however does 

not specifically authorize the Commission to construct or operate 

inspection facilities nor to inspect individual vehicles or issue 
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certificates of approval. Thus specific legislation may be neces­

sary to clarify the Commission's authority prior to implementing 

the type of inspection program recommended by the Department. 

C. Program Management -- Certain management aspects of 

the motor vehicle emission control program are specified in the 

Oregon law. This report, however, is not intended to project, the 

format of the inspection program management. It should be noted 

though that various agencies, and particularly the Motor Vehicle 

Division, will be involved in the developmental and operational 

phases of the program. 

Conclusions: 

As a result of committee activities, studies, and re­

views, the Department has concluded: 

l. As stated in Oregon's Clean Air Implementation 

Plan, the Portland area is the only area in the state projected 

to exceed the national ambient air standards for automotive 

pollutants beyond 1975. In order to achieve compliance in Port­

land with these standards by 1975, traffic control measures and 
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a motor vehicle emission inspection program will be necessary. 

The vehicle inspection program is projected to achieve an emis­

sion reduction of 20% for carbon monoxide and 25% for hydrocarbon 

gases beyond that resulting from the effects of federally re­

quired emission control systems on new vehicles. 

2. A motor vehicle inspection program restricted to 

those vehicles registered in Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah, and 

Washington counties would effect 90% of the Oregon registered 

vehicles operating in the Portland central area where the need 

for control of automotive pollutants is the most severe. 

3. To have an effective vehicle inspection program in 

operation by January 1, 1975, vehicle testing should be initiated 

by January 1, 1974. As recommended by the Technical Advisory 

Committee, compliance with the emission control criteria should 

not be required until January 1, 1975, thus allowing a one-year 

peri ad for the program to be properly sorted-out and to accJimate 

both the public and the service industry to the impact of the in­

spection program. 

4. In order to implement the inspection program within 

the specified time period, a public hearing should be held during 

the first quarter of 1973 to designate Clackamas, Columbia, 
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Multnomah, and Washington counties as counties in which, under the 

provisions of ORS 481.190, vehicles registered therein shall be 

required to obtain a certificate of approval prior to annual 

· registration. Such requirements should be initiated by Janaary l, 

1974. 

5. To obtain a large scale data base for use in develop­

ing the emission control standards and testing procedures to be 

used in the inspection program, emission control testing should 

begin as soon as practical. 

6. For the prototype testing phase discussed in 5, two 

mobile testing units should be immediately acquired together with 

four technicians to operate the test program. The mobile units 

would also.be intended for use later in the inspection program. 

7. ·.A program utilizing special inspection stations equip­

ped with sophisticated testing equipment and capable of loading the 

vehicle to simulate driving conditions offers the greatest potential 

for emission reduction and vehicle owner satisfaction. 

8. ·The inspection stations should not perform repairs nor 

adjustments, but should provide the vehicle owner with a diagnosis of 

the emission control defects and the type of compliance action re-
T' - --- - -·- - --- - - - -- - - -- - --- - .:___ 

quired to comply with the emission control and noise standards 

established by the Commission. 
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9. Based upon recommendation of the advisory committee, 

consultants report and other studies the most cost effective pro­

gram and the one which should achieve the greatest public confidence 

is a state owned and operated program. 

10. The option of allowing sta.te owned inspection stations 
'----- -

to be privately operated under s'frict state supervlsion, or to fran-

chise inspection stations, should be further considered. 

11. The fee for the required periodic inspection should 

be collected by the vehicle registration process rather than by the 

inspection station. The cost of an emission inspection for an 

automobile is estimated to be in the range of $2.00 to $2.50. 

The average range of repair cost for automobiles failing the emission 

control criteria would be approximately $25 to $35 based upon the 

Northrup study and the New Jersey experience and studies. 

12. Vehicle safety inspection is projected to be incorpora­

ted with the emission regulation program, however, legislative action 

is understood to be required if more than a cursory safety inspection 

were to be made. The Department wil 1 work closely with the Motor 

Vehicle Division and with the Legislature in the development of 

legislative proposals. The projected capital and operating ~ost of 
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a program including safety inspection could be significantly 

higher than that of an emission inspection program alone. An 

inspection cost of $5 to $6 may be a reasonable estimate for a 

combined program, however the federal Department of Transporta­

tion is studying proposals costing $10 to $15. 

13. Legislation may be necessary to provide specific 

authorization and funding means for the construction or 

acquistion of the inspection stations. Program operation can 

however be self-supporting through the inspection fee received. 

Director's Recommendations: 

The Director recommends that the.Commission approve 

the basic concept of a vehicle inspection program as outlined in 

this report. 

The Director also recommends that the Commission 

authorize the Director to: 
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(a) Proceed with arrangements for holding a public 

hearing in Portland during the first quarter of 1973 

for the purpose of designating those counties in 

which motor vehicles registered the~ein shall be re­

quired to obtain a certificate of approval prior to 

annual registration. 

(b) Prepare legislative proposals to provide ;specific 

authorization and funding means for the construction or 

acquisition of vehicle i nspecti'on faci 1 iti es in the 

four county Portland Metropolitan area. and to clarify 

tile authority of the state to conduct.vehicle inspec­

tions or to contract or issue franchises for such 

inspections . 

. (c) Request funds from the Emergency Board for the 

acquisition of two mobile emission testing units and 

four technicians to begin vehicle testing to obtain 

a larger scale data base for use in developing the 

emission control standards and testing procedures for 

use in the inspection program. 

RCH: c: 10/18/72 
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481.190 Motor vehicle pollutlon control 
systems required for registration; certifi· 
cates of appro\-·al; rules and regu1ations; 
st:ln<lards. (1) The Environmental Quality 
CommL"sion shall, after public hearing in the 
affected area and pursuant to the standards. 
policies and goals of ORS 449.951: 

(a) Designate by rule or regulation a 
county or counties in which motor vehicles 
registered therein shall be equipped with a 
motor vehicle pollution control system; or 

(b) \Vb.en motor vehicle emission stand~ 
ards have been adopted by the Environmental 
Qualit::,: Commission pursuant to ORS 449.957, 
desi6-'!J.te by rule or 'regulation a county or 
counties in which motor vehicles registered 
therein shall comply with the motor vehicle 
emission standard.<!. 

(2) .As a part of the hearing provided for 
in subsection (1) of this section, the Environ­
mental Quality Commission shall determine 
the eff<'!c~ive date of the rule or regulation 
which sh1ll be not less than lSO days from the 
date of adoption of tI1e rule or regulation. 

(3). Upon adoption of a rule or regulation 
provided for in subsection (1) of this section, 
the Environment.al Quality Commission shall 
furnish a certified copy of the rule or regula­
tion i::.cluding its effective date to the 1Iotor 
\.tehicles Division. After the effective date of 
t.11.e rule or regulation the 1Iotor Vehicle3 Di-· 
vision shall not issue a registration or renewal 
of registration for a vehicle in a designated 
county unless the Motor Vehicles Division re­
ceives, \.Yi th the registration or reregistration 
apptication and Hcense fee, a completed cer­
tificate of approval sig:i.ed by a person li­
censed and qualifled pursuant to ORS 449.953 
and d1ted within 180 days of the motor ve­
hicle registration or rere-gistration renewal 
date. No certificate is required to accompany 
the initial registration application made as a 
result of the initial retail sale of a new motor 
vehicle or new motor vehicle engine, nor for 
L1.ose vehicles not designated by the Environ· 
men:al Quality Com..'TI.ission pursuant to sub· 
section (4) of ORS 449.953. 

(-±) .0.. cer'"Jficate of approv:tl shall be re­
quired of the applicant for re&ristration and 
reregfatration a.nd shall ~ on a form sup­
plied by the Environmental Quality Com.mis· 

sion and shall include sp3.ce for the following 
info!"I!lation: 

(a) 1!ake, model, year and body style of 
the motor vehicle. 

(b) 1fanufacturer's number of the motor 
vehicle. 

(c) 1fotor number of the motor vehicle. 
(d) License Plate number of the motor 

vehicle and month. 
{e) Regis.tered owner of the motor ve-­

hic!e. 
{fJ Name of the operator of the motor 

vehicle. 
( g) Type of· functioning motor vehicle 

pollution control system of the motor vehicle. 
(h) Date of inspection. 
(i) TYPe of inspeetiori. and Jicet:.se number 

of equipment, apparatus or inethod of inspec­
tion. 

(j} Results of the inspection. 
(k) 'Ih.e fee charged by the commission 

for the certificate. 
(L) Name, signature and license number 

of the person performing the inspection. 
(5) No certificate shall be issued Ul!!ess 

the motor vehicle is equipped with the re­
. quired functioning motor vehicle pollution 
cont:-ol system and unless the motor vt:h~c!e 
otherwise com'::llies with the standards. rules 
and regulation$ of the Environmental Quaiity 
Commission. The certificate· shall be signed 
by a person qualified under subsection (8) of 
ORS 449.953. 

(6) As used in this section, "certified .sys. 
tem" and "motor vehicle pollution· control 
system'' have the meanings given those terms 
in ORS 449.949. 
[1971 c.454 §§11.12) 

§ 483: 

1\lOTOR VEIDCLE POLLUTION 
CO~TROL SYSTEi'liS 

483.80() Definitions for ORS 483.800 to 
483.820. As used in ORS 483..800 to 483.820 
and subsections (17) to (19J of ORS 483.991, 
"certified system" and "motor vehicle pollu­
tion control system" have the meanings given 
those terms in ORS 449.949. 
[1971 c.454 ~14] 

483.305 Operation of vehicle v.ithout re­
quired air pollution control system prohibited; 
repair of unsafe or defective sys.tern required. 
(1) A motor vehicle w·hich is required to be 
equipped with a certified or factory-installed 
system as a condition ta registration under 
subsections (1) to (5) of ORS 481.190 shall 
not be operated or left standing upon a high­
way unless the motor vehicle is equipped with 
the system in operating condition. A certified 
or factory-installed system shall not be modi­
fied or altered in a manner\vhich 'N1ll decrease 
its efficie!'_cy or effectiveness in the control 
of air pollution. 

(2) If the revocation, suspension or re­
striction of a certificate of approval is based 
upon a fi....";.ding that the certified system has 
been found to be unsafe in 2ctual use or :is 
othenvise mechanically defective, or if a fuc­
tory-i:r.stalled system is found to be unsafe in 
actual use or 0th.er.vise mecha..tJ.ic::i.l!y d~fec­
tive, within 30 d2ys after such findi:tg, any 
motor vehicl~ equipped "'ith such a system 
shall be brought into compliance vrith subsec­
tion (1) of this 5eet.ion. 
(1071 c.4:S·k §15] 

483.810 Application of ORS 481.190 and 
483.805. Subsection (3) of ORS 481.190 and 
ORS 483.805 do not apply to: 

(1) A motor vehicle manufactured nrior 
to 1942. -

(2) A motor vehicle for which a certified 
system is not available. 
(1971 c.454 ~16] 

·lS:>.815 Advertising, disphy, sa.Ie or in­
stallation cf uucertifie<l systt>m prohibited. It 
is unla,.vful to sell, display, advert.i..se or re:-_Jre­
sent 2-S a certified system any system ·which, 
in fact, is not a certified system .• .\..fter Sep­
tember 9, 1971, it is unlav."ful to install ar sell 
for installation upon a motor vehicle any 
motor vehicle pollution cont!-ol system "'·b.ich 
has not been certified tn:.der ORS 4-±9.953. 
[1971 c.454 ~17] 

433.820 Certn.in aets with respeet to ~r· 
tlfic.a.tion of vehicle pollution system prohib­
ited. (1) It is untnvful to falseiy certify that 
a motor veticle is equipped. w·itb the required 
functioning motor vehicle- pollution coD.troi 
system or that the motor vehicle complies 
~vith the standards, rules and regulations of 
the Environmental Quality Commission. 

(2) It is u!:!lawf',11 to falsify any inforr:ta­
tion on the.certificate of approval required by 
subsection (3) of ORS 481.190 and it is U..'1.­

lawful, with a purpose to defraud, to alter any 
such certificate of approval. 

. (3) It is unlawful to reattire as a condi­
tion to the issuance of a certificate of :?.ppro;ra! 
required by subsection (3) of ORS 481-190 
repairs or services to a motor vehicle when in 
fact such repairs or services are unnecessary 
in order for the motor vehicle to comply •Nith 
the provisions of ORS 449.949 to 44.9.955, 
481.190, 483.800 to 483.820 and subsections 
(17) to (19) of ORS 483.991. 

·(1971 c.454 §18] 
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449.845 Disconnection of factory-in­
stalled motor vehicle air pollution control 
device prohibited. No person shall cliscon­
nect or permit to be cliscr>nnected a factory­
installed motor vehicle air pollution control 
device, nor shall any person knowingly and 
wilfully permit such device to become or re­
main inoperative. 
[1989 c.504 §l J 

Note: Se<' note under OR~~ 449.840. 

MOT-OR VEHICLE POLLUTJON 
CON'CROL. SYSTEi\18 

449.9±9 Delinitions for ORS 449.9-19 to 
449.957. As used in ORS 449.9·±9 to 149.957: 

(1) "CerJficd system" means a motor ve-
.. _hicle pollution control system designed to • • • 

.. • 

§449. 



contrnl the emission of pollutants from a mo­
tor vehicle frnm .a particul!n· source, including 
but not limited to, the exhaust system, the 
<Jrl\nkcase, the carburetor and the fuel tank, 
for which a certificate of apprn~rJ has been 
issued 1mder submiction (3) of ORS 449.953. 

(2) "Motor vehicle" means any self-pro­
pelled vehicle used for transporting persons 
oJr commodities on public roads and highways. 

(3) "Motor vehicle po!lution control sys­
tem" means equipment designed for installa­
tion on a motor vehicle for the purpose of 
reducing the pollutants emitted from the ve­
hicle, or a system or engine adjustment or 
modification on a motor vehicle which causes 
a reduction of pc•llutants emitted from the 
vehicle. · 

( 4) "l?actory-mstal!cd Bystem" means r. 
motor vehicle pollution control system in­
utalled by the manufacturer which meets cri· 

· teria for emission of pollutants in effect under 
federal Jaws and regulations applicable on 
Septembei" 9, 1971, or which meets criteria 
adopted pursuant to subsection (1) of ORS 
449.953, whichever criteris, are stricter. 
[1971 dM §3] 

. 414\9.!151 Policy. 'i'h() Legislative Assem­
bly finds: 

(1) 'l'hat the emission of pollutnnts from 
r1aoioli" vehicles is a significant cause of air 
pollution in many portions of this state. 

(2) That the control and elimination of 
such pollutants are of prime importance for 
the protection and preservation of the public 
health, onfety and well-being and for the pre­
vention of irritation to the senses, interfer­
ence with visibility, and damage to vegetation 
and property. 

systems. In determining the criteria the com­
mission shall take into consideration: 

(a) The experience of any other state or 
the Federal Government; 

(b) Th(i cost of the system and its instal­
lation; 

( c) The durability of the system; 
(d) The ease and facility of determining 

whether the system, when insta,lled on a mo­
tor vehicle, is properly functioning; and 

(e) Any other factors which, in the opin­
ion of the commission, render such a system 
suitable for the control of motor vehicle afr 
pollution or for the protection of the health, 
safety and welfare of the public. 

(2) Prescribe the manner in which a mo­
tor vehicle pollution control system shall be 
tested for certification. 

(3) Issue certificates of approval for 
classes of motor· vehicle pollution control 
systema which, after being tested by the .com­
mission or by a method acceptable to the 
commission, the commission finds meet the 
criteria adopted vnder subsection (1) of this 
section. 

( 4) Designate classifications of motor ve­
hicles for which certifkd systems are avail­
able. 

(5) Revoke, suspend or restrict a certifi­
cate of approval previously issued or an 
exemption previously granted, upon a deter­
mination by the commission that the system 
or the motor ·vehicle no longer meets the cri­
te1ia adopted under subsection (1) of this 
section or no longer should be exempted. 

(6) Designate suitable methods and 
standards of testing systems designed to meet 
the criteria established by the commission. 

(7) Contract for the use of or the per­
formance of tests or other services within or 
without the state. 

(3) 'fhat the state has a responsibility 
to establish procedures for compliance with 
atimdards which control or eliminate such 
pollutants. 

(4) 'fhat the Oregon goal for pure air (8) Establish criteria, and examinations 
quality is the achiev~ment of an atmosphere and regulations for the qualification of per­
with no detectable aclverse effect from motor sons eligible to inspect motor vehicle pollu­
vehicle rdr pollution on health, safety, welfare tion control systems and execute the cer-
and the quality of life a.nd property. tificates required by subsection ( 4) of ORS 
f.1971 c.454 §2) 481.190, and for the procedures to be followed 

449.!l5!l Aut.holi'lty of oommlsslon over in such inspections. 
m&\';<;~ vehicle pollution control Byi>t<oms.. In (9) Establish criteria, examinations and 
~cdidiition to the powers granted by ORS regulations for the qualification of equipment, 
44j).'/27 to 449.741, 449.760 to 449.830 and apparatus and methods used by persons to 
14!U.J49 to 449.\165, and subject to the stand- inspect motor vehicle pollution control sys­
ards, policies and goals of ORS ""49.951, the terns pursuant to subsection (8) of this sec-
Environmental QuoJity Commission shall: tion. 

(1) Deiermine and publiah the criteria for (10) Issue individually numhered licenses 
appt·oval of moto~ vehic!.e pollutio1i aontrol to any person, type of equipment, apparatus 
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or method qualified pursuant to subsections 
(8) and (9) of this section. 

(11) In accordance wit.h the applicable 
provisions of ORS chapter 183, and with the 
standards, policies and goals of ORS 449.951, 
revoke, suspend or modify licenses issued pur­
suant to subnection (10) of this section. 

(12) Establish and collect fees for appli· 
cation, examination and licensing of persons, 
equipment, apparatus or methods in accord· 
ance w1th this section. 

(a) Tho fee established by the commis· 
sion for licensing shall not exceed $5. 

(b) The fee established by the commis· 
sion for renewal of such licenses shall not 
exceed $1. 

(13) Establish and collect fees for the 
issuance or renewal of certificates of ap­
proval. The fee established by the commission 
for the issuance or renewal of such certifi­
cates shall not exceed $1. 

(14) Establish the method of collection 
of the fees provided in subsections (12) and 
(13) of this section. 

(15) Seek federally granted funds pursu· 
ant to the provisions of the Clean Air Amend· 
ments of 1970 (P.L. 91-604) to assist in the 
cost of developing and maintaining the pro· 
grams instituted in accordance with ORS 
449.949 to 449.ll85, 481.190, 483.800 to 483.820 
and subsection (17) of ORS 483.991. When· 
ever the commission receives federally 
granted funds to assist in programs insti· 
tuted under ORS 449.949 to 449.965, 481.190, 
483.800 to 483.820 and subsection (17) of 
ORS 483.991, the commission shall reduce the 
amount of fees charged pursuant to ORS 
449.949 to 449.965, 481.190, 483.800 to 483.820 
and subsection (17) of ORS 483.991 accord­
ingly. 
[1971 c.4M §4] 

449.955 Commission to establish mini· 
mum requlrmnenfo for cert!flmtes. The En· 
vironmental Quality Commission shall estab' 
lish and maintain procedures and programs 
for determining whether motor vehicles which 
munt have a. certificate of approval required 
by ORS 44!Hl49 to 449.965, 481.190, 483.800 
to 483.820 and subsection (17) of ORS 483.991 
do In fact meet the minimum requirements 
necessary to secure said certificate. Such pro­
cedures and programs include, but are not 
limited to, the installation of a. certified motor 

§ 449.961 

with the requiremei1ts of the Environmental 
Quality Commission. 
[1971 c.454 §5] 

449.957 Motor vehicle emission stand· 
ards. In accordance with the applicable pro· 
visions of ORS chapter 183, the commission 
may prescribe, and from time to time revise, 
in accordarice with ORS '149.949 to 449.965, 
481.190, 483.800 to 483.820 and subsection 
(17) of ORS 483.991, motor vehicle emission 
standards. 
[1071 c.454 §SJ 

449.959 Surety bond required of bnsi­
l!OO!WY& Issuing eertlflrnJes; action of bond by 
privat.e persons; canee.Hatlon of lleense if 
bond canceled. (1) Any business issuing cer­
tificates pursuant to OHS 449.953 shall file 
with the Environmental Quality Commission 
a surety bond. The bond shall be executed to 
the State of Oregon in the sum of $1,000. It 
shall be approved as to form by the Attorney 
General, and shall be conditioned that the 
business which receives the bond \vill cause 
inspections and certifications to be made only 
by persons who meet the requirements of 
ORS 449.9'53 and to be made without fraud 
or fraudubnt representations and without 
viola.ting any of the provisions of ORS 449.949 
to •±49.955, 481.190, 483.800 to 483.820 and 
subsection ( 17) of ORS 483.991. 

(2) In :1dditio11 to any other remedy that 
he may ha·1e, if any person suffers any Joss 
or damage by reason of the fraud, fraudulent 
repre<Jenta1 ions· or violation of any of the pro· 
visions of ORS 449.949 to 449.965, 481.190, 
483.800 to 483.820 and subsection (17) of 
ORS 483.9!ll by a person licensed pursuant 
to ORS 44:J.953, he has the right of action 
against thE business employing such person 
and a right of action in his own name against 
the surety npon the bond. 

( 3) The license issued pursuant to ORS 
449.953 of any person whose bond is canceled 
by legal no:Jce shall be canceled immediately 
by the Environmental Quality C<immission. If 
the license is not renewed or is voluntarily, 
or involunhrily canceled, the sureties of the 
bond shall be relieved from liability accruing 
subsequent to such cancellation by the com· 
mission. 
[1971 c.4M §1] 

vehicle pollution control system and the ad- 4.49.!l!ll Procedure when application or 
justment, tune-up, or otiier mechanical work exemption do:mled or license revoked, sus­
porformed on the motor v<ih.ide in accordance pemled oi: restricted. Proceedings under ORS 

1071 . 



§ 449.963 PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY AND MORALS 

449.953 with respect to the denial of applica­
tions for the issuance of certificates of ap­
proval or the granting of exemptions, or for 
the revocation, suspension or restriction of 
certificates of approval previously issued, or 
exemptions previously granted, by the En­
vironmental Quality Commission shall be 
conducted in the manner provided by ORS 
449.805. 
[1971 c.454 *8] 

449.963 Notice to. certain state agencies 
when certificates approved. The Environ­
mental Quality Commission shall notify the 
Motor Vehicles Division and the Oregon State 
Police whenever systems for the control of 
emissions of pollutants from a particular 
source of emissions from motor vehicles are 
issued certificates of approval by the commis­
sion, or whenever certificates of ·approval are 
revoked, suspended or restricted. 
[1971 c.451 ~9] 

449.965 Environmental Qu9Jity Commis­
sion !Hotor Vehicle Pollution Account; 
sources; uses. On or before the 15th day of 
ea.ch month, the Environmental Quality Com­
mission shall pay into the State Treasury all 
moneys received as fees pursuant to the pro­
visions of ORS 449.949 to 449.965, 481.190, 
483.800 to 483.820 and subsection (17) of 
ORS 483.991 during the preceding calendar 
month. The State Treasurer shall credit such 
money to the Environmental Quality Com­
mission Motor Vehicle Pollution Account, 
which is hereby created. The moneys in the 
Environmental Quality Commission Motor 
Vehicle Pollution Account are continuously 
appro;:iriated to the Environmental Quality 
Commission to be used by the commission 
'solely or in conjunction with other state agen­
c'.es and local units of government for: 

(1) Any expenses incurred by the com­
mission in the certification, exan1ination, in­
spection or licensing of persons, equipment, 
apparatus or methods in accordance with the 
provisions of OHS 4 49.949 to 449 965, 481.190, 
483.800 to 483.820 and subsection (17) of 
ORS 483.991. 

(2) Employment· of inspectors or exam­
iners who will: 

(a) Perform field inspections of motor 
vehicles. 

(b) Perform field inspections of persons 
· licensed to execute certificates pursuant to 
ORS 449.953. 

(c) Perform field inspections of equip-

ment, apparatus or methods licensed pursuant 
to ORS 449.953. 

(d) Perform initial certification examin­
ations of such persons, equipment, apparatus 
or methods. 

( e) Perform such other tests, inspections 
and examinations that will further the stand­
ards, policieH and goals of ORS 449.949 to 
449.965, 481.180, 483.800 to 483.820 and sub­
section (17) of ORS 483.H91. 

(3) Emr·loyment of any necessary staff 
of administrative, consultive or secretarial 
personnel. 

( 4) Provision of office facilities, supplies 
and equipm<'nt necessary to implement the 
standards. p>llicies and goals of ORS 449.949 
to 449.965, ·l81.190, 483.800 to 483.820 and 
subsection ( 17) of ORS 483.991. 

(5) Provision of any necessary testing 
equipment, npparatus or methods, any mon­
itoring devices, any training programs or 
provision for any studies, experiments or 
other programs necessary in accordance with 
the standards, policies and goals of ORS 
449.949 to 449.965, 481.190, 483.800 to 
483.820 and subsection ( 17) of ORS 483.991. 

(6) Publication of reports, data and 
analysis. 

(7) Prm·ision of forms, certificates, li­
censes, examinations and other papers made 
necessary by the provisions of ORS 4<19.949 
to 449.965, "81.190, 483.800 to 483.820 and 
subsection (17) of ORS 483.991. 

(8) Transportation and other necessary 
travel expenses incurred by Department of 
Environmenlal Quality personnel pursuant to 
the provisions of ORS 449.949 to 449.965, 
481.190, 483.800 to 483.820 and subsection 
(17) of ORS 483.991. 

(9) Any new expenses incurred by the 
Motor Vehicles Division of the Department of 
TranHportation as a result of ORS 449.949 to 
449.9G5, 481.190, 483.800 to 483.820 and sub­
section ( 17) of ORS 48~.991 and which the 
Governor ha:< approved. 

(l.0) Such other expenses as are neces­
sary to inspcd, regulate and control the emis­
sion of pollu1 ants from motor vehicles in this 
state. 
[1971 c.454 *20 I 
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Subdivision 4 

Motor Vehicles 

VISIBLE EMISSIONS 

[ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise speci­
fied, sections 24-005 through 24-045 of 
this chapter of the Oregon Administrative 
·Rules Compilation were adopted by The 
Department of Environmental Quality 
March 31, 1970, and filed with the Secre­
tary of State April 7, 1970 as Adminis­
trative Order DEQ 8]. 

24-005 DEFINITIONS,. As used in these 
regulations unless otherwise required ·by 
context: 

(1) Dealer means any person who is 
engaged wholly or in part in the business 
of buying, selling, or exchanging, either 
outright or on conditional sale, bailment 
lease, chattel mortgage or otherwise, 
motor vehicles. 

(2) Department means Department of 
Environmental Quality. 

(.3) Motor Vehicle means any self-pro­
pelled vehicle designed and used for trans­
porting persons or property on a public 
street or highway. 

(4) Motor Vehicle Fleet Operation 
means ownership, control, or management 
or any combination thereof by any person 
of 5 or more motor vehicles. 

( 5) Opacity means the degree to which 
transmitted light is obscured, expressed 
in percent, ·· 

(6) Person means any individual, public 
or private corporation, political subdivi­
sion, 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, 

( 7) Regional Authority means a regional 
air quality control authority established 
under the provisions of ORS 449.760 to 
449.840 and 449.850 to 449.920. 

(8) Visible Emissions means those 
gases or particulates, excluding uncom­
bined water, which separately or in corn­
bination are visible upon release to the 
outdoor atmosphere. 

. 9-15-70 18e 

24-010 VISIBLE EMISSIONS - GENERAL 
REQUIREMENTS, EXCLUSIONS. (1) No 
person' shall operate, drive, or cause or 
permit to be driven or operated any motor 
vehicle upon a public street or· highway 

·which emits into the atmosphere any vi­
sible emission. 

(2) Excluded from this section are those 
motor vehicles: 

(a) Powered by compression ignition or 
diesel cycle engines. 

(b) Excluded by written order of the 
Department by ORS 449.810. 

24 - 015 VISIBLE EMISSION - SPECIAL 
REQUIREMENTS FOR EXCLUDED MO­
TOR VEHICLES. No person shall operate, 
drive, or cause or permit to be driven or 
operated upon a public street ·or highway, 
any motor vehicle excluded from Section 
24-010 which: 

(1) When operated at an elevation of 
3,000 feet or less, emits visible emissions 
into the atmosphere; 

(a) Of an opacity greater than 40%. 
(b) Of an opacity of 10% or greater for 

a period exceeding 7 consecutive seconds. 
· (2) When operated at an elevation of 

over 3,000 feet, emits visibl,e emissions 
into the atmosphere; 

(a) Of an opacity greater than 60%. 
(b) Of an opacity of 20% or greater for 

a period exceeding 7 consecutive seconds. 

24-020 UNCOMBINED WATER-WATER 
VAPOR. Where the presence of uncom­
bined water is the only reason for failure 
of an emission to meet the requirements 
of Section 24-010 or 24-015, such sections 
shall not apply. 

24-025 MOTOR VEHICLE FLEET OP­
ERATION, (1) The Department may, by 
writte11 rtotice, require any motor vehicle 
fleet operation to certify annually that its 
motor vehicles are maintained in good 
working order, and if applicable, in ac­
cordance with the motor vehicle manufac­
turers' ~~pecifications and n1_aintenance 
schedule as may or tend to affect visible 
emissions. Records pertaining to obser­
vations, tests, maintenance and repairs 
perforined to control or reduce visible 
emissions frqm individual nrntor vehicles 
shall be available for review and inspec-
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tion by the Department. 
(2) The Department, by written notice, 

may require any motor vehicle of a motor 
vehicle fleet ope;ration to be tested for 
compliaw~e with Sections 24-010 and 24-015 
of these regulations, 

(3) A regional authority, within its ter­
ritory, may perform the functions of the 
Department as set forth in Items 1 and 2, 

. upon written directive of the Department 
permitting such action. 

24-030 DEALER COMPLIANCE. No 
dealer shall sell, exchange or lease or 
offer for· sale,· exchange or lease, any 
motor vehicle which operates in violation 
of Sections 24-010 or 24-015 ofthese regu­
lations, except as permitted by federal 
regulations. 

24-035 METHOD OF MEASUREMENT. 
(1) The opacity observationfor purposes 

of these regulations shall be made by a 
nerson trained as an observer; provided, 

)Wever, that 
(2) The Opacity Chart, marked "Exhibit 

A", with instructions for use, attached 
hereto and by reference inc0rporated into 
these regulations, may be used in mea-

.. • 
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suring the opacity of emissions for pur­
poses of these regulations. 

24-040 ADOPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 
METHODS OF MEASURING VISIBLE 
EMISSIONS. (1) _The Departmentmayper­
mit the use of alternative methods of 
measurement to determine compliance 
with the visible emissions standards in 
Sections 24-010 and 24-015 of these regu­
lations, when such alternative methods 
are demonstrated to be reproducible, 
selective, sensitive, accurate and appli­
cable to a specific program. 

(2) Any person desiring to utilize alter­
native methods of measurement shall sub­
mit to the Department such specifications 
and test data as ·the Department may re­
quire, together with a detailed specific 
program for utilizing the alternative 
methods. The Department shall require 
demonstration of the effectiveness and 
suitability of the program. 

(3) No person shall undertake a program 
using an alternative method of measure­
ment without having obtained prior writ­
ten approval of the Department. 

24-045 [Repealed 2-15-72 by DEQ 37] 

4-1-72 
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BACKGROUND 

MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL PROGRAMS 

The purpose of this section is to provide a brief overview of the 

world-wide activities regarding motor vehicle emission control orograms. 

International: 

Motor vehicle emission control has received attention throughout 

the world. Figure B-1, which has been taken from the report "Cumulative 

Regulatory Effects on the Cost of Automotive Transportation (RE CAT)", 

prepared earlier this year for the Office of Science and Technology, shows 

that most of the industrialized nations have begun to establish or have in 

effect controls on motor vehicle emissions. It is seen that the common-

market countries have developed an emission test procedure for certification 

of new model vehicles,as well as single idle carbon monoxide test for in-use 

vehicle testing. The certification test procedure developed for the common-

market countries is different than that used in the United States, and presumably 

more ac~urately reflects the driving patterns in these countries than would 

the American test procedure. 

Sweden, which has a nation-wide periodic vehicle safety inspection, 

program, has expanded its vehicle inspection program to include emission 

. testing. Beginning in July, 1970, an idle carbon monoxide emission test was 

introduced as part of the vehicle inspection requirements. '.fhe emission 

standard has been set at 4. 5% carbon monoxide, however a 1% tolerance is 

included in the inspection to account for possible errors in measurement. 

Vehicles which exceed 5. 5% but do not exceed 7% are warned of the excessive 



FIGURE B-1 

Table Il\-2 
Vehicle Etnission Requirements - Cun·ent and Future Legislation by Country 

Emissions SUmdards 

Country Effective Date Status Procedure Applicability Exhaust Crankca-12 Remarks 

co HC llC 

Belgium• ECE Type lJ test certi!ication and 
France* inspection test 
Italy• 

Law ECE idle 4.5M% NR NR Luxl'mhurg* 
r\etherlands* 
W. Germany* 

France* &pt. 71 - Low 100 to 220 8 to 12.8 - Prolotypl' r.urtification ECF. T)•pe I 
New Models gm/test gm/test ~" Sept. 72 - ECE ?riving Motor vehicles .\QO 
Carryover KG (882 lb) up thiu . 
Models 3500 kg (7716 lb) 

Belgium• Oct. 71 Law 120 to 264 lOA -to 16.6 Inspect.ion U-st. Avg o! tests for 
Italy* a~t. 11 Forecast gin/test gm/test _conformity of prod vehicles 
Luxemburg* Oct. 71 Forecast -
Netherlands* Oct. 71 Forecast 
W. Germany* Oct. 71 I..:iw 

Belgium* Oct. 71 L1w 0.15'7o of Prototype certification ECE Type 
F'r:uice* Curr;,nt Law mass of fuel Ill test 
Jt.:ily* Oct. 71 Forec:lst ECE ctankcuse - - consumed 
Luxemhurg* Oct. 71 Foreca.o;t 
N<'ther!an<l_,~ Oct. 71 foreca.•t 
W. Geri1any* Currc'1t L.cw ' 
W. Germany* Jan. 72 ' Forcc;i;;t Max !<'ad contt>nt: 0.4 p;m/l (!.5 

Jan. 76 Forccn5t None Gasoline - - - gm/gal): 0.15 gm/l (0.51 g:n/gnl) 
J.'.l!l. 81 Forecast . 

Australia Cumint Low None All vehicles with NR NR P<;:V reqd Drsign evaluntlon. 
i.:asoiine ei;~ncs 

J.'.l!l. 72 Forec;;i_~t F.CB idle Thru 3500 kg 4.5 ;\\% NR Types I and J[ procedurrs and 

Jan. 74 Foreca.~t ECE driving Same as ECE Same as ECE st:111dards·cxprctcd to be snme as 
for Common i-!CU"ket coun~ries 

Austria 1973 - Forecast I ECE - - - Procedures and st.acid;u:ds exp<'cl<'d 
to be sume a.• for Common 
Mn:rket countries 

Canada Current C.w 7·mode, 7-cycle, Thru 6000 lb 23 gm/mi 2.2 gm/mi PCV reqd Intent is to parallel U.S. standanls 
and Evap 

Sept. 71 Forecast CVS 39 gm/mi 3.4 gm/mi 

Denmark I Current 

I 
uw ECE idle <3500 k~ '.i.5 l\i7o NR NR Inspection t..~sl 

Dic~el <3500 kg 

I 
3.5 Dosch CniL'> (Smoke) 

Diesel >.3500 kg 4.5 Bosch Units (Smoke) 

Finland 1a12 or later Forec:-.~t ECE ECE Procedures: ECE or Swcdi'ih : 
standards expccl.€d 

Japan Current Law Idle measurement New, Used 4.5 M%, 5.5 M'i'o' NR PCV reqd 'Control inspection with each new 
owner 

Jup:uiese (4-mode) All vehicles except 2.5 :-.!% NR Certification test 

Apr, 73 Foieca'>t motorcycles 11.0 gm/km 1.7 gm/km 
(17.7 gm/mi) (2.7 gm/mi) ?roposcd standards include also 3.0 

gm/km XOx (4.8 g:n/mi); 6 gm/dry 
e1·ap 

.Apr. 75 Forecast 7.0 gn1fkm 0.3 gm/km . 0.6 gm/km ~·ox (1.0 gm/mi); 0.06 
(11.3 gm/mi) (0.48 gm/mi) gm/km parlicu!:1tRs 

Mexico Current Law None 'l'hru 6000 lb NR NR PCV reqd 

1£173 Models Foreca'it 7·mode, 7-cycle, Approx 23 :\pprox 2.2 1971 U.S. type e;·ap, and exh:iust 
and evap gm/mi gm/mi controls to be proposed for 1973 

vehicles 

Norway Current L'w Diesel NR N1t NR Smoke control 

S. Korea, Current Low Japanese (4·mode) All vehicles except 2.5 ),-\% NR PCV reqd Cerl1fic~t10n test 
motorcycles 

Idle measurement New, Usl'd 4.5 11% NR Cont.rol Inspection with each new 
5.5 M% owner 

Spain Ct1rrl'nl C.w !die measurement 5.0 ;'11% 

Sweden Current Low None Enb>i:rns over 800 - - PCV rcqd Closed crankcCTs~ system reqd 

ECF. idle cc; \'chicle weigl-t 4.5 ,',!'.";, Inspection t~st 
to 2..5 metric tons 

;'\!ax 4.5 pn/km !I-bx 2.2 i;m/kn1 ECE dri\1ng (5512 lb) 
(75 gmfmi) (3.5 gm/mi) Prototype certification t"st 

For 1973 Forecast Max 30 gm/km l>bx 1.8 gm/km An alt.ematwc prorosal would re· 
modf'I Y<'M {48 gm/mi) (2..9 i:m/F.1.i) quire '74 models to meet nll '73 

For 1975 Forecast . Ma." 23 gm/km ;>.!ax l.fi i;m/km l.!.S. stds; '77 models to ml'l't "i6 

model year (37 gm/mi) {2.4 gm/mi) U.S. stds. by CVS ineludim; :"O:< 
p!us l'var. 

Forecast None G(ISo\ine - - - 1-iax. l<>ad con lent to be 0. 7 i:m/l 
reduced 0.1 grn/l each 2 yrs 

Sw\tyerlahd Jnn. 70 l~1w EGE 1dle En!!il"J.l'S over 800 cc ·l.5 i-i'."~ NR PCV reqd ln>~ction t.-.st 

Unite-cl Kingdom July, 71 Forecast J £,;CE ·crankcase All ·l·cyclc gaso!~nc •;>;!l N!t 0.15% of IProeedures an<l standards e.~pected 

i engines ma.<s o( !uc! to be same as for Common i-larket 
coni;umed countnes 

Hl72 For<•cast I t:cr; idle 4.5 M% NR -
1973 Forec~.t j EGE driving Same M ECE Same [1'l ECE 

An bl.n"k 1nd•o>l., ~""'"'""""'""I. eountn• ... 
D ... h lndoc:o~<o d,•I> n .. t ""'l.>blr. 
Not"'; ,_.R - /\"<> '"4'""·rncnt. r·,,,~,,_,l - !,o~;,1•llon und•r di•cuulon. ln<poc:l.ion Tul - Oonmmenl. t .. t or privotoly <;>w~ed Yohlelc1. ECE - Eoonomk Commlulon or turo!>f. CVS - Con1l>nt 

Volurno i;,,.,phng T"l Pt<>rrdur•. 
EC!:: •m;.,,.,., ,,.q.,urmen!.• ote "-' lullow.: 

1)·r• I T••l (<!ri••n~) - J .~·n1<,.lo du•rn~ <ycl• ••p<o•t•d 4 time• '"' o oh,...;, dynunonatn (ol\0>1·in~ 6·hr oook: uhou1t emi,..l<>n ooll•<:t•d ln bat. HC ond CO 1\ondordo Inc..,..., within ran~H 
II.own oJ,.H·o a> •<liodo W<l~lol ouct<'.""' frotn 750 lo 2\~Q ~~. 

'l)•pe II 1'e•t (\1110) - W•rm«I up idle CO t••l. 
0

/;omo ol•ndo"I rnll.•\ bo m•I fo• crrtific•tion rnd l"•pecllon. 

"' "' 

" "' " o. 
" >-3 
0 

"' :i 
~ 

" c:1 
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" 0 
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:4 
'" "' 

Typ~ 111 T<•t («•"kc,.•)-\:!•~"" dyn•m<.>m•ln prn<Nlur~ for crrnhe.•~ tmluion1. Sy;l.<em <etlified If cnnkc...., o~t•l.<e• •l part11I ue1111rn (u In rev •yottrn•), or Jr ~ronkcUof *m\uion• 00 
l'h<'fl thr ot~ndud •l•led ob•n•. ""'1 

I 
I 
i 

I 
i 
i 



emissions. If over 7% carbon monoxide is measured, the vehicle is failed. 

During the first quarter of 1971 it was reported that almost 20% of the 

vehicles inspected exceeded 7% carbon monoxide at idle. The Swedish 

emission control procedure,, however, allows for carburetor adjustment 

during the inspection if the vehicle exceeds the emission test limits and 

if the adjustment can easily be made. Again, during the first quarter 

of 1971, carburetor adjustments during the inspection were made on 

almost 80% of the vehicles which exceeded the test limit, and of these 

over 98% were able to be adjusted to 5. 5% idle carbon monoxide or less. 

Japan, as detailed in Figure B-2, has enacted emission standards 

for both new and in-use vehicles. These standards are currently restricted 

to a carbon monoxide emission limit during the idle mode of engine operation. 

It is seen that 5. 5% carbon monoxide concentration is the allowable level 

for in-use vehicles. During the first quarter of the program operation, 

987, 147 in-use vehicles were inspected for emission rat.es and 6% were 

found to exceed the allowable level. 

Canada has basically adopted the United States' standards for 

certification of new vehicles, and apparently intends to continue to parallel 

the United States' new vehicle certification standards as much as is 

appropriate to their needs. The Province of British Columbia bas adopted 

regulations for new vehicles which are very similar to the Canadian 

Federal Government regulations, and further has shown an interest in 

controlling vehicle emissions through an inspection of in-use vehicles. 

The provincial government has expressed its intention to require compliance 

with an idle emission test at its government operated vehicle safety 



,. FIGURE B.-2 

JAPANESE REGULATIONS, ROAD TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 
VEHICLE CONTROL LAW 

1.. co EMISSION FROM ANY NEWLY MADE VL::HICLE- WITH 4-cvcL.E GASOL.INE ENGINE 

WHOSE: OISPL.ACEMENT EXCEEDS 360cc, MANUFACTURED AFIER AuGUSI l, 1970 
.AT L.INE'.-OF'f' INSPECTJON1 SHAL.L NOT EXCEED 2.53 BY 4.,.MODE OPERATION JEST 

AND ·4.5'fo Ar IDLING, (EFFECTIVE AuGusT 1, 1970.) 

2. co i!MJS5ION F'ROM ANY VEHICLE WITH 4 ... CYCLI! GASOLINE: OF LPG ENGINE OP' DISPLACE.:• 

MENT k'::XCE'E'OING 360cc,. A'T' LINE ... OFF' INSPECTION OR AT REGULAR INSPECTION (MONTHL.Y 

FOR COMMEnCIAL VEHJCL.Es,. BIANNUALLY FOR NON-COMMER"CIAI- VEHICL.Es), 'sHALL NOi 

E:Xcf.:i<:o 2.,5_-z, BY 4""'MO~E OPERATIONAL TEST OR 4.53 BY lDL.ING TEST. (AF'TER AUGUST 

1, 1970). 

3.. co .. EM1ss10N FROM ANY VEHICLE w1TH 4_ ... cvcLE GASOLINE oR LPG ENGINE OF 01s~L~cE .. "' 
MENT f!XCEtEDING 360cc, AT ANY TIME, SHALL NOT EXCEED ~.53 BV iol .. ING -rEsT (EFFECTIVE 

.AUGUST 1, 1970). 

4. co EMJSSJON FROM ANY VEHICLE NEWLY PRODUCED AF'TER JANUARY 1, 1971, WITH 4-cvCL.E! 
GAsoL1NE OR LPG E:NGINE oF 01sPL.ACEMENT EXCEEDING 360cc, AT LJNE-OF'F 1NsPEcT10N, 

SHALL NOT EXCEE:O 1.53 BY 4-MODE OPERATIONAL. TEST AND 4~53 BV IDLING TEST (EF'FECI.., 

IVE JANUARY 1, 1971). 

5, .CQ EMISSION F'ROM ANY. MINl .. VEHICL.E WHOSE ENGINE DISPLACEMENT. DOES NOT E.XCEED 

360cc, NEWLY PRODUCED AFTER JANUARY 1, 1971, AT LI NE-OFF INSPECTION SHALL NOT 

EXCEED 3.03 BY 4"'"MOOE OPERATIONAL TEST AND 4,53 BY JOLI NG TEST (EFFECTIVE JANUARY 

l, 1971, 

6; ANY AUTOMOTIVE SERVICE STA1"10N AUTHORIZE.D BY MINISTRY OF' TRANSPORTATION F'OR 

REGULAR 1NsPECT10N or THE RoAD TRAFF1cE ANo TRANSPORTATION VEHICLE sHALL BE 

EQUIPPED WJTH AuTOMOTIVE ExHAUST CO TESTER APPROVE o BY THE MINISTRY, 

7. FoR SECURING THE AaovE, TRAF"F'tCE PoL..1ce: DEPART1'{!ENT.OR LocAL.. A1R PoLL.uTroN CoN .. 

TROL. DEPARTMENT sHAL.L. OCCASIONAL.LY CARRY OUT A ROAo-slDE INSPECTION. THE vE:HtCLE 

FOUND IN SUCH ROAD'""SIDE INSPECTION EMITTING CQ e:.XCEEDING THE ABOVE THRESHOL.D SHALL. 

HAVE STUCK ON rTs FRONT SHIELD A REo TICKET MARKED '"MALFUNCTION", AND SUBJECT TO 

MAN;DA-rORY TUNE"'"UP AND RE .. EXAMINA'i'ION A'i' AN AUTH9RIZED INSPECTION STAl~ION WITHIN 7 
DAYS. Ir THE OWNER OF THE VEHICLE F'AIL.S IN DOING THE ABOVE ANo/oR RE""EXAMINATION 

WITHIN 7 0AYS 1 HE SHALL Bl:: PUNISHED FOR VIOL.ATION OP' TRA.F'F"IC REGULATIONS, 

AccoRolNG To THL COMPUTATION aV A1R PoL.LUTION CoNTRoc... D1sTRJCT, ToKYO Me:.TROPOL.JTAN 

PREF'ECTURAL GovERNMt:NT, THE roTAL.. CO EM1ss10N FROM VEHJCL.Es IN ToKvo BY THE YEAR 1980 
WILL BE 1/2 OP" WHAT IT WAS IN 1969,. IF' THE ABOVE RESIRICTIONS ARE HEL.D FIRM. IT WOULD 

BE DOUBL.ED IN iHE SAME PERIOD WITHOUI THE RESTRICTION. 

'; 
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inspection stations located in metropolitan areas, as noted in Figure B-3. 

In the more remote areas where private inspection garages may be used 

for safety inspection, an emission test ma.y not be included. The use 

of mobile inspection units for the more remote areas is also under considera­

tion. 

United States - Federal: The first national emission standards 

for automobiles were published in the Federal Register of March 30, 1966, 

and became effective with the 1968 model year vehicles. These standards 

prohibited the venting of any engine crankcase fumes to the atmosphere and 

established limits on the concentration of carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon 

gases in the engine exhaust. In an attempt to equalize the amount or weight 

of pollutants emitted by various size cars, three engine size classes were 

established with allowable concentrations of pollutants being less with the 

larger engine sizes than with the smaller engine sizes. 

It should be emphasized here that the exhaust emissions from an 

automobile had been found to vary considerably with the driving pattern 

of the vehicle. For this reason, the federal standards specified a driving 

cycle to be used when testing for exhaust emissions. This cycle, the 7-mode 

cycle, was basically developed in California during the early 1960 1s and 

was intended to represent the driving pattern of a typical commuter. 

Since the test procedure required a considerable length of time 

to complete, emission testing of each vehicle produced was not feasible. 

For this reason, the emission tests were conducted using a test fleet of pre­

production model cars with a separate test fleet being required for each basic 

model that the manufacture intended to have certified for sale. The procedures 



f'LEll.51': 11.DORESS ALL COMMUNICATIOtlS TO: 

SUPER!NTENDE'.NT OF MOTOR-VE'.H!CLES 

MOTOR-VEHICLE EHlANCH 

VICTORtA, ORITISH COLUMOIA 

R. A. HAOFIELD 

f'l.'E·\~>E MA~l< RO:Pl.Y ron ATTENT!ON of" 

!IOTOR .V,~iIJ:CLE I'.'lSY:\GT:i:()H 
DIVISION. 

TF:LEPHONE'. EV 2·611 t (LOCAL ... 2.63.4 . .) 
s\.. .tNTENOENT OF MOTOR-VE~!ICLES MOTOR-VEHICLE BRANCH 

VICTORIA 
IN REPLY QUOTE FILE No ••••• 17 ...... . 

SUBJECT: Vehicle Emissions __ ,, ___ _ 

lcir. Ron C .. Iiousel1older, S11peT11isor 
1-lotor ~Jel1icle Emission Control 
Departrr.ent of En•riron.1.ental qi.ihlity 
1234 Sa \·To l1Iorris0n Street 
Porti211cl, Oregon 97025 

D3ar Sir: 

YOUR FILE No ................. . 

May 1, 1972 

I ha•re recsived your letter of April 19th in regard to the control of 
V"ehicle emissio·n through our Inspectio11 ?rogramna. 

EncJ.osed henrt1ith are photostat copies of Division 29 of the Britisl1 
Col11!nbia T1Ioto::-- Vel1icle ... ri..ct P.egal2.Gions. Thesa Regu.lations are very 
si..rnilo.r to tho Can::,dir:m Federal Gov13rn.11ent Regulations .fo1 ... ne~-J" !notor­
vehicJ.es bub whicb. hav·e been c11211ged slightly for proviricirtl use. You 
will find that they 2:1:'8 again very [limilar to tha U •. s. Federal Govarn­
ment Regulations. 

You will see that Division 29 refers to the control of new motor-vahicles 
a.rid really applies to thG condition of the vehic1e when it is sold. In 
British Columbia we have a number of motor-vehicl8 Inspection Stations 
a....'1d it is our intention to ta st the exhaust emissions of vehi cl.es in 
these Stations. 1de intend to do this vrith the engine at idle speed. and 
at the present. time 1-Te are conducting tests of vehicles using a liexa 300 
infra red "indispersive gas ac--ialyzer. The purpose of these tests is to 
establish reasonable skmdards which will allow us to fcrce certain 
vel1icles to irriprove their engine performance wi·tih regard to emissions. 
Certainly ar1y s-ta.ndard which we will set up will be a gross standard 
a:L11ing only for those vehiclea producing the most gases. I e:qJect that 
when the Regulations are formed we will have different standards for the 
vehicles j_n service prior to the effect of Division 29 and a more 
st:rinz<:mt Eegulat:ion for those vehicles applyLng to Division 29 when 
they are sold. 

T11e above are our intentio11s and hav9 .not. yet 
a res11lt I am i.in2.bla to give you figui"es 1Tlt11 
po1·ier re quirern.3nts or e1U orcemen_Jer proced1Jre s. 

be8n put into affect. As. 
reza~d to costi~g, man 

In British Colu:nbia our 

• ••••• 2 

I 
I 

I 
I 

l 



,, 

- 2 -

main probkms lie in the areas where we have established Inspection St;ations. 
In tl-10 more remotr:J areas 1-Te do not inspect, vehicles for e1nission· controls and 
with our low vehicle population in these areas we do not think it necessary. 
When the ·final procedures are settl9d &'ld we have regulations allowing us to 
reject vehicles at our Stations for excessive emissions, I would be only too 
pleased to pass on any information I can to you. 

f\GW/lb 
Enc. 

Yours truly, 

.---</~~~-~<~~" 
I , ,c• •" ; V'- Cl 
_, -R. G. ~1lhitlock 

Ad.1tL."1.iStx·ative Officf~r 
Motor Vehicle Inspection 
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did not require each vehicle in a test fleet to comply with the emission standards, 

but rather the average of the fleet could not exceed the specified limits. 

Of importance also was the recognition in the regulation that the 

exhaust emission control effectiveness could decrease with mileage ,accumula­

tion. Thus a deterioration factor was determined by tests and used to adjust 

the initial emission data obtained, in order to arrive at an average exhaust 

emission value for the expected life of the vehicle. This deterioration 

factor was determined by driving the durability data vehicles, a separate 

test group from those used to obtain the initial exhaust emission data, for 

50, 000 miles under a specified driving pattern and maintenance schedule. 

The exhaust emissions were tested at least every 4, 000 miles during this 

. accumulation of 50, 000 miles. The 5µ, 000 mile value is based on the assump­

tion that the normal service life of a vehicle is 100, 000 miles. 

On June 4, 1968, the national emission standards applicable to 1970 

and later model vehicles and engines were published in the Federal Register. 

This regulation restricted exhaust emissions of carbon monoxide and hydro­

carbon gases from gasoline powered trucks and also, again for the first time 

nationally, smoke from diesel powered trucks. As in the case for automobiles, 

emissions were measured from test fleets of vehicles under specified driving 

cycles. A test cycle was developed for the heavy duty gasoline powered 

vehicles to represent truck driving patterns in metropolitan areas, and a 

separate driving pattern developed for heavy duty diesel powered vehicles. 

The method used to determine the deterioration of the control system effective­

ness was very similar to that used with automobiles. 

The exhaust emission standards for gasoline oowered cars were 

revised from the concentration and engine size classification basis to one 



of allowable weight of pollutant µer vehicle mile during the specified test 

cycle. The standards read 2. 2 grams per vehicle mile for hydrocarbons, 

and 23 grams per mile for carbon monoxide, however the values were 

actually still measured in concentrations and mathematically converted to 

a weight basis using factors relating to vehicle weight. For the first time 

nationally, limitations on fuel evaporation losses from carburetors and 

fuel tanks of automobiles were established and these became effective with 

the 1971 model year. 

On November 10, 1970, the national emission standards applicable 

to 1972, 1973 and 1974 model year automobiles were published. The test 

procedure, test instrumentation, and test cycle were changed from those 

previously used, The new test procedure collects a bag sample of exhaust 

gas from the entire test cycle for analysis, and uses more sensitive analyzers. 

The new test cycle is believed to be more closely representative of current 

urban driving patterns than the 7 mode cycle, and represents a trip of 

7. 5 miles requiring not quite 23 minutes to complete, and with speed changes 

of from idle to over 56 miles per hour. 

Beginning with the 1973 model year, automobiles will be subject 

for the first time to national standards limiting the amount of nitrogen oxides 

in the exhaust gas. Beginning in 1974, heavy duty Vehicles - both gasoline 

powered and diesel powered - are subject to national exhaust emission 

standards for carbon monoxide, hydrocarbon gases, and nitrogen oxides. 

Additionally, exhaust standards for light duty diesel powered vehicles have 

been proposed for 1975 and later vehicles, and it has been announced that 

emission standards will be set for gaseous fueled vehicles also. 



The exhaust emission standards for 1975 and later model gasoline 

powered automobiles were established by the Federal Clean Air Act, as 

Amended in 1970. This Act set the federal standards for ca.rbon monoxide. 

and hydrocarbon gases at 10% of the 1970 federal standards, and for nitrogen 

oxides at 10% of the emission values of the 1971 model vehicles. The final 

detailed regulations for these standards have yet to be published. 

United States - California: The California motor vehicle emission 

control program predates the Federal program and has actually served as 

a prototype in many instances; The California program can be considered 

as consisting of two basic divisions: New motor vehicle emission control 

and in-use vehicle emission control. 

The effects of the new motor vehicle emission control program 

began in 1963 with the requirement for crankcase emission control systems 

on new cars sold in California. Beginning with the 1966 models, exhaust 

emission control systems for carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon gases were 

required on new cars sold in California. In 196 9 California obtained a federal 

waiver to enforce more stringent new motor vehicle emission standards than 

the federal standards that were proposed for the 1970 through 1974 model 

cars. This waiver was necessary in order for California to adopt standards 

as the Federal Air Quality Act of 1967 preempted the states in the field of 

new vehicle emission regulations unless specifically granted a waiver. Under 

the law, only California is able to obtain such a waiver. In 1970, California's 

request for a waiver to allow lt to enforce its own standards beginning with 

the 1975 models was rejected. 
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One year ahead of federal requirements, new 1970 model cars sold 

in California had to be equipped with fuel evaporation control systems. 

Beginning with the 1971 model year, exhaust emission controls for nitrogen 

oxides were required for California cars. California has also obtained a 

waiver for assembly line testing of new vehicles. For the 1972 model year, 

this procedure called for a simplified assembly line test on 25% of the vehicles 

produced for sale in California, and 100% testing beginning with the 1973 

models. It should be noted that California has also adopted new vehicle 

emission standards for both heavy duty gasoline and diesel powered vehicles. 

The California program affecting in-use vehicle began in 1964 when 

crankcase emission control systems were required to be installed on 1950 

through 1960 model year nsed cars upon registration transfer in 13 metropolitan 

counties of California. The California Highway Patrol began to license pollution 

control device installation and inspection stations in the affected counties 

during late 1963, and by mid-1964 more than 8, 600 had been authorized, 

At their June 17, 1964 meeting, the California Motor Vehicle 

Pollution Control Board approved four exhaust emission control systems 

including one for installation on used automobiles back to the 1962 model year. 

This Board rejected approval of a second used car exhaust emission control 

system at its December 16, 1964 meeting because of 'its excessive cost and 

further requested a resolution of discrepancy in cost figures of the first used 

car control device approved. The Motor Vehicle Pollution Control Board 

Bulletin reporte.d that 99% of the communications it had received were opposed 

to approval of a second exhaust control system for used vehicles because of 

excessive cost. If the Board had approved a second control systen, then a 

mandatory used car installation program would have begun. 



In 1970 the California Air Resources Board selected the Northrop 

Corporation to conduct a $400, 000 study on the feasibility, costs, and 

benefits of mandatory in-use vehicle emission inspection programs. This 

study was funded by the California Highway Commission and the Motor Vehicle 

fund as appropriated by the 1970 California Legislative session. This 

study was completed in 1971 and recommended the following: 

1. Immediately initiate the nlanning for a State-owned and operated 

network of Key-Mode inspection stations. The recommended 

area of implementation is the State's first five largest air basins -

South Coast (including Los Angeles, Orange County, Riverside), 

San Francisco Bay Area, San Joaquin Valley, Sacramento 

Valley, and San Diego Air Basins. These five basins contain 

approximately 92 percent of California's cars, all of which 

could be inspected annually by approximately 97 stationary and 

18 mobile Key-Mode inspection facilities. 

2. During the planning and the subsequent period of construction, 

initiate a training program to develop the necessary skill 

levels to staff the facilities. 

3. Immediately upgrade present Class A stations to conduct a 

mandatory Modified Certificate of Compliance inspection and 

maintenance progTam which includes Idle test capability. This 

will occur on an vehicles at transfer of ownership. 

4. The Certificate of Compliance program should be phased out 

when the State inspection becomes operational; those stations 

that will have been upgraded during this period should be 

I 



certified as repair facilities. 

5. As the State air pollution confrol agency, the Air Resources 

Board should be authorized to administer the inspection 

program; such a program also would be in accordance with 

the directives as outlined in the amendments to the Federal 

Clean Air Act of December 1970. 

6. Studies should be conducted to develop simple and effective 

ways of evaluating the performance of emission control systems. 

California has not initiated a state-owned and operated network 

of emission inspection stations, but has incorporated an emission inspection 

into the random vehicle safety inspection program conducted by the California 

Highway Patrol. In mid-1972, the California Air Resources Board adopted 

idle emission standards for highway inspection of light duty vehicles as 

shown in Figure B-4. A pilot phase program to obtain a large scale 

data source and to acquaint the public with the program has been completed 

and the Commissioner of the California Highway Patrol has announced 

that enforcement documents will now be issued whenever the standards 

are violated. Figure B-5 is a copy of the informational letter provided 

to vehicle owners whose vehicles was inspected during the pilot phase of 

the program. 

A California Air Resources Board staff report. of September 27, 

1972, which analyzed data obtained during the pilot phase reported that 

"The failure rate of 41. 2% for the 1970-71 models is higher than that 

of the other categories, and the sample size of 3, 566 cars is substantial. 
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FIGURE B-5· 
1 ( Of (!,lJfQ;:NJi\-BVS!NESS AND Tl:l/d~S?Ot.:TAT!ON AGENCY · RONAlD REAGAN, Go"~"""">" 

::PARTMcNT OF CALlPORNIA HIGHvVAY PATROL 
f>OX S98 
4..t.}FNTO, CAUFORNIA 95304 

Dear Fello~ Motorist: 

As an additional step in the control of air pollution caused 
by the operation of motor vehicles, legislation was enacted 
in 1970 by the California Legislature and signed by Governor 
Reagan. Tnis legislation gave authority to the Air Resources 
Boprd to establish standards for exhaust emissions and re­
quires the Califon}ia Highway Patrol to measure emissions 
from vehicles operated on the h{gh\<ay. The emissions from 
your vehicle have been tested as part of a pilot phase of 
that program. 

The analyzer measures hydrocarbons (HG) and carbon monoxide 
(CO) in your vehicle's exhaust. Hydrocarbons are expressed 

. in parts per million (ppm) and carbon monoxide is shom1 in 
·percentage(%) of exhaust gases. 

For the class and year model of .your. , . " 
V2nl.C.L0 tl12 established 

standards are: HG pm co . %, and your vehicle 
emissions are: HG pm co. /, 

A properly conducted engine tune-up including· a check of the 
emission control systems can reduce your vehicle's emissions. 
All Official Motor Vehicle Pollution Control Stations have 
been provided. detailed inspection and adjustment procedures. 

l know you, as a concerned citizen, are interested in reducing 
smog. Having the suggested engine adjustments will reduce the 
emissions from your vehicle and should improve perfon;iance. 
A.lthough enforcement authority was provided in this new law, 

'l-);;(~;-·>t~~l,.-:..~· lJ ' JfcltJ ~~ 
H. W. SULLIVAN A. • !LMbEc~-SNIT 
Co=issioner 

··' ChairD"an 
Ca 1i£ornia Highway Patrol Air Resources Board 
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The actual CO standard of 4%, however is well above design specifications. 

The failures may represent a general tendency to deliberately maladjust 

new vehicles." The overall failure rate in the pilot phase was 29. 5%. 

At the April 19, 1972, meeting of the California Air Resources 

Board, two exhaust emission control devices were certified as meeting 

the criteria set by the California legislature. This action initiated a 

program which will require the installation of a certified exhaust control 

system on 19.55-1965 model cars upon ownership change in the South Coast 

(Los Angeles area), San Francisco Bay Area, and San Diego air basins. 

A staggered installation schedule based upon predicted availability of the 

devices and urgency of their need has been established with an initiation 

date of September 1, 1972, for the Los Angeles area. In further action, 

the Air Resources Board has also approved two control devices for nitrogen 

mddes in the engine exhaust and installation of a certified system will be 

required on 1966 through 1970 automobiles upon re-registration by February, 

1974. 

United States - New Jersey: The major thrust of the New Jersey motor 

vehicle emission control program has been to develop tests and procedures 

for control of emissions from in-use individual vehicles. In 1967 the 

New Jersey State Department of Health was awarded a Federal demonstra-

tion grant totaling $545, 746. The grant was extended in 1968 with an 

additional $543, 794, and the grant period extended through fiscal year 1970. 

··' 
This money was used to develop both a diesel smoke control program and 
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an annual vehicle emission inspection program for incorporation into the 

state operated safety inspection program. 

The visible emission standards adopted by New Jersey for diesel-

powered vehicles, Figure B-6, became effective June 18, 1971. It has 

been reported that during the first year since enactment, state enforcement · 

agencies have issued approximately 4, 000 summons for violations of the 

standards. The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protectfon has 

recorded a significant decline in the number of diesels emitting visible 

smoke in a survey involving over 50, 000 trucks during. a three-year period. 

The test procedure developed with the demonstration grant money 

for emission testing of light duty vehicles in the state safety inspection 

program has not been adopted by the state. A 4-mode test cycle, the 

ACID cycle, which required only one and one-half minutes to conduct, had 

been developed and reportedly correiated well with the Federal 7-mode cycle 

then in use for certification testing of new vehicles. This test was also 

reported to provide the vehicle owner with some degree of engine diagnosis. 

A prototype system was installed at one of the state inspection lanes near 

Princeton, New Jersey, and by mid-1970 had tested about 1, 000 vehicles. 

Following public hearings in August, 1971, the New Jersey 

State Department of Environmental Protection adopted a "no visible emission" 

standard for light duty vehicles operating on the highways, and idle emission 

standards for carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon gases. The idle emission 

test procedure, requiring approximately 35 seconds to complete, was added 
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NEW JERSEY 
AIH POLLUTION 
CONTROL CODE 

New Jersey State 
Department of Environmental Protection 

John Fitch Plaza, P.O. Box 1390 
Trenton, New Jersey 08625 

FIGURE B--6 
· ... , .. •.'. ·.n .-".:~:.o•o • 

Ct-IAPTER 14 -- DIESEL SMOKE 
Control and Prohibition of Smoke From 

Diesel-Powered Motor Vehicles 

The Air Pollution Control Code consists of a group of administrative regulations 
published as chapters. These regulations have the force and effect of law. 
By law, the authority to promulgate such regulations after public hearing is 
vested in the New Jersey State Department o_f Environmental Pr?tection . 

NOTE: The chapters of the New Jersey Air Pollution Control Code are: 

1 Definitions B Sulfur Compounds from Industrial Processes 
2 Open Burning 9 Permits 
3 Municipal Regulations · 10 Sulfur in Fuels (Oil) 
4 Smoke 10-A Sulfur in Coal 
5 Solid Fuel 11 Incinerators 

12 Emergencies 
6 Prohibition of Air Pollution 13 Air Quality Stand~rds (S02 & Particulates) 
7 Solid Particles 

,:,. .. 
~-· 

·.;. 

14 Diesel Smoke 
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1.1 

- 1.2 

13 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6 

1.7, 

1.8 

1.9 

Filed in Secretary of State's Office 

on December 21, 1970 
Effective Date: June 18, 1971 

SECTION 1 - DEFINITIONS 

PERSON: Includes corporations, companies, associa­
tions, societies, firms, partnerships and joint stock 
companies as well as individuals, and shall also include 
all pol,itical subdivisions of this State or any agencies or 
instrumentalities thereof. 

MOTOR VEHICLE: Includes all vehicles inopel!ed 
otherwise than by muscular power, exceptmg such 
vehicles as run only upon rails or tracks. 
AUTODUS: Includes all motor vehicles used for the 
t~ansportation of passengers for hire. 
DIESEL-POWERED MOTOR VEHICLE: A self-propelled 
vehicle designed primarily for transporting persons or 
property on a public street or highway which is 
propelled by a compression ignition type of internal 
combustion engine; for purposes of this chapter pas­
senger automobiles and motorcycles are excluded. 
DIESEGPO\VERED ENGINE: A :ncchanism for con­
verting energy into n1echanical .. f6r:Qe _-and. motion by 
using a compession ign.ifion type· of internal co1n­
bustion engine. 

SMOKE: Small gasborne and airborne particles, ex­
clusive of water vapor, arising frorn a process of cotn­
bustion in sufficient nun1ber to be observable. 

OPACITY: The property of a substance which renders it 
partially or wholly obstructive to the transmission of 
visible light expressed as the percentage to which the 
light is olistructed. 

EXHAUST EMISSIONS: Substances emitted into the 
atmosphere. fron1 any opening downstream froni the 
exl>aust ports of a motor vehicle engine. 

SMOKEMETER: A device constructed in such manner 
as to measure smoke opacity by light obstruction 
between a light source and photoelectric cell which will 
indicate the percent opacify of stnoke at a point ap· 
proximately six (6) inches from the engine exhaust 

.. 1.10 

1.11 

1.12 

1.13 

2.1 

3.1 

3.2 

0utlet. The device shall be of design meeting "Speci­
fication for Diesel-Powered Vehicle Smokemeter' on 
file with the State Commissioner of Environmental 

· Prot~.cti9!\. an4. <lPPr9v~~-fqr use in accordance with 
mantifacturers' recomrnended procedures for calibration, 
mounting and maintenance. 
OPERATING MODE: A procedure for operating a 
diesel-powered motor vehicle or a diesel-powered engine 
dur.ins ineasurement of sn1oke opacity in the exhaust 
em1ss1ons. 

CHASSIS DYNAMOMETER: A device constructed in 
such a manner as to simulate highway driving con­
ditions on a stationary motor vehicle. 

RPM - Revolutions per minute 

MPH - Miles per hour 

SECTION 2 --PUBLIC HIGHWAY STANDARD 

No person shall operate any diesel-powered motor 
vehicle or permjt any diesel-powered motor vehicle which 
he owns to be operated upon the public highways of 
the State if the vehicle, when in motion, emits visible 
kmoke in the exlrnust emissions within the proximity of 
the exhaust outlet, for a period of more than five 
(5) seconds. 

SECTION 3 - INSPECTION STANDARD 
Any motor vehicle propelled by a diesel-powered en­
gine which is subject to inspection at the pre111ises or 
places of business of the owner or lessee by the Division 
of Motor Vehicles as a condition of compliance with said 
inspection, shall not emit smoke in the exhaust e1nis­
sions in excess of the smoke opacity standards set 
forth in Table 1. 
Any autobus propelled by a diesel-powered engine which 
is subject to inspection at the premises or places of 
business of the owner or lessee by the Public Utilities 
Con1mission as a condition of compliance \Vi.th said 
inspection shall not emit smoke in the exhaust en1issions 
in excess of the smoke opacity standard set forth in 
Table 2. 

Continued on reverse side 
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TAGLE I 

INSPECTION STANDARDS 

VEHICLES SUBJECT TO INSPECTION BY THE DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES 

(Reference P. L. Tille 39:8-10) 

~~cction Operating ti.1ode* 

Self inspection authorized by 
Division of i\·1otor Vehicles at 
the prcn1iscs or places of 
business of the o\vner 

(l) Vehicle driven on chassis 
dynan101i1etcr with 
simulated load by power 
absorption 

Smoke Opacity Standard 

20% 

or lessee 
-altcrnate-

(2) Vehicle driven in low 
gear \Vi th siinula ted 
load by braking action 

20% 

'''PROCEDURES: 

(2) VEHICLE DRIVEN IN LOW GEAR WITH SIMU­
LATED LOAD BY BRAKING ACTION - with 
smoke1neter firn1ly positioned on the exhaust out­
let, proceed with the following s~eps: 

(1) VEHICLE DRIVEN ON CHASSIS DYNAMO­
METER WITH SIMULATED LOAD BY POWER 
ABSORPTION - with smokemeter firmly positioned 
on the exhaust outlet and vehicle positioned on 
the chassis dynnmo1neter proceed \Vith the follo\v~ 
ing steps: STEP I Select a gear ratio which will produce a maxiinu1n 

speed of 10-15 ~!PH, at governed engine RPM, 
drive vehicle at 10-15 MPH at governed engine 
RPM. 

STEP 1 With vehicle on a chassis rfynan1ometcr under no 
power absorption, select a gear ratio- which \Vill 
produce a maximum vehicle speed of 45-60 MPH 
at governed engine RPM. STEP 2 Load the engine by applying brakes until engine 

RPM is lugged down to 80 per cent of the governed 
engine RPM, the peak smoke opacity n1easured 
over a period of 5-10 seconds with the engine 
under such brake loading shall be the smoke 
opacity. 

STEP 2 \Vith engine running at governed engine RPM, 
apply power absorption load to the dynamo1ncter 
until such loading reduces the engine RPNI to 80 
per cent of the governed speed, the peak s1noke 
opacity 111e<1surcd over a period of 5 to 10 
seconds \vith the engine under such loading shall 
be the smoke opacity. 

(a) All measurements are to be rnade after en­
gines have been run a sufficient period of 
ti1ne to be at nonnal operating te111perature. 

NOTE: 

(b) Separate measurements shall be made on 
each exhaust outlet on vehicles equipped 
with dual exhaust outlets. 

TABLE2 

INSPECflON STANDARDS 

VEHICLES SUBJECT TO INSPECTION BY THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

(Reference P. L. Title 48: 402.1 and 2.IA, Title 48: 4-18) 

file of Inspection 

Inspection of Public 
Utilities Corn1nission 

Operating Mode* 

Autobus driven with 
rapid acceleration 

at the pren1ises or 
places of business of the 
o\vner or lessee 

*PROCEDURE 

Step I. \Vith smoken1eter firmly positioned on exhaust 
outlet and tr;ins1nission engaged, drive autobu"s by 
accelerating as rapidly as possible to approxi1nately 
20 MPH. 

(a) All n1easurcn1ents are to be made after 
engines have been run a sufficient period of 
time to be at normal operating tcn1perature. 

(b) Separate rncasuremcnts shall be made on 

NOTE: 

Step 2. 

Step 3. 

Smoke Opacity Standard 

40% 

Release accelerator pedal and brake to full stop. 

The peak .srnok;c opacity measured during the 
acceleration to 20 MPH shall lie the smoke 
opacity. 

each exhaust outlet on vehicles equipped 
with dual and separated exhaust outlets. 

(c) A single, con1bincd measuren1ent shall be 
made on tbc exhaust outlets on vehicles 
equipped with dual, adjacent exhaust outlets. 



to the state annual vehicle inspection program. The initial idle emission 

standards, as shown in Figure B-7, became effective July 5, 1972, with 

more stringent standards scheduled to become effective.· 

New Jersey has awarded a contract for 125 testing units to be 

used in the 73 inspection lanes at 40 inspection stations throughout the state. 

Deliveries of these units were to be completed in September so that all 

inspection stations would be able to administer the tests by September 25, 

1972. The emission testing is begun at each station as the equipment is 

brought on line, however, until July 1, 1973, compliance with the emission 

standards is not a requirement of the inspection program. The first year 

of the program is advisory and intended also to provide additional data on 

emission reduction potential and total program cost. 

During the first month of operation, with only two stations conducting 

the test, 18% of the vehicles tested failed to meet the standards. It had 

been expected that 10% would not be in compliance. The Department 

reportE!d that excessive carbon monoxide levels, which could be corrected 

by simple carburetor adjustment, were the overwhelming reason for non­

compliance, Ignition defects were the second most frequent emission fault. 

The Department also reported that 86% of the repairs voluntarily made by 

the vehicle owner and reported to them, cost less than $50 and 30% of these 

repairs cost less than $10. As part of the program's .first year of operation, 

the vehicle owner is provided a pre-paid mailer, as shown by Figure B-8, 

to provide the Department with information on the program effect. 

United States - New York: Tirn State of New York, like several other 

states, has adopted emission standards for in-use vehicles, but as yet has 



FIGURE B-7 

NEW JERSEY STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL CODE 

CHAPTER 15 
.CONTROL AND PROHIBITION OF AIR POLLUTION FROM 

LIGHT-DUTY GASOUNE-FUELED MOTOR VEl-l!CLES 
Filed in Secretary of State's Office: January 6, 1972 

EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 5, 1972 

Section 1 -·- Definitions 

1.1 PERSON: Includes corporations. con1panics, 
associations, societies. firn1s, partnerships and joint stock 
c'on1panies as \Veil as indi\·iduals, and shall also include all 
political subdivisions of this State or any agc-ncies or 
instrumentalities thereof. 

1.2 MOTOR YEH ICLE: Includes all vehicles propelled 
other\visc than by n1uscular po\ver. excepting such vehicles 
as run only upon rails or tracks. 

1.3 LIGHT-DUTY: Light-duly shall mean any motor 
vehicle designed prin1arily for transportation of persons or 
property and registered at 6,000 pounds gross weight or 
less. 

1.4 MODEL YEAR OF VEHICLE: The production 
period .of ncv,· motor vehicles or nevi n1otor vehicle engines 
designated by the calendar year in \Vhich such period ends. 
If the n1anufacturer does not designate a production period. 
the n:i.ode\ year \vi th respect to such vehic!eS or engines shall 
n1ean the 12-inonth period beginning January of the year in 
which production begins. 

1.5 EXHAUST EMISSIONS: Substances emitted into 
the atn1osphere fron1 any opening dO\\'Ostrea1n fro111 the 
exhaust ports of a motor vehicle engine. 

1.6 CRANKCASE EMISSIONS: Substances emitted 
into the atn1ospherc fron1 any portion of the englne 
crankcase ventilation or lubrication systen1s·. 

1.7 SMOKE: Small gasbornc and airborne particles. 
exclusive of \Vater vapor, arising fron1 a process of 
combustion in sufficient number to be observable. 

1.8 CARIJON MONOXIDE: A non-irritating. 
colorless, odorless gas at standard conditions which has 
the molecular form of CO. 

1.9 HYDROCARBONS: Compounds whose molecules 
consist of aton1s of hydrogen und carbon only. 

I.IO APPROVED EXHAUST GAS ANALYTICAL 

SYSTEM: A device for sensing the amount of air 
contan1inants in the exhaust emissions of a motor vehicle. 
For purposes of this Chapter this shall mean analyzing 
devices of the nondispersive infrared type sensitized to 
measure carbon monoxide at the 4.74 micron band 
expressed as percent carbon monoxide in air and to 
1neasure hydrocarbons as hexane at the 3.41 n1icron band 
expressed as parts per million of hydrocarbons (Hexane) in 
air. The device shall be a design n1eeting 
"SPECIFICATIONS FOR EXHAUST GAS 
ANALYTICAL SYSTEM" on file with the State 
Commissioner of Environn1ental Protection and approved 
for use in accordance 1.vith the n1anufacturer's 
recon1n1cnded procedures for calibration and maintenance. 

I.I I NEW MOTOR VEHICLE: A newly 
n1anufacturcd 1notor vehicle registered in New Jersey, prior 
to delivery lo the ultimate purchaser. 

1.12 NEW MOTOR VEHICLE DEALER: A sales 
agency, his en1ployees, and/or agents licensed pursuant to 
N .J .S.A. 39: IO, 19 to sell new motor vehicles. 

1.13 UL Tl MATE PURCHASER: Any person, other 
than a n1otor vehicle dealer purchasing in his capacity as a 
motor vehicle dealer, \vho in good faith purchases a motor 
vehicle for purposes other than for resale as a n1otor vehicle 
dealer. 

1.14 PRE-DELIVERY CHECKLIST: A schedule of 
itcins and procedures \vhich a new motor veh.icle dealer is 
required or requested by ~r manufacturer to check or follo\V 
prior to delivery of a ne\v niotor vehicle to the ultimate 
purchaser. 

Section 2 - Public Highway Standard 

2.1 No person shall operate any light-duty, gasoline­
fuclt.'.d rnotor vchic!t.'. or pern1it such vehicle \vhich he ov.·ns 
to be operated upon the public high,vays of the State if the 
vehicle emits visible srnoke in the exhaust C111issions or in 
the crankcase cn1issions. 

I 
! 
i 
1 

' .\ 
! 



2.2 The provisions of lhis scclion shall becon1c efJ'eclive 
July I, 1973. 

Section 3 - New Motor Vehicle Dealer Inspection 
Compliance Standards 

3.1 /\ny light-duly, gasoline-fueled nev.1 n1olor vehicle 
s.ubject to inspection by any nc\V niotor vehicle dealer in 
accordance \Vith regulations pron1ulgated by the Ne\v 
Jersey Division of !\1otor Vehicles shall, prior lo delivery by 
the new n1otor vehicle dealer to the ultin1ate purcha5er, 
conforn1 to the emission spccificalions prescribed by the 
manufacturer and/or to such specification'."> as n1ay be 
prescribed by the 1nanufacturer in the ne\V n1otor vehicle 
pre-delivery checklist to assure proper functicning of 
emission control devices. \Vhenever er11ission specificalions 
are not prescribed, the inspection standards as set forth in 
Section 4.2 !-ihall apply to such ne\v niotor vehicles. 

3.2 The- provisions of this section shall becon1e effective 
July 5, 1972. 

Section 4 - Motor Vehicle Inspection Standard 

4.1 Any light-duly gasoline-fueled n1otor vehicle which 
is subject to inspection by the Division of !V1otor Vehicles in 
accordance \vith the provisions of N.J.S.1\. Title 39:8-1, as 
a condition of cotnpliance \Vith said inspection, shall not 
en1it visible sn1okc in the exhaust emissions or in the 

crankcase c1nissions \vhen U.'iing the prc5cribcd inspection 
test procedure. 

4.2 Any light-duty, gasoline-fueled n1otor vehicle \\/hich 
is subject to inspection by the l)ivision of tv1otor Vehicles in 
accordance \vith the provisions of N.J.S.A. Title 39:8-1. as 
J condition of co1np!iance vvith suid inspection, shall not 
en1it carbon n1onoxidc (Cl1) and/or hydrocarbons (HC) in 
the exhaust en1issions in excess of standards set forth in 
Table I, when n1easurcd using an approved exhaust gas 
analytical syslcn1 and the prescribed inspection procedure. 

4.3 The provisions of this section shall become effective 
July 5, 1972 subject to the exception set forth in Section 5.1 
of this Chapter. 

Section 5 -· Exceptions 

5.1 Non-compliance \vith standards set forth in Section 
4 of this ~hupter by any motor vehicle during the period 
July 5, 1972 to June 30, 1973 shall nut be cause for rejection 
or rcinspcction. 

5.2 The provisions of Section 3 and Section 4 of th.is 
Chapters.hall not apply to n1otorcycles or to 1notor vehicles 
with an engine disp!acetnent of lc.ss than 50 cubic inches. 

5.3 Nothing in this Chapter is intended to liinit or deny 
the inspection of niotor vehicles for exhaust systen1s in 
accordance \Vith regulations established pursuant to 
N .J .S.i\. Title 39:8-1. 

TABLE I 

MODEL YEAR 
OF VEHICLE 

INSPECTION STANDARDS 

VEHICLES SUBJECT TO INSPECTION · 
BY THE DIVISION OF MOTOR VEHICLES 

(Reference N.J.SA Title 39:8-1) 

EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE 
July 5, 1972 July 1, 1974 
CO(%) HC(PPM) CO(%) HC(PPM) 

EFFECTIVE 
July l, 1975 
CO(%) HC(PPM) 

Up to and including 1967 10.0 1600 8.5 1400 7.5 1200 

1968-1%9 8.0 800 7.0 700 5.0 600 

1970-1974 6.0 600 5.0 500 4.0 400 

1975 and Later * 

*To be promulgated by an1cndment. 

PRESCRIBED INSPECTION TEST PROCEDURE 

STEP I: \Vith.the vehicle in neutral gear, all acces,sorics 
off. handbrake secured, accelerate engine and observe for 
visible s111oke in the exhaust en1issions and crankcase 
emission.'i. 

STEP 2: With the engine running at idle, insert san1pling 
probe of gas analytical systen1 into the engine exhaust 
outlet. The sleady State levels n1easurcd as pt:rcent carbon 
n1onoxidc and parts per n1i!lion of hydrocarbons in the 
exhaust gas shall be lhc inspection test result. 

NOl'E: All n1easurc1ncnts arc to be niadc after engine has been 011erating a sufficient 
period of tin1c to attain norn1al operating tc1npcraturc. 
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IMPORTANT NOTICE TO THE OWNER 

OF THIS MOTOR VEHICLE 

Your motor vehicle has failed our air pollution inspection for one of the following reasons: 

L Visible Smoke 0 

2. Excessive Carbon Monoxide O 

3. Excessive Hydrocarbons O 

Chapter 15 of the New Jersey Air Pollution Control Code requires that after July 1, 1973, 
· we reject a motor vehicle which produces any visible smoke. We must also reject a vehicle which 

emits carbon monoxide or hydrocarbons in excess of the amounts shown below. 

Percent of Carbon Monoxide 

Hydrocarbons (parts per million) 

1967 and Earlier 1968 and 1969 
Models Models 

10% 8% 
1600 PPM 800 PPM 

1970 and later 
Models 

6% 

600 PPM 

If your car failed to meet the standards above, it would not be permitted to operate under 

the Chapter 15 requirements which go into effect on July 1; 1973. 



Here are some of the reasons why your car didn't pass our pollution test. 

I. Visible smoke is generally caused by: 

e Improper or inadequate maintenance of the engine. 

e Worn piston rings or valves. 

2. Excessive carbon monoxide emissions are generally caused by: 

e Restrictive or dirty air cleaner. 

e Incorrect carburetor adjustment. 

o Improper or inadequate maintenance of emission control devices. 

3. Excessive hydrocarbon emissions are generally caused by: 

o Faulty ignition or engine misfire. 

" Improper timing. 

o Improper or inadequate maintenance of emission control devices. 

Usually a. simple tune-up will correct the pollution problem and also improve your engine's 
performance and increase your gas mileage. 

Until July 1973 we won't require you to repair your car and return it for reinspection-but 
we hope you will. 

If you have your car repaired and should decide to return for reinspection, pleasa complete 
!he attached card and briog it with you. II you are unable to have your car reinspected but have 
made repairs, detach the completed card and mail it back to us. 

Thank you for contributing to New Jersey's campaign for cleaner .air. 

CAR MAKE 

. 

REPAIRS MADE 

ITJ Carburetor 
[] lgnitioo 

GJ Rio gs 

GJ Valves 
II] other 

... '· .. . . .. . . . . " 

Remarks . . .. . 

. . .. .. . . ....... 

Ray J. Marini, Director 
Division of Motor Vehicles 

LICENSE PLATE NO. YEAR OF VEHICLE 

WORK D01'IE BY COST OF REP1\IRS 

OJ New Car Dealer OJ $ 0$ JO 

III Independent Garage [2J $10·$ 25 

GJ Service Station GJ $25·$ 50 

GJ Self f_;j] $50-$100 
[3] other II] Over $100 

. . .. . . . . .. . . " .... . .. . . .. . . . . . . . ...... 
I. D 

.. ........... . . .. . . . ...... 
2 . D 

. ... 
3 . D 

·- .. 



no effective capability for enforcement of these standards. Beginning 

September 1, 1973, the idle emission standards adopted will be legally 

enforceable in roadside inspections, and a reject rate of 40-45% has been 

projected, New York does have a state-wide periodic safety inspection 

program using private licensed garages, but other inspection means are 

being actively considered for emission inspection. 

Under provisions of a recent state law, 5¢ of the vehicle registra­

tion fee is to be used for motor vehicle air pollution control programs. 

The Department of Environmental Conservation is using a portion of these 

funds to purchase two mobile vans with capability of conducting the full 

Federal test cycle. 

United States - City of Chicago: The City of Chicago has adopted motor vehicle 

emission standards applicable to all vehicles operating within the City on and 

after June 1, . 1973. These standards set. allowable smoke levels for both 

gasoline powered and diesel powered vehicles, and allowable idle carbon 

monoxide and hydrocarbon emission rates for gasoline powered vehicles. 

The idle emission standards adopted have differing allowable levels not 

only by age class of the vehicle ()Jre-1968, 1968-1969, 1970-1974, 1975+) 

but also by type of vehicle (non-fleet, fleet, pasenger carriers for hire). 

The Chicago law requi.res an annual emission inspection of every 

motor vehicle registered or subject to registration in the City on or 

after June 1, 1973. The inspection and testing is to be performed at testing 

stations operated or designated by the Department of Environmental Control 

and a certificate of compliance is to be issued to the registered owner 



of vehicles tested and found in compliance with the standards. The City 

Commissioners are reportedly giving serious consideration to a $5 increase 

in the City's annual motor vehicle registration fee to pay for the construc­

tion and operation of emission inspection stations. One proposal would 

require the construction of three inspection stations having a total of 

19 lanes. These stations. would then operate 16 hours a day and 7 days 

a week in order to inspect the 1 million affected vehicles. 

·' 
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cm1CLUSIOrlS A~D REC0'~1'1EllDATI0'1S 

The Technical Advisory Committee concludes that: 

1. A State motor vehicle emission control proc1ram 
must be initiated in order to achieve cnmoliance with national 
ambient air standards in Portland by 1975'. 

2. An inspection program will be effective in control­
ling emissions. 

3. Government funds (state of federal) must he avail­
ab 1 e to affected state agencies for imp 1 ementati on of a vehi c 1 e 
inspection program. 

4. State-owned anrl operaterl inspection stations would 
be the most practical and effective inspection system. 

The Technical Advisory Committee recommends that: 

1. Any state-1~ide perio'1ic vehicle safety inspection 
program or vehicle noise inspection pro~ram which may be imple­
mented, be compatible and concurrent with the emission control 
inspection. 

2. The vehicle emission control program be made opera­
tional in Clackamas, Multnomah, and 1'1ashinqton Counties. 

3. ~ Initially only those vehicles which viere originally 
equipped with exhaust emission control systems under provisions 
of Federal laws be subject to emission control inspection. 

4. Fleet operations be permitted to inspect their 011n 
vehicles. 

5. Exhaust smoke emission inspection on diesel vehicles 
be performed to meet the Oregon Opacity Standards. 

6. Only during the first year of the emission control 
inspection proqram, vehicle owners not be required to bring this 
vehicle into compliance with the established criteria. 



7. Publicly owned vehicles be required to comply with 
the emission control criteria clurinq th.e first year of program 
operation. 

8. The emission control proriram use state-01vned and 
operated.inspection stations, contingent upon receipt of federal 
funding. 



INTRODUCTION 

The Motor Vehicle Emission Control Program Technical 
Advisory Committee was formed at the request of the Department 
of Environmental Quality to assist in the development and iP1ple­
mentation of a motor vehicle emission control inspection program, 
as authorized by the 1971 Oregon Legislative Session (Oregon 
La1·1s 1971 , Chapter 454). 

The associations and agencies represented on the Tech­
nical Advisory Committee are as fol lov1s: 

Automobile Manufacturers Association 
Consumer Services Division, State of Oregon 
En vi ronmenta 1 Pro tee ti on .~gency, Region X, 

U. S. Government 
Independent Garage Ovmers .~ssoci ati on 
Motor Vehicle Division, State of Oregon 
Oregon Automobile Dealers Association 
Oregon Board of Education, State of Oregon 
Ore~on Gasoline Dealers Association 
Oregon Independent Automobile 9ealers Association 
Oregon Trucking Association 
Portland Automotive Trades Association 
Western Oil and Gas Association 

Of th~se associations and aqencies represented on the 
Committee, the follov1ing participated in the technical discus­
sions of the Committee and furnished valuable technical infor­
mation to the Committee, but did not participate in formulating 

.Policy decisions: 

Automobile Manufacturers Association 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region X 
Western Oil and Gas Association 

The first Committee meeting \~as held on Fehruary 23, 
1972, at which time a booklet prepared by the Department staff 
to provide Committee 1ne111bers 1·1i th a ']enera l background of per­
tinent Federal laws an~ regulations regarding motor vehicle 
emissions, of the State of Oregon Cl<>an l\ir /\ct ltnpiernentation 
Plan, and of pertinent Oregon laws and regulations was distri­
buted und the i nformati oo in the boo kl et was discussed in detail. 
This booklet, as v1ell as the minutes of t~e Committee meetings 

·and information provided to the Committee members by the Depart­
ment, is attached to this report as an appendix. 
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Mr. Stan Bennett, representinq the Oregon Independent 
/\utomobile Dealers .~ssociation, v1as selected Comi~ittee Chair­
men at the third meeting of the Committee. At this same meet­
ing sub-committees on Emission Control, Fleet rJperations, Edu­
cation, and Insnection were established and Committee goals 
and objectives adorted. It Vias recoqnized that the interactions 
of the various sub-committee investi0ati ons and recommendations 
and the fulfillment of the Committee coals and obiectives were 
such that simultaneous undertakinq and completion of all work 
tasks 1·1as not possible. Ho1·1ever,-the early establishment of 
sub-committees initially kno\'m to be beneficial in carrying 
out the goals and objectives of the Committee Vias deemed advisable. 

This initial Technical Advisory Committee report to the 
Department of Environmental Quality has been deliberately kept 
brief and concise so that it will be read, discussed, debated, 
and used in the development of an Oregon motor vehicle emission 
control inspection program. The Committee intends to continue 
to provide the Department of Environmental Quality technical 
assistance during the implementation of an emission inspection 
program and will supplement this initial report with additional 
studies and reports as necessary. 

NECESSITY OF A VEHICLE EMISSIOll COl!TROL HISPECTIOrl 

The Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 required the Environ­
mental Protection 1\gency to establish national ambient air quality 
standards for various air pollutants including carbon monoxide. 
The n~tional ambient air standards for carbon monoxide are 10 mg/m3 
(8.7 ppm) averaged over an 8-hour period, and 40 mg/m3 (34.9 ppm) 

·averaged over a one-hour period. The standard is allowed to be 
exceeded only once during any given year. 

In metropolitan areas and particularly in the central 
city, motor vehicle operation is the predominant source of carbon 
monoxide. 

Measurements taken by the Department of Environmental 
Quality at its continuous ambient air monitoring station in Port­
land show that the national ambient air standard for carbon mono-· 
xide is, and has been, regularly exceeded. The standard was ex­
ceeded in every month in 1971 (a total of 124 days in vihich the 
8-hour averane was exceeded), with maximum 8-hour averaged levels 
of 22.2 mg/m3 being recorded in both February and November of 1971. 
A maximum 8-hour average of 27.1 mq/m3 occurred in March, 1972, and 
on 63 occasions during the first six months of 1972 the B-hour 
standard has been exceeded. 
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Projections made by the Department of Environmental 
Quality and an engineering consultant to the Environmental 
Protection Agency, are that compliance with the national am­
bient air standards will not be achieved by 1975 through re~ 
liance upon the Federal new vehicle emission control program 
alone. These two projections are substantiated by Federal 
projected emission reduction curves also. The Department of 
Environmental Quality has projected that to achieve compliance 
with national ambient air standards in Portland by 1975, emis­
sions of carbon monoxide must be reduced an additional 43% 
beyond v1hat is projected to be achieved by the federal neVJ car 
program a 1 one. The requirement for ach i evi nq comp 1 i a nee l'lith 
national ambient air standards v1as established by the Federal 
Government and was included in the State's Implementation Plan 
submitted by Governor McCall to the Environmental Protection 
Agency. This p 1 an has been one of few approved fo to ta 1 by 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 

The Committee recognizes that projections of future 
ambient air levels of automotive pollutants cannot, in vie1·1 
of the number of variables involved, be very precise. The 
Committee hm1ever has cone 1 uded that to achieve comp 1 i ance 
with national ambient air standards in Portland by 1975, a 
State motor vehicle emission control program must be initiated 
and recognizes the possibility that specific traffic control 
measures may be. required. 

PRACTICALITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF A VEHICLE EMISSIOrl CONTROL 
I llSPECTI ON 

The Techni ca 1 1~dvi sory Cammi ttee has concluded that 
a vehicle emission control inspection program in Oregon can 
be implemented before 1975 and can be effective in reducing 
vehicle emissions. The committee has not yet reached a con­
clusion as to the emission reduction which will result from 
an inspection program, but has concluded that an inspection 
program is necessary and will be effective in controlling emis­
sions. 

The committee recommends that any state-v1ide periodic 
vehicle safety inspection prograr:i or vehicle noise inspec­
tion program which may be implemented, be compatible and-con­
current with the emission control inspection. The committee 
believes that the administrative cost of a combined vehicle 
safety, noise, and emission inspection prograrr; vmuld not 
be significantly greater than tne administration of any single 
purpose state-wide vehicle inspection program. 
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The Technical Advisory Committee concludes that govern­
ment funds (state or federal) must be available to affected 
state agencies for implementation of a vehicle inspection pro­
gram. The operational expense to the State of administering 
an inspection program, however, can be covered by the fee charged 
for the certificate of compliance. 
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IMPLEMEiffl\TION OF A 
VEHICLE rnrssrori co:rrROL IllSPECT!Ocl PROGRAM 

I\, County Designation 

In view of the pressing and clear need for additional 
vehicle emission control in Portland, and in view of the short 
lead time available, the Technical l\dvisory Committee recom­
mends that the emission control inspection program be initiated 
in the Portland tri-county metropolitan area. ·The Department 
of Environmental Quality has provided information that 85% of 
the automobiles, subject to Oregon registration, which operate 
in the Portland central area, are reqistered in the tri-county 
(Clackamas, Multnomah, Washington) a~ea. Further almost 40% 
of the automobiles registered in the State are registered in 
these three counties. The Committee recognizes that many dif­
ficulties will arise during implementation of the inspection 
program and believes that maximum benefits will be achieved 
most expeditiously if the area of program implementation is 
kept to the minimum required to achieve compliance with national 
ambient air standards. 

Therefore, the Technical Advisory Committee recommends 
that the vehicle emission control inspection program be made 
operational in Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties, 
and that the Environmental Quality Commission so designate 
these counties under provisions of ORS 481.190. This recom­
mendation should not be taken as limitinq the inspection pro­
gram to these three counties. The Committee believes that 
ambient air pollution levels, the emission control systems on 
new vehicles, the effectiveness of the inspection proqram, and 
numerous other factors should be regularly evaluated to deter­
mine any necessary changes which should be made in the counties 
designated by the Environmental Quality Commission. 

B. Vehicle Classification 

The Com1~ittee recommends that initially only those ve­
hicles which were originally eq11ipped with exhaust emission 
control systems under provisions of Federal laws be subject to 
emission control inspection. For instance, in the case of auto­
mobiles, only 1968 and nev1er models vmuld be required to obtain 
a certificate of compliance prior to reqistration. 1\11 vehicles, 
however, would be subject to operating in compliance with the 
motor vehicle visible emission standards of the State (OAR 340, 
Sections 24-005 through 24-040), and with the provisions of ORS 
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449.845 which prohibits disconnection of factory installed 
motor vehicle air pollution control devices. If a state-wide 
periodic vehicle safety inspection program is implemented, 
then all vehicles should be checked for compliance with these 
present requirements of Oregon Law. 

The Techni ca 1 .~dvi sory Committee therefore recommends 
that the Environmental Quality Commission, under provisions of 
ORS 449.953, designate only those classes of vehicles which 
were originally equipped with exhaust emission control systems 
under provisions of Federal laws as having certified systems 
available. The Committee believes that at least during the 
period of program implementation, inclusion of pre-exhaust 
emission control vehicles will create more social-economic 
problems and repair facility overloading than can be justified 
by the potential emission reduction. 

C. Inspector Certification 

The Technical Advisory Committee recommends that the 
Environmental Quality Commission establish under provisions 
of ORS 449.953, with Committee assistance, criteria and exam­
inations and regulations for the qualifications of persons 
eligible to inspect motor vehicle pollution control systems. 
Such criteria and examinations and regulations should be com­
patible with other programs for inspector or mechanic licens­
ing, including those for any vehicle safety inopection program. 
The Committee recognizes the need for ecluca ti ona l programs 
designed for these persons and believes that it v1ill be able, 
through its sub-committee on education, to provide valuable 
assistance in this area. 

D. Equipment Certification 

The Technical Advisory Committee recommends that the 
Environmental Quality Commission establish under provisions of 
ORS 449.953, with Committee assistance, criteria and regula­
tions for the qualification of equipment, apparatus and methods 
used by persons to inspect motor vehicle pollution control 
systems. 

E. Fleet Operations 

The Technical Advisory Com1ni ttee recommends that fleet 
operations be permitted to inspect their Ol·tn vehicles. Fleet 
is defined here as consisting of five or more vehicles operated 
or owned by an operator of a business. Fleet inspection sta­
tions should be issued special restricted licenses and should 



be permitted to inspect and certify only the vehicles owned 
or 1 i censed or operated by the fleet securing the 1 i cense. 
These facilities should be required to have the proper certi­
fied emission control testing equipment; anrl, since the test­
ing requirements and equipment requirements for diesel and 
gasoline engines differ so greatly, it will be necessary to, 
issue tv10 different type licenses. The emissions inspection 
personnel should be examined and licensed by the appropriate 
State agency and the license issued to these people should 
restrict them to inspecting fleet-owned vehicles only. 

The Committee recommends that exhaust smoke emission 
inspection on diesel vehicles be performed to meet the '.)regon 
Opacity Standards. Because of the variation in diesel engines 
and their complexity (naturally aspirated, turbocharged, super­
charged, many different fuel systems,) the Committee fi ncts 
that it would be virtually impossible to Spell ~ut a standard 
procedure for checking each enqine type. The Comniittee con­
cludes that the best overall results with diesel-powered ve­
hicles 1•muld be obtained by follov1ing the manufacturer's 
recommended checking procedures. Fleet ovmed gasoline and 
other fuel powered vehicles should conform to the standards 
set forth for non-fleet owned vehicles. 

F. Public Education 

The Technical .l\dvisory Committee recommends that only 
during the first year of the emission control fospection pro­
gram, vehicle owners not be required to bring their vehicles 
into compliance with the established criteria - excepting for 
those in violation of ORS 449.845 or OAR, Chapter 340, Sections 
24-005 through 24-045. The owner should be notified of the 
vehicle's condition and whether or not it would pass the emis­
sion control criteria. In order to de-bug the inspection pro­
gram and to establish base conditions, a ~ertificate of com­
pliance would be issued to all vehicles inspected and required 
upon renewa 1 of registration. During this i ntroc\11ctory year of 
operation, intensive public and service industry education pro­
grams should be undertaken. Compliance with the emission con­
trol criteria would be required during the second and subsequent 
years of program operation. 

G. Public Owned Vehicles 

The Technical Advisory Committee recommends that publicly 
m·med vehicles be required to comply with the emission control 
criteria during the first year of program operation. 



H. !1ispection System 

The CoMnittee has not yet been able to unanimo11sly agree 
on the approach which should be used for the inspection system. 
Three basic approaches have been considered separately or incom­
bination for non-fleet vehicle inspection. These are: 

Government (state or county) ovmed and operated inspec­
t·ion stations. 

A franchised system of inspection stations quite similar 
to a state-operated syste1~. 

The licensing of private garages at which both inspection 
and repair could be undertaken. 

Various combinations of these systems have been considered 
including the use of licensed garages in combination with state or 
franchised mobile ·inspection stati0ns. The Committee recognizes 
and has discussed the interaction of the inspection system, the 
inspection test, program and repair cost, as well as educational 
needs; and the majority has concluded that state-o\'lned anrl operated 
inspection stations \·1ould be the most practical and effective in­
spection syster1. The Committee therefor0 recommends adoption of 
this procedure, continqent upon receipt of ferleral funding (Sec­
tion 210, Clean Air Act of 1970, does authorize such funds.) 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Files 
From: William P. Jasper, Associate Engineer 
Subject: Motor Vehicle Inspection Program--County Designations 

Date: June 29, 1972 

SUMMARY: 

Adoption of a moto'r vehicle emission control program 
in the Portland area, affecting the Counties of Multnomah, Clacka­
mus, and Washington will affect approximately 85% of the gasoline­
powered motor vehicles which operate in the Portland central area. 
Over 500,000 vehicles could be affected

1 
representing almost 40~£ of 

the re9istered passenger vehicles in the State of Oregon. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
A major division of ORS 481.190(HB1067) affecting the 

Department and the Commission is the requirement for designation 
of counties in which a motor vehicle inspection program is to 
be established. The work outlined in the implementation plan indi­
cates that the areas having the potential for exceeding ambient air 
standards due to excessive automotive emissions are areas of high 
vehicle density; and only greater control of CO than now in effect 
is needed in these areas.* These by their nature are the metro­
politan areas. Table l lists the counties in the State, their 
populations, vehicle populations, vehicle densities, and annual 

*As outlined in the Implementation Plan, auto exhaust emissions 
other than CO are ''under control''. 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 
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vehisle miles. Tables II, III, IV and V give the same infor­

mation, but only for the top 10 counties in each category. 

Table VI has divided the state into its five air 
quality control regions, and within the state the only region 
with CO levels in excess of ambient standards is the Portland 
Interstate Region. The Portland region is divided into three 
regional authorities and in this region the only area with 
Carbon Monoxide levels above ambient levels is the CHAPA area, 
Figure 1, notably the Portland commercial area. Continuous monitoring 
data from l.RAPA, Table VII, shows that in 1971 ambient levels 
for CO were not exceeded, and ~iith Eugene (Lane County) being 
more populous with more registered passenger cars than Salem 
(Marion County), neither of these areas need be prime targets for 

CO emission control strategies. In addition, traffic count data 
indicate that traffic flows in comparable areas are larger for 

Eugene than Salem.* 

Emissions from automobiles are declining as new car 
exhaust emission controls are imolemented, therefore areas 
meeting federal ambient air standards should continue to com­

ply with these standards, as far as automotive emissions are 
concerned. Contro 1 of automotive CO emi ss i ans should then 
center in the C\'//\PA region, since this area has the greatest 
population, vehicle registration, vehicle density, and a his­
tory of exceeding the federal CO ambient air standard. Port­
land, in the CWAP/\ region, is projected to continue to exceed 
these standards through 1978, even with the new car controls. 

The Implementation Plan. (Appendix 1) calls for a com­
prehensive auto control technique including emission control and 

traffic control strategies., Since it is necessary to meet esta­
bl.ished ambient levels by 1975, an area which exceeds a level 

*Eugene- Franklin Blvd. ( 20-003) 23, 111 1970 ADT 
Salem-East Center St. (24-018) 12,622 1970 ADT. 

I 
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(CO} due to a specific source (motor vehicles) should not be 
left uncontrolled. ORS 481.190 requires a county wide designa­
tion of an em·ission control area. 

Any program for control of CO emissions in the CHAPA 
area 1vould require emission control of motor vehicles. The 
CHAPA area is formed from four counties in the Portland area, 
Clackamas, Columbia, Multnomah and Hashington. In addition, 
the contigious counties on Multnomah (Portland) also include 
Hood River County and Cl ark County, Hash"ington. In order to 
properly access an effective control area, the following crit­
eria are set forth as being prime considerations for county de­
signations (under ORS 481.190): 

l. Counties where ambient levels exceeded. 
2. Counties which contribute to excess CO levels. 

From the first criteria, Multnomah County should be 
included since it is in this county that high CO levels are re­
corded. Mo data is available which indicates that any other 
county in the state exceeds the ambient standards on CO. 

In applying the second criteria several considerations 
are involved: 

1. Trans-county line traffic. 
2. Amount of other-county residents and their auto­

mobiles going to areas of high CO levels. 
3. Purpose and times of trans-county traffic. 
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TRANS-COUNTY LINE TRAFFIC 

To aid in this evaluation, Figure 2 was developed. 
This figure shows average daily traffic across county lines. 
This is tvm-way traffic and summarizing individual county con­
tributions across the Multnomah line: 

County % of Trans-County Traffic 

Clackamas County 
Clark County, Wash. 
Columbia County 
Hood River County 
Wa.shington County 

AREA CONTRIBUTIONS 

23.5 

25.7 

2.9 

3.7 
43.9 

Several methods are available for gaging .the effect 
of one county on another. As a large percentage o.f traffic is 
commuter directed, records on employers and employees should 
give an indication of commuter potential. The f0llmving data 
was obtained from HRD, Employment Department, Portland: 

No. People Working 1 No. People Who Reside2 
in Respective Coun- in Res~ective Counties 

County ties in 1969 & Are mployed in 1970 

Multnomah 307,900 228,000 

\1ashington 49,200 64,800 

Clackamas 44,100 63,800 

Columbia 8,000 10,000 

Clark 40,600 47,000 

1. Source--JiRD, Portland, Study 1969 
2. Source--HRD, Portland, 1970 U. S. Census 
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This table indicates that Multnomah County is the prime 
area of employment opportunity and that at least 80,000 workers 
must cross county lines to go to their jobs in Multnomah County. 

Tax records also give an indication of the employment 
in the Portland metro area: 

1969 OREGOM STATE INCOME TAX FILI'IGS 

County Number of Returns Percent 

Clark, Wash. 12 ,804 3.6 
Multnomah 223,257 63. l 
Clackamas 55,871 15 .8 
wa·shi ngton 52,511 14.8 
Columbia 9,247 2.6 
TOTAL 353,690 

These figures give a good. estimation of the total contri­
bution of out-of-state (Clark County, .Washington) workers on the 
greater Portland area emp·loyment picture, and thus on traffic. 

Attached in Appendix II is data supplied by Deleuw, 
Cather and Company from a downtown parking study survey con­
ducted November, 1970. A summary of the data indicating county 
of origin of parked autos is shown in Table VIII. 

TRAFFIC COUNTS 

Traffic counts (Appendix III) and estimating the effect 
of out-of-state vehicles are tools that are used to determine the 
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effect of the non-Multnomah County traffic on the Portland 
commercial area, (and non-Oregon vehicles). Table IX shovis' 
the effect of out-of-state vehicles on various routes into the 
city. From these data, and the traffic tables an estimated 
10,000 ADT in the Portland commercial area are due to out-of­
state vehicles. These are also an estimated 3,500 ADT through 
the trips, or a to ta 1 of 13, 500 ADT. This is about 5% of the 
over-all traffic. The tax figures and the Deleuw, Cather and 
Company study tend to confirm this figure. 

Traffic contribution from trucks and buses account 
for another 3 1/2 - 5% of the traffic through the commercial 
area. Again these figures are from the traffic volume tables. 

Traffic in the core area has been estimated as 469,000 
ADT (1970), and assuming a fairly uniform distribution over the 
core and general commercial areas, this gives 445,000 ADT due to 
gasoline-powered vehicles. With the 13,500 vehicles classified 
as out-of-state and through vehicles this leaves 97% of the gaso­
line powered vehicles as Oregon registered vehicles. 

The contribution from Columbia County is defined as 
4,000 auto ADT to the commercial area, and Hood River as 
5,000 auto ADT to the commercial area. Columbia County then 
accounts for 1 ess than l '.6 ( .89%) and Hood River County just 
over 1% (1.12%) or a total of 2%. As the total contribution from 
these counties is less than the out-of-state vehicles, and these 
counties do not have a CO "problem", these vehicles can be 
omitted from a control program without a significant program im­
pairment to a Portland area emission control program. 

j' 



-7-

The following classes of vehicles represent about 15% 
of the gasoline-powered vehicles in the Portland commercial area 
which are omitted from a mandatory emission inspection program 
because of lack of authority or insignificance. 

Out-of-state Vehicles (Passenger) 3-5% 
Columbia & Hood River County (Passenger) 2% 
Through Vehicles & Vehicles from 

Outside CHAPA Area* 8% 

Then, 85% of the gasoline-powered vehicles in the area 
would be due to traffic originating in Multnomah, Clackamas, 
and Hashington Counties. Essentially all Washington County traffic, 
crossing the Multnomah-Washington co11nty line; passes through 
or to the Portland commercial area. This represents 25% of 
Portland cornmerci a 1 area traffic. Clackamas County contributes 

an estimated 6-14% to the Portland commercial districts. The 14% 

is arrived at by assuming all vehicles trips go through the Portland 
commercial area, and the six percent figure by assuming that of all 

Clackamas County originated ADT's only 30,000 (65% West side, 35% 
East side) go to and/or through the commercial area. The DeLeuw, 
Cather and Company study estimates total Clackamas County automobile 
contribution at greater than 12% for the CBD. And by balance, Mult­
nomah County has the remaining ADT's (50%) Summarizing: 

Out-of-state Cars 
Columbia & Hood River 
Through & Outside Area 
Clackamas 
Washington 
Multnomah 

' 

3-5% 
2% 
8'L ,, 

6-14% 

20-25% 
50% 

I 
! 
j, 

I 

I 
I 
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BASE COUNTIES EMISSION INSPECTION 

If Multnomah County alone were the only county de­
signated as a controlled county under ORS 481.190, 50% of the 
vehicles contributing to the high levels of CO would be subject 
to regulation and control. If other combinations of counties 
were chosen the percent of vehicles affected are shown on Table X 
and Figure 3. For a tri-county program 85% of the vehicles in 
the Portland central area v1ould be regulated. 

For maximum control of CO from automobiles for the 
Portland area with the minimum number of designated counties; a 
three-county designation of Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington· 
County is preferred. As shown in Table X, increases in number of 

counties above this level does not appreciably affect the per­
centage and number of cars which can be considered to be con­
tributing to the levels of CO in the Portland.area. 

The traffic count figures were used to estimate the 
non-Multnomah County traffic in the Portland commercial area, 
with the work from Deleuw, Cather and Company tax and employment 
information being used to supplement and complement. 

It is difficult, even with all these sources, to esta­
blish the exact location by county of origin of all other Oregon 
passenger vehicles. Lacking this information no other county in 
the state can be significantly established as contributing to 
levels of CO above the ambient in Portland. 

NUMBER OF VEHICLES AFFECTED 

A program requiring vehicle emission inspections could 
affect over 500,000 vehicles in the tri-county area or almost 40% 
of the registered passenger vehicles in the state. Such a compre­
hensive program, together with the traffic control measures outlined 
in the Implementation Plan, would continue in Oregon's effort to 
meet the ambient air standards by 1975. 



TABLE I 

STATE AND COUNTY 

Populations, Motor Vehicle Populations, and Vehicle Densities 

Population Passenger Car Vehicle Density 1970 Annual Vehicle 
Count.}'. & District No. (1970 Census) Registration (1971) Vehicle/sq. mi. Miles in Millions 

District 1 
Clatsop 28,473 16,561 33.8 181 
Til-lamook 18,034 11 ,219 10.0 165 

District 2 
Clackamas l 66 ,088 95,223 50.3 807 
Columbia 28,790 17,590 42.5 141 

· Multnomah 554,668 331,488 725.4 2,683 
Washington 157 ,920 100,673 140.6 703 

District_ 3 
Mar1on 151,309 92,183 78.5 951 
Polk 35,349 19,555 27.6 239 
Yamhill 40,213 25,502 35.7 233 

District 4 
Benton 53. 776 28,244 42.3 238 
Lincoln 25,755 16,287 16. 3 232 
Linn 71,914 44,102 19.2 657 

District 5 
Lane 215,401 134,360 29. l 1,345 

District 6 
Douglas 71,743 47,768 9.4 862 

District 7 
Coos 56,515 35,495 21.8 303 
Curry 13,006 9.,263 5.7 99 

~is-trict 8 --- ---------

Jackson 94,533 64,717 23.0 610 
Josephine 35,746 26,624 lfl.4 300 

District 9 
Hood River 13, 187 9.,655 18.0 128 
Sherman 2 '137 1,564 1. 9 58 
Wasco 20, 133 13,568 5.7 208 

District 10 
Crook 9,985 7,304 2.4 69 
Deschutes 30,442 22,708 7.4 217 
Jefferson 8,548 6,522 3~6 102 

District 11 
Klamath 50,021 34,584 5.6 377 
Lake 6,343 5,480 0.7 73 

District 12 
Gilliam 2,342 1,435 1.1 70 
Grant 6,996 4,438 l.O 75 
Morrow 4,465 3,000 1.5 73 
Umatilla 44,923 29,885 9 .. 2 324 
Wheeler 1,849 1. 164 0.7 21 

District 13 
Baker 14,914 10,572 3.4 133 
Union 19,377 12,651 6.2 123 
Wallowa 6,247 3,912 1.2 42 

District 14 
Harney 7,215 4,307 0.4 89 
Malheur 23,169 15,653 1.6 191 

County Total 1,305,256 
Out-of-state 4,885 
Publicly 01"1ned 

GRANO TOTAL 2,091,385 1,310, 141 13.5 13, 125 



TABLE II 
10 MOST POPULUS COUNTIES, POPULATION, VEllICLE DENSITIES 

County 

1. Multnomah 
2. Lane 
3. Clackamas 
4. Washington 
5. Marion 
6. Jackson 
7. Linn 
8. Douglas 
9. Coos 

10. Benton 

Population 1~70 Census 

554,668 
215,401 
166,088 
157 ,920 
151,309 
94,533 
71,914 
71,743 
56,515 
53,776 

TABLE III 

Vehicle Density (vehicles/mi2) 

725.4 
29. l 
50.3 

140.6 
78.5 
23.0 
19.2 
9.4 

21.8 
42.3 

10 COUNTIES WITH HIGHEST VEHICLE REGISTRATION, VEHICLE 8ENSITIES 

County 

]. Multnomah 
2. lane 
3. Has hi ngton 
4. Clackamas 
5. Marion 
6. Jackson 
7. Douglas 
8. Linn 

. 9. Coos 
10. Klamath 

1971 Passenger Car Registration Vehicle Density 

331,488 725.4 
134,360 29. l 
·100,673 140.6 

95,223 50.3 
92, 183 78.5 
64,717 23.0 
47,768 9.4 
44, 102 19.2 
35,495 21.8 

.34,584 5.6 

TABLE JV 
TOP TEN COUNTIE~ Itl VEHICLE OENSITY 

County 

1. Multnomah 

Vehicle Density (v/m2) 

725.4 
2. Washington 
3. Marion 
4. Clackamas 
5. Columbia 
6, Benton 
7. Yamhill 
a. Clatsop 
9. Lane 

10. Polk 

TABLE V 

140.6 
78.5 
50.3 
42.5 
42.3 

. 35. 7 
33.8 
29.l 
27.6 

TOP TEN COUNTIES IN ANNUAL VEHICLE MILES 

County 

1. Multnomah 
2. Lane 
3. Marion 
4. Douglas 
5, Clackamas 
6, \./ashington 
7. Linn 
8. Jackson 
9, Klamath 

10. Umatilla 

Annual Vehicle 
Miles in Millions 

2,683 
l ,345 

951 
862 
807 
703 
657 
610 
377 
324 

(v/m2) 



TABLE VI 

All QUALITY CONTROL REGIONS - VEHICLE DENSITIES 

I ~ 

Population Vehicle Popu- Vehicle Density ' 
' 

Region (and Districts) ( 1970) lation (1971) Vehicle/sg. mi. 

Portland Interstate Air 1,475,428 888,920 63.9 
Quality Control Region (Ore.) 

Columbia-Willamette Air 907,466 544,974 145.6 
Pollution Authority 

Mid-Willamette Valley 352,561 209,586 37.7 l 
I Air Pollution Authority ; 

Lane Regional Air Pollu- 215,401 134,360 29. 1 
I tion Authority 
I 

Northwest Air Quality 72,262 44,067 14.9 I 
I 

Control Region ' 

I Central Air Quality Con- 140,796 101,385 3.9 
tro l Region I 
Eastern Air Quality Con- 131 ,497 87,017 2. 1 t 
trol Region 

I 
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Month 

I January 
February 
March ----·-· 
81!.i:. i l 
May 

1June 

;J_u_l)'. 

£1uqust 
Seotember 
\pctober 
November 
December 

TABLE VII 

Continuous Air Monitoring from 
Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority 

1971 

CARBON MON OX IDE 

·--,--·- 3 .. 
. __ l_Houi:_ J!ii~/~ ) 8 Hour 

,~ 3 
(mg/J1 ) 

Max. Aver. Monthly Aver. Max. Aver Monthly Aver 

3.4 
4.6 
l.7 

5.8 
5.8 
5.2 
7.5 
9.2 

12. 7 
16 .1 
l 0 .4 

1.5 2.0 l.2 
l.3 3.3 l.O ·->------·--

l.3 l.7 1.0 -

3.3 4.4 2.4 
2.7 3.2 2.0 
3. l 4.0 2.3 
3.8 6.0 3.0 
5 .1 5.0 3.2 
6.4 7.7 4.3 

I 
7.8 9.9 4.8 
5.7 6.4 3.0 

National Ambient Air Quality Standard 

· l hour average (maximum) 40 mg/M3 

8 hour average (maximum) 10 mg/M3 

' 
1. Continuous Air Monitoring Station 

Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority Bldg. 

2. Continuous Air Monitoring Station 
11th at llillamette Street, Eugene 

24 Hour (mg/M") 
.Max. Aver Monthly Aver. 

l .6 0.9 
_2.3 0.8 

l.5 0.8 

4 .1 . 2 .o 
2.4 l.6 
3.4 2.0 I 

4.5 2.5 
4 .1 2.6 
6.5 3.3 
5.7 3.5 
5. 1 2.8 

j 

1' 



TABLE VI II 

ORIGIN Of TRIPS 11~ THE PORTLANU CENTRi\L BUSINESS DISTRICT 

Summary of Data from Deleuw, Cather and Company 
(November 1970) 

A L L T R I p s 

Count~ of Origin Percent 

Multnomah 59.48 
Clackamas 12.35 
Washington 16. 53 
Clark (via-sh.) 2.57 
Other 9.07 

H 0 R K T R I P S ( 0 N L Y l 
County of Origin Percent 

Multnomah 59.22 
Clackamas 13. 51 
Washington 18.33 
Clark (Wash.) 2.77 
Other 6 .17 

. r 



TABLE IX 

TRAFFIC COUNTS AS A MEASURE OF VEHICLE 
IMPACT ON THE PORTLAND COMMERCIAL AREA 

(Compiled from Traffic Volume Tables & Traffic Count Summary Sheets) 
1970 

Out-of-State 
location Total Oregon Vehicles Passenger ·Heavy Ve hi cl es 

Interstate 69200 l\DT 29700 ( 4.3. 2%) 33700 (48.7%) 5600 (8.1%) 
Bridge 

One Mile After 48000 ADT 20700 (43%) 23000 (48.7%) 3900 (8.1%) 
Bridge 

Minnesota Traf- 67800 ADT 46000 ( 67. 9%) 15600 (23%) 6200 (9.1%) 
fie Counter 

·Morrison 36000 ADT 32000 ( 89. 2~n 2000 (5.7%) 1980 (5.5%) 
Bridge 

Banfield Traf- 92000 ADT 84000 (91.4%) 4400 (4.8%) 4400 (4.8%) 
fie Counter 

Baldock Traffic 69000 ADT 60000 (87 .1%) 3500 (5.0%) 5500 (7.9%) 
Counter 

At Salem 22000 ADT - 2000 



TABLE X 

VEHICLES AFFECTED FOR DIFFERENT 
DESIGNATED COUNTIES OF EMISSION CONTROL 

Designated Counties 

Multnomah Only 

Multnomah and Clackamas 

Multnomah and Washington 

Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington 

Multnomah, Clackamas, Washington 
and Columbia 

Multnomah, Clackamas, Washington 
Columbia and Hood River 

·----~--·-·-------. ·.,,-··--.----,.__,,._.--.-,,,,,.,c-:,_-,-,...,_~,,,,-=-co·-o ~---- ---- -,,.,..,, 

Percent of Vehicles 
in Portland Commercial 

area affected 

50% 

60% 

75% 

85% 

86% 

87% 

.No. Passenger Ve­
hicles Affected 1971 

331488 

426711 

432161 

527384 

544974 

554629 
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Figure l 

Continuous Air Monitoring Station 
718 W. Burnside, Portland 

National Ambient Air Quality Standard 

l hour average (maximum) 40. mg/M3 

8 hour average (maximum) 10 mg/M3 

CARBON MONOXIDE 

JFMAMJJASOND J FMA 

1972 

'GI I Im II ma I m1I I Maximum· 
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FIGURE 2 
TRA fIC ACROSS MULTNOMAH COUNTY BOUNDARY 

AVERAGE DAILY TOTAL (ADT) 

Columbia 
County 
8000 (2.9%) 

Clark County 
Washington 

69200 (25.7%) 

Washington 
County 

,, Multnomah 
11 County 

II A. 
117850 ( 43. 9%) 

l''r--1------'< 
•' 

ii 

Clackamas 
County 
63,250 (23.5%) 

TRAFFIC COUNTS 

Multnomah-Columbia 
8000 ADT U. S. 30 

Hood River-Multnomah 
10000 ADT I-SON 

Washington-Multnomah 
32800 ADT I-5 
24000 ADT Barbur Boulevard 
50200 ADT U. S. 26 & ORE 8 
6100 ADT Barnes Road 

4-7000 AOT Thompson Road 

Clark-Multnomah 
69200 ADT I-5 

Clackamas-Multnomah 
14000 ADT U. S. 26 
30200 ADT U. S. 99E 

2550 ADT ORE. 212 
16500 ADT ORE. 34 

Hood River 
County 
10000 (3. 7%) 
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Figure 3 

A Bar Graph Indicating the Possible Numbers 
of Vehicles in Portland Commercial area Affected by 
Vehicle Inspection for Various County Designations 
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APPENDIX I 

REFERENCES TO STATE OF OREGON CLEAN AIR ACT IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

1. Introduction 

2. ·Legal Authority Regarding Inspection 
and Testing of Motor Vehicles 

3. Transportation Control Measures 

4. Measures to Reduce Emissions of 
Carbon Monoxide, Nitrogen Oxide, 
and Hydrocarbons 

5. Motor Vehicle Inspection Program 

6. Transportation Control Measures 
City of Portland 

7. Review and Approval of Parking 
Facilities and Highways, in Urban Areas 

8. Adequacy of the Control Strategy for 
Carbon Monoxirle, Hydrocarbons, Nitrogen 
Oxides, and Photo Chemical Oxidant 

9. Motor Vehicle Inspection an·ct Maintenance 

10. Transportation and Traffic Control Measures 

11. Summary of Emission Reduction Alternatives 



App EN a:r x I I 

1. Letter and Tables from Deleuw, Cather & Company 

2. Zip Code Map 



DE LEUW, CATHER & COMPANY 
CONSUL TING ENGINEERS 

CHICAGO NEW YORK 

Mr. William Jasper 
Associate Enfi i neer 

1500 S.W. FIRST AVENUE 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97201 

AREA CODE 503 224-4000 

SAN FRANCISCO 

June 12, 1972 

Department of Environmental Qua! ity 
1234 S. W. Morrison Sheet 
Port! and, Oregon 97205 

Subject: Downtown Pedestrian Interview 

Dear Mr. Jasper: 

Enclosed for your information are copies of Tables 18 and 20, containing the home 
zip code of people interviewed at selected buildings in Downtown Portland. These 
tables are being sent to you in accordance with your request by telephone on 
June 12, 1972. 

Table 18 indicates the home zip code by mode of travel to Downtown. The first 
row of each column indicates the number of people; the second row is a percent 
by columns; and the third row is a percent in the horizontal direction. Table 20 
indicates the home zip code by mode of travel to. Downtown for work purposes only. 
The same table format is used in Table 20 as in Table 18. 

The information contained on these tables was obtained by passing out postcard 
questionnaires to approximately 37 ,000 people of some 67 ,000 people entering 
27 buildings located in the Central Business District of Downtown Portland. Some 
13 ,000 questionnaires, or 32 per cent of those distributed, were returned and 
usable. 

J' hope this information will be sufficient for your work dealing with Clackamas 
County and if you have any questions concerning the interpretation of these tables, 
please call me at your convenience. 

CHB:js 
encl. 

cc: Mr. Donald Bergstrom 

Sincerely, 

D~UW, CATHER .. & COMPANY 

u-1! ;()I) ao=l 
Carl H. Buttke 
Chief Transportation Engineer 
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BROOKLYN STAT~ON 
Nos. 42001-4Z999 

JENNINGS LCC3E BR. 
Ncs. G7001-G79S9 

OAK GRG-'/E CR. 
Ncs. 6SG01-62999 
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A P P E N D I X I I I 

SUMMARY OF TRAFFIC COUMT DATA 

1. Description and Use of "Traffic Volume 
Tables" 

2. Map Outlining Freeway Contributions 
into the Portland Commercial Area 

3. Traffic Count Summary Sheets (ExaMple) 
and Traffic Volume Tables (Example) 

' ' 



The "Traffic Volume Tables" are compiled by the 
State Highway Division to reflect traffic volumes on major roads 
around the state. In using these tables to obtain the effe~t 
of out of Multnomah County traffic increases and decEeases in 
ADT (overage daily traffic) were noted for the major trans­
Multnoma h County routes. These data were augmented by a closer 
analysis of Traffic County summary sheets. 

Where Figure 2 of the report can be directly computed 
from the tables, Figure Appendix 111-1 on the other hand is 
derived from hourly and direction counts as made in Traffic 
Count ' Summary sheets. Exerpts from each type of summary are 
attached. 

It is interesting to compare the relative magnitude 
of contributions as measured by different sources. Figure Ap­
pendix 111-2 and Table Appendix 111·-/\ compare the effects by 
county of cars to the Portland commercial area (a more general 
area) \'lith results obtained by Deleuw, Cather and Company (Appendix 
II) for the Portland Central Business District. Generally the 
findings compare quite v1ell, and show the importance of a tri~ 
county inspection program to effect the greater number of vehicles. 

The study was done using the 1970 Traffic Volume Tables. 
Since that time the 1971 Tables have become available. Comparison 
of the two tables indicate that while total traffic has increased, 
the relative contributions have remained fairly consistent. 



TABLE APPENDIX I II-A 

A COMPARISON OF THE RESULTS OF THO APPROACHES TO MEASURE THE 
CONTRIBUTION OF VEHICLES BY COUNTY ON THE PORTLAND COMMERCIAL AREA. 

County 

Clark 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Other 

Contribution of Vehicles 
in the Portland Commercial 
Area as Measured by Traf­
fic Count Data 

3-'5% 

6-14% 

50% 

20-25% 

8% 

Contribution of Vehicles 
in the Portland Business 
Distrtct by Zipcode Per­
sonal Survey (DeLeuw Cather) 

2.5% 

12.4% 

59.5% 

16. 5% 

9.1% 



FIGURE APPENDIX III-1 

FLOW OF VEHICLES ON THE PORTLAND FREEWAY SYSTEM 
from 6 a.m. to 11 a.m.-Nov. 1970 

Interstate Bridge 

3478 ~ 3193 
5716 ,i, f' 1343 

14165 ' 6746 

' ' 

' ' 
' . ' Minn 

Vista Tunnel 

N. Salem I-5 

2aoo· , 
2760 

I 

~/ 

5050 
909 

8425 

KEY: 
Numbers at points 
represent: 
1. Oregon pas­
senger cars; 
2. Out-of-state 
passenger cars; 
3. Total vehicle 
count. 
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Ji file 
Post 

X6.56 

XG.24 

X5.63 

X4.97 

X4.22 

X3.73 

X3.25 

X2.76 

X2.26 

X0.57 
X0.09 

0.32 
1.04 
2.00 
2.29 

3.17 

4.33 
4.97 
5.18 

5.98 

6.67 
7.89 

8.41 
9.62 

10.25 

11.33 

12.02 
15,58 
17.83 

20.94 

1970 

TR.i\FFIC VOLUIVIES ON PRIMARY AND SECONDARY STATE HIGHWAYS 

Location Description 

PACIFIC HIGHWAY NO. 1 

1970 
ADT 

All Vehicles 

IViile Post indicates distance from Columbia River 
Highway !-SON, in Portlcnd 

\IVashington-Oregon State Line, Interstate 
Bridge Automatic Recorder ...... _., .... 69,200 

0.20 mile north of Pacific Highway East 
(US99E) ............................ 70,800 

0.51 mile south of Pacific Highway East 
(US99E) ............................ 49,200 

0.48 n1l!e south of U-xing Pacific 
Highvvay West (US99\N) ................ 43,100 

0.20 1nile north of Northeast Portland 
Highway (US30 By) ................... 4-9,600 

0.29 1nile south of f>Jortheast Portland 
Highway (US30 By) ................... 60,400 

Minnesota Freeway Automatic Recorder, 
0,23 mile north of N. Killingsworth 
Street Interchange ....... , ..... , ...... 67 ,900 

0.26 mile south of N. Killingsworth 
Street Interchange .................... 64,600 

0.30 mile south of N. Going Street 
Interchange ........ , ....• , .......... 80,700 

0-xing, N. E. Holladay Street .... , •.... , , . 81,400 
U-xing, Burnside? Bridge ... , ......... ,,.,. 51,500 
U-xing, S. E. Morris.on Street Bridge ........ 72,400 
Marquarn Bridge Auton1atic Recorder .... , , . 77,500 
0.60 mile south of Stadium Freevvay (1-405) .. 60,200 
0.10 mile south of rJ\acadan1 and Hood 

Avenue connections .... , , ........... , . 67,800 
Iowa Street Automatic Recorder, 0.51 mile 

south of Corbett Avenue connection ... , .. 69,000 
0.10 mile south of T erwi\ligcr Blvd. U-xing . . . 60,700 
0.10 mile south of Multnomah Blvd. U-xlng , . 53,900 
0.10 mfle south of Spring Garden Road 

U-xing ............................. 49,900 
0.10 mile south of Taylors Ferry Rood 

connection ........... , ..... , , , .... , , 50,500 
0.30 mile south of Capitol Highway ....... , 47 ,BOO 
0.30 mile south of Pacific Highway West 

(US99W) at Tigard Junction ......... , ... 33,800 / 
0.30 mile south of Haines Road .......... , . 32,BOO 
0.40 mile south of Bi;:averton-Tigard Hvvy. 

(ORE 217} .......................... 37,800 
0.10 mile south of Upper Boones Ferry 

Road U-xing , ...... , ..... , . , ......... 35,300 
0.30 mile south of Lciwer Boones Ferry 

RoadO-x;ng ·······················'· 31,700 <· 
0.10 mile south of Nyberg Road ...... , , ... 27,900 
0.30 mite south of Stafford Road , . , ..... , . 26,900 
0.30 mile south of \l\lilsonvi!!e-Oregon 

City Road ............... : ........... 26,600 X 
0.20 mile south of Buttevi!le Ro<:Jd 

Interchange {ten1porary) ... , ... , , .. , ... 22,200 

.g. 

Afile 
Post 

23.14 
29.63 

41.16 

43.23 

45.44 
47.94 

52.89 

53.10 
57.03 

58.08 
59.59 
61.94 
63.29 

64.04 
66.14 
67.62 

68.49 
73.72 

89.36 

92.65 
102.57 
106.31 

107.97 

109.27 

109.74 

128.37 
129.55 

130.65 

135.27 

135.87 

141.94 
143.76 
146.27 

Location J)cscription 

1970 
ADT 

All Vehicles 

0.40 mile south of Fargo Road Interchange ... 22,600 
0.10 mile south of Hillsboro-Silverton 

Hi.ghway (0RE214) ................... 23,400 
Chemawa Auton1atic Recorder, cit 

N. Chemavva Road Undercrossing ......... 22,800 
0.40 mile south of Pacific Highway East 

(US99E) ............................ 20,000 
0.30 mile south of Market Street ........... 21,200 
0.30 mile south of N. Santiam Highw~y 

!ORE22) ........................... 16,700 
0.50 mile south of Pacific Highway East 

(US99E) ............................ 21,900 
0.10 mile south of Sunnyside-Turner Road ... 20,900 
0.30 mi!e south of Jefferson Highway 

(North Junction) , ...... , . , ... , , , , .... 20,400 
0.20 mile south of Ankeny Hill Road , . , .... 20,400 
0.30 mile south of Talbot Road. , .......... 20,400 
0.20 mile south of Dever Road . , ...... , ... 20,400 
0.10 mile south of Jefferson Highway 

(South Junction) , ...... , ........ , .... 21,700 
0.30 mile south of Viewcrest Road •... , , , , . 21,500 
0.40 niile south of Murder Creek Interchange 21,600 
0.60 mile south of Albany-Junction City 

Highway (US99E) .................... 14;400 
0.30 mile south of Santiam Highway {US20) , . 15, 100 
0.40 mile south of Corvallis-Lebanon 

Highway (ORE34) ........ , ............ 14,500 
Bond Butte Automatic Recorder, 4.52 miles 

south of Halsey-Sweet Home Highway 
(ORE228} .......................... 14,100 

0.30 mile south of Diamond Hill Road ...... 14,400 
0.30 mile south of Coburg-East Road ....... 15,700 
0.35 mile south of Belt Line Road 

Interchange ............. , ...... , , . . . 17 ,300 
.0.50 mile south of Eugene-Springfield 

Highv.Jay (l-105} ...................... 13,900 
0.10 1nife south of Pacific Highway West 

(US99WI ........................... 23,400 
0.30 mile south of Glenwood Interchange, ... 21,900 

Equation: M.P. 109.96 = M,P.127.00 

0.20 mile north of 30th Avenue U-xing. 16,600 
0.40 mite north of V~illamette Highway 

(ORE58) ........................... 22,900 
0.70 mile sou1h of \!Villamette Highway 

(0RE58) ........................... 15,700 
0.30 mile north of Springffefd-Creswe!l 

Highway ............................ 15,900 
· 0.30 mile south of Springfield-Creswell 

Highway ............................ 14,GOO 
0.30 rnile south of S<iginaw Interchange .... , 14,900 
0. 10 mile south of Cottage Grove Interchange . 11,300 
0.10 mile south of Lonc!on Road Interchange. 10,400 

f 
i 
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DEQ 4 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO 

H. M. Pa'.;terson D ate: Fe bruar;f ~-, 1971 

From~ Ro.n 1Ivuseho~d01· 

Subject2 An Estimation of t}1e l{v.ihb·~rlJ of Oregon .\ut:oi:-1ubiles :811tering Regional Areas 

~.he. purpose oI this stu.Jy i·tas to obt.:ai11 an estimation of the· nuz11b0rB of Creson 
au.tornobiles wh.ich lf..O.'.Y bu vp2r:_tt0d witl1in ccrt.::.i11 c0·:.1nties cf t!!e .'.:ltD.to a11J :rot· 
not re-gio'cereJ. i11 thoue cot.1.2.1tieo., 'Il1io i11i'or;,ntion is of vo.lue ~,rl1cn pro_posals 
for E::J"tGi11g enU . .ssion co .. 1t1~01 crit.d:ri.·:.i. on 1Jot,)r v2i1iclos .Ln ::::;p.Jcific t;oog2~apl1ic 
a:i.."e~~.i.3. :).:,;;: b:~iEt~:; C0)2.13id,)I'·3d,. 

'111·:'! tocJu.i:i.q;..i~~ uo·:::d '.'lU.:J to ta.l~c t;10 tra.:,:fic co·~L"'lt dJ.t.o.. of t}13 C;,:·el:-:;on .State !Iigh\vay 
Div:Lsion - '~'1'a.'..:~.fi·c Vo1d11e To.blt~.s .for 1969 ~ 0~1 :!l:ijor ro.~c1.s c~0.s"sinr; t110 boundaries 
of tb_c s1;iecified al"'ea., On roads· v,ritl1 permanent recorder stations, trucks and 
out~oi'~:J ~,::i.-C..Q .:.iut::;~.1') bi.~L2G :.hJi:'.J c~.(.clud(Jd f:rc.:;c tb.e traf f:t c c :r: .. e1t.. 1,~11~re ·a P'31~1nru1ent 
J:"Gcord3l"' :..-;tation locr'.ltio11 H,:t.'3 ::.:;oi;:c diat,mce fro~;i, tl1-J ;3pccificcl b:::iund~~y, n. -(;r·affic 
cou1Tt. figure neai· tJ1e- bou.rida.r;:r wan -used D...lld fldjuate-d to exclu.de tr11clcs and out-of 
statG autowobiles.. On tl10.se roade wi tl1out a pe:cma11e:ut recorder station location, 
the f)-~o;;.,3 CGl.Ult nee-cc or 8.t the bou:ada..ry \,.as u;;e<l... It t.'<13 n.DGu;;i0d t.'n.:..i.t equal 11u.1Jbers 
of vei1icles er1tered the S~::"\,~cified o.rea a.s left, and thu13 t1.c vehicJ.e ccu.nt is one­
half the trafi'ic count"' 1i1:_rie traffic count on tl1e Inter.st~~ tc i~rid~e is not considered 
as it \Vas assumed thut the (ire[~on vehicles c1~os.sir1t:s t110 hridge had either corr1e from 
with.in the sn.;.~cified e.r-ea or were- recorded in another traffic cou:nt a.s they entored 
tl1e >.-::2_)-aci.fiod areao ,'~11 vol1iclr~s cror;sirig th~ bou11dar:l o.rc ;;i..1:.sHrned to be registered 
c:utsid.e th.e specified area., 

J'ldrninistre:Cive ,;.ree1 1/2 ~ Clackamas, Coluri1bia, t-iultnorr1a11 nnd \~ashington Counties 
(CA1J·'A): 

Number of passenger Vf>hicles ref,istered in area for period 1/1/69 to 12/31/69 -513, 2_66 

I~1:i:1b0:,: of. >:<'.?.ls.scn,~c;r ·• . .rsl15.clcs erd;c~ring area: 
,,,, _______ ...... ._._,, .. ~~---.. ---··-·-·-· .. ----·-----· ---~.,.,.. 
RecordGd Station ];.969 1':.:?.£ 

, 
Ores.c:i:. /iJ ------

36-004 10, :;-'l8 87.1 
2~·-001 5,677 811 .• 3 
24-019 21,014 76.2 
03-013 1,198 IJ~.1 
26-012 501 71+. 
26-001 9,636 67.6 
05-006 3,367 70.5 
3-'+-001 2 ,':)63 86.1 
3Lf·-004 2,210 76.4 

I+ ,_'500 
2,l+oo 
8,ooo 

500 
200 

3,300 
1,200 
1,3".lO 

9('8 
22,300 



,¥1o;c 
//29 
;~:161 
(,!1 l~Q 

1/.26 

J.'('() 

1;))0 
1~)0() 

510 

-2-

2qoo J\DT' ( B0;,iJ1drlr'\r) 

st.-:ttior~ 26=0()j ·~, ~)<),,'lj~ 0rep}1I1! 

90 
Boo 
800 
?60 

-1956 - say 2,000 

1)00 

1J:ht:refore c1-t)_::_ v infl:)·,v of O:;::--·,:t"n11 :it1t0rK, bi.1or:; into Ar~'."t:inlst:J."'n.ti ..,, .. c Area //-2 is 
3.,:-i~::i:_·oxi~-:'1. t .. <t~r ~~'.) ~ G~O<. r.c;t:LG n1~n1Qer reprcscr.d,;s ltboi1t 5;,t; of tl1e nu1nber of passenger 
vc}1icle3 .re1~~i..:s~~1")r<:d ~Lu ~.:;h.J areao Note tl1at thif_; v.:..1.lue L:-ny not be r~~ted to 
vel-1icle rn:i.l:J.<"S~ cont.rilr:.1t.ion., 

Aroa covered by Hegional Air Pollution Control Authorities (Lan.a, Benton, Liim, 
Harl.on, Poll<, Yamhill, Clackmnas, Columbia., Hultnonm.h unrl Washington Counties). 

To'cul number of passenger vehicles registered in a1•ea. for period 1/1/69-12/31/69 -

Reco:rder 
Sto.tion Code 
o)-:'.(;oz) 
34-001 
3"t...004 
26-012 
26-001 
27-001 
21--006 
20-107 
09-0llf 
10-()03 
10-007 

#102 
1J180 
t/-9 
,f~9 

#26 

AD'r 
3;f6?~ 
2963 
2210 

510 
9636 
6168 
1568 
1794 
2143 
2148 
2955 

%-~~'?}_~ 
'/0.5 
86.l. 
760 If 
74. 
67.6 
75. 11-
76,9 
61. 
74.8 
72.5 
56. 

19.69 ADT(Boun:;J~Y.L 

170 
220 

2100 
2850 

2900 ADT ( !Jo1J.ndary) 
Station 26-003 - 89.7~ Oregon 

s~2,4z1i 

.. ~~SE:00r itef-1icles :eer clay 
1,2co 
l,3'JO 

900 
200 

3,300 
2,lfOO 

600 
600 
800 
800 

2,300 
11+-;zloo 

Vehicles e'!:.!'.:01:1:.."'5 per ~ 
90 

110 
1100 
J)iOO 

1'11.erefore dDcLly inflow of Oregon automobiles 1nto the arc;a served by Regional 
Atttf.1.orit:i.CJB is approxin10.tely 20,000.. 1:f.111is i-iuxnber reprosen.t.s about 20% of the 
>:1u.raber of p~l.GDCD.ger vch.icles registered in tl1e ru"ealP N.:..ite th.u.t tJ.uliJJ -val110 
llU1.":f not b0 reln.t8d to voh:lcle 111ilrtg0 contribu.t:Lo:a.. 



APPENDIX E 

MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL PROGRAM 

INSPECTION SYSTEMS 



EMISSION CONTROL INSPECTION SYSTEM 

STATE REGULATED AND LICENSED PRIVATE STATIONS 

The use of private inspection stations which are licensed or 

regulated by a state agency has been the most common approach used by 

state governments for periodic vehicle equipment safety inspection pro­

grams. Of the 32 states with periodic vehicle equipment safety inspection 

programs, 29 make use of private inspection stations. Only 3 states use 

state owned and operated inspection stations exclusively, while Florida 

permits county governments to operate county owned inspection stations in 

lieu of private stations. The Florida Highway Patrol, however, is respon­

sible for supervising the conduct of the inspection pr,ocedures in all counties. 

States which use privately owned inspection stations require these 

stations to be certified by state agencies in order to obtain approval of 

an official inspection station. The operation is normally required to show 

compliance with. state established criteria for space and facility requirements, 

equipment, operating hours, moral character, and personnel. In some cases 

the inspection area within the garage must be used exclnsively for inspec­

tions. Generally the equipment requirements are relatively simple and 

much of it normally available in most repair facilities. The requirements 

on operating hours appear to be intended to eliminate moonlighting operations. 

In most instances the person conducting the inspection must also be certified 

and such certification may require proof of mechanical experience, attendance 
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at spec:ial training sessions or courses, or satisfactory passing of an exam-

ination. 

No state using privately owned and operated inspection stations 

currently includes a gaseous emission inspection as µart of the safety inspec-

tion program. However, the Northrop study "Mandatory Vehicle Emission 

Inspection and Maintenance", prepared under contract with the State of 

California, did investigate the use of privately owned and operated inspection 

facilities in an emission inspection program. In malting. this analysis, the. 

report assumed that the vehicles being brought in for an inspection would 

be handled in the same manner as a vehicle coming in for repair work. 

In other words, existing repair facilities would be used and no particular 

attempt made to streamline the inspection process into a lane concept. 

Based upon this assumption, inspection times using one inspector per 

vehicle were estimated as follows for four different emission control test 

procedures: 

Estimated Real Maximum No. Cars 
Test Life Time Min. Inspected per Day 

Certificate of Compliance 45 10 

Idle 30 16 

Key-Mode 30 16 

Diagnostic 45 10 

Using these estimated inspection times, and based upon a 40-

hour week and 52 work weeks per year, the maximum (100% utilization) 

number of vehicles that could be inspected in any single facility would be 
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2, 600 per year for both the Certificate of Compliance and the Diagnostic 

test; and 4, 160 per year for the Idle and Key-Mode tests. Thus, in the 

CW APA area (Administrative District #2), in which the MVD registration 

data of 8/3/72 lists 637, 469 passenger cars, 155 Idle or Key-Mode test 

inspection facilities would be required for annual testing of all registered 

passenger cars. To use the Certificate of Compllance or the Diagnostic 

test would require 245 inspection facilities. Of course, a single garage 

or station could have several inspection facilities if it so chose, and thus 

these figures may not represent the minimum number of separate inspection 

stations required; however, the figures are still representative of a minimum 

number of inspectors, inspection equipment sets, and inspection facilities 

required. 

Since these Northrop study based estimations represent only a 

minimum number of inspectors and inspection facilities required to conduct 

emission testing in state regulated and licensed private stations, it is 

necessary to use another approach to estimate the probable number of 

facilities and inspectors which may be involved in this type of an inspection 

program. One approach is to use data from those stations conducting their 

safety inspection program in private licenses stations and pro-rate by the 

number of vehicles affected. To do this, several basic and major assumptions 

or qualifying limits need be made as follows: 

1. Actual real inspection times are similar. 

2. The interest to participate in an emission ·control program 

in this state is similar to the interest in these other states, 

to participate in a safety inspection program. 
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3. The capital investment and overall operating expense or 

return will be of the same order as for a safety inspection 

program. 

Using this approach Table A was prepared from information on 

those states which operate a vehicle safety inspection program solely 

through private facilities. The minor exception being the inspection of 

publicly owned vehicles. This table shows the average number of registered 

automobiles in these states per inspection station as 575, and the correspond-

ing number per inspector is 185. As seen, the range of garages and 

inspectors involved in the programs is quite large even when restricted 

to average plus or minus a computed standard deviation. 

Table B projects, using the values obtained in Table A, various 

figures for the number of facilities and inspectors which could be involved 

in an emission inspection program in this state. The table shows figures 

for both a program restricted to Administrative District #2 (CWAPA) and 

for a state-wide program. The Northrup derived values are also shown 
I 

i 

for· reference. 

The Department of Human Resources, Employment Division, has 

provided statistics on the nm11ber of general automotive mechanics employed 

in the state. On a state-wide basis it appears that somewhat less than 

7, 200 general automotive mechanics are currently employed, with about 

3, 600 of these being employed in Administrative District #2. The Depart-

ment of Environmental Quality has estimated that a minimum of 1, 800 bona-

fide automotive repair garages operate in Oregon. Of these, approximately 

500 are located in Administrative District #2. This estimation of the 



TAGLE A 

STATE SAFETY FlSPECTIOil PROGRAM REFERE:JCE CIL~RT 
STATE REGULi\TED NID LICE"lSED PRIVATE GARAGES 

State 

P,rkansas 
Colorado* 
G2orgia 
Ha,·iaii 
Idaho 
Indiana 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
;.1aine* 
iiassachusetts 
;Hssissippi 
:·lissouri 
Uc bras ka 
i·le1·1 Hampshire* 
i·!ev.1 >1exi co 
~~c1.v York 
ilortl1 Carolina 
'lkl ahoma 
Pennsylvania* 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Utah 
lfcr~;ont* 
Virginia 
\·!est Virginia 
Wyoming 

Registered 
1;utomob i 1es1 

741,000 
l,036,000 
l ,990 ,000 

323,000 
327,000 

2,274,0QO 
1,361,000 
1,359,000 

404,000 
2,179,000 

815 ,000 
l,878,000 

678,0JO 
3%,000 
446,000 

5,837,0DO 
2,130,000 
l '185, 000 
5,030,:JOO 

4 ll>,000 
1,070,000 

291 '000 
4,950,000 

466,000 
178 ,OO'l 

l , 785 ,oon 
667,000 
151 ,000 

Inspec­
tion 

Garages2 

3,500 
l ,600 

343 
1 ,460 
3,748 
2 ,680 

944 
1,439 
3, 180 
1 ,085 
3,973 
2,250 
1,600 
1 ,365 

l 0, 700 
5,565 
3,183 

16, 152 
l ,002 
2 ,315 

808 
5,900 
l , 755 

910 
2,389 
l ,509 

650 

* States requiring·2 inspections annually 

Inspec­
tors 2 

3,573 
12, 000 

5,000 
936 

3,750 
13, 700 
6,800 
5,000 
5,0JO 
9,800 
4,368 

15, 7 49 

7,500 
.546 

40 ,000 
16 ,01}J 
12 ,000 
80,000 
3,000 
8,000 
1 ,868 

25 ,rioo 
5,000 
3,100 
7,613 
9,500 

Ref: l. A'IA 1970 /\utomobile Facts and Figures 
2. Air Pollution from :lotor Vehicles in 

the State of Oregon, Appendix G 
3. Adjusted to the number of inspections 

requi~ed annually 

Automobiles 
(Insoection 

Ga~aqes 3 

590 
l ,250 

940 
225 
610 
510 

l ,450 
560 

1 , 375 
750 
470 
300 
380 
650 
545 
380 
370 
655 
405 
460 
360 
840 
265 
390 
150 
'f45 
23') 

average 575 
·range 150-l ,450 

average + 6 
240-915 

Automobiles 
/Inspection 

Insoectors3 

210 
170 
400 
350 

90 
165 
200 
270 
160 
445 
135 
120 

30 
165 
145 
135 
l '.lO 
138 
140 
135 
155 
200 

95 
115 
470 

70 
70 

averaqe 185 
ran0e.70-470 
average ~ 8 

75-295 

State Agency 
Tota! Staff 2 

21 
13 
47 

10-l: 
38 
33 
27 
15 
65 
24 
31 
11 
19 
0 

58 
99 
40 

120 
24 
32 

134 
152 

8 
987 
16 
6 

State P.gency 
Field Staff 2 

8 
8 

30 

6 
22 
28 
18 
11 
45 
18 

9 
7 

17 
0 
3 

82 
25 
68 
12 
19 

120 
95 

8 
923 

11 
4 

.D.~CD-flE'J 9-5-72 
• ---«~ ''"''''" - - -- - ''''"""""" .. ----



I 
I 

I 

TABLE B 

STATE REGULATED AND LICENSED PRIVATE GARAGES 
ESTIMATIONS OF NUMBER OF INSPECTION STATIONS AND 

INSPECTORS INVOLVED IN AN EMISSION INSPECTION PROGRAM 

Administrative District #2 (CWAPA} 
11 I I 

Aver. Inspections 

State-Wide 

Base Assurn12tion Stations Inspectors Per Week/Station Stations Inspectors 

Average ratio from 
Table 1,100 3,450 11 

Smallest ratio from 
Table 4,250 9,100 3 

Largest ratio from 
Table 440 1,350 28 

Average -6'ratio from 
Table 2,650 8,500 5 

Average +€ratio from 
Table 700 2,150 17 

Minirnum for Key-Mode 
or Idle test from 155 155 79 
Northrup Study (facilities) 

Minimum for Certi-ficate 
of Compliance or 245 245 50 
Diagnostic test from (facilities) 
Northrup Study I 

Passenger Vehicle Registration Administrative District #2--637,468 
Passenger Vehicle Registration State-Wide----------------1,537,064 

2,750 8.300 

I 
10,700 22,900 

1,100 3,400 

6,400 20,snn 

1 ,700 5,200 

385 385 
(facilities) 

615 615 
(facilities) 

I I I I 

Aver. Inspections I 
Per Week/Station 

I 
11 

3 

27 

5 

17 

77 

48 

AQCD-DEQ/9-5-72 
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number of repair garages is based upon the number of new car dealers 

in the state - all assumed to bave repair facilities - and the number of 

businesses listed in the "Yellow Pages" of the telephone directories under 

"Automobile Repairing and Service." No specialized repair shops not 

obviously engaged in general repair or time-up work (e.g. alignment shops, 

muffler shops, radiator repair shops, etc.) are included in this estimation. 

Clearly gasoline service stations are not included unless ihe station was 

listed in a telephone directory under "Automobile Repairing and Service. " 

A similar estimation made by the Department resulted in a count of 1, 002 

gasoline service stations in Administrative District #2. 

If it is assumed that the actual inspections performed in the 

various states listed on Table A are of comparable complexity and require 

a similar length of time to complete, then an index of the inspection program 

convenient to the public may well be the ratio of vehicles to inspection 

stations and to inspectors. The smaller their ratios, the more convenient 

the inspection program would appear to be to the public, and thus presumably 

the more acceptable. If it is concluded that an inspection program in Oregon 

should achieve at least the public convenience provided by the average ratios of 

Table A, then, as shown by Table B, a state-wide inspection program would 

involve 2, 750 inspection stations and 8, 400 inspectors. Restricting the 

program initially to Administrative District #2 would reduce this number to 

1, 100 inspection stations and 3, 450 inspectors. In either case, to achieve 

these numbers it would be necessary to include as inspection stations, 

facilities not considered as repair garages in the Department survey. 

Additional persons not considered as general automotive mechanics by the 
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Employment Division would need to be included as inspectors. 

A major factor in determining the number of repair facilities 

that would participate in an inspection program is the cost of required 

equipment and training to become a licensed inspection station. The 

Department has found that such cost are relatively low in those states 

using private repair facilities for their inspection program. It appears that 

the investment costs for safety inspection equipment may only be a few 

hundred dollars. Training needs also appear quite limited due to the 

simplicity of much of the inspection process and also due to the expertise 

that the mechanics have gained in the course of their work experience. 

Unlike these safety inspection programs, an emissi.on inspection 

program using privately owned stations could require significant equipment 

investment and inspector training requirements on part of the private stations. 

The Northrop study estimated an investment cost of $10, 000 per facility 

for sophisticated idle mode inspection equipment of the type recommended 

for use in. an inspection lane. If less accurate and sophisticated equipment 

were allowed to be used, Northrop estimated that the additional idle mode 

inspection equipment cost for an existing repair facility would be between 

$1, 600 and $3, 600. The Department is of the opinion that the additional 

equipment cost for most existing repair facilities to participate in an 

idle mode inspection program would not be less than $1, 50.0. If a loaded 

test cycle procedure were established these costs could increase to the 

range of $4, 000 to $'7, 500 per facility. 
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The Northrop study estimated that the instruction time required 

for a inspector working in an idle mode inspection lane would be 87 hours 

including 27 hours of on the job training. While this may be an e'-'cessive 

amount of training for a mechanic employed by a repair facility, there 

is a general concurrence in all studies on emission inspection control pro­

grams that training needs will be substantiatial. These training require­

ments, together with the equipment cost requirements may be expected to 

eliminate many smaller facilities from participating in the inspection program. 

A third approach to estimate the number of inspection facilities 

which may be involved in an inspection program, is to base the estimation 

upon the number of licensed inspection stations in California that may be 

expected to participate in an annual emission testing program. Currently 

there are 7, 000 licensed Class A inspection stations in California which 

execute the Certificate's of Compliance upon change of vehicle ownership 

and when required by the Highway Patrol. The Northrop Corp. study 

estimated that 5, 000 of these facilities .would participate in an annual 

inspection program that reqnired a substantial upgrading of their manpower skills, 

inspection capability and equipment investment. Using this estimated number 

and developing a r·atio to the registered number of vehicles, as in the 

previous analysis, one determines that 320 inspection stations in Administrative 

District #2 and 770 stations state-wide could be expected. Note that these 

numbers are essentially twice the minimum determined for key-mode or 

idle testing from the Northrup study. Based upon the number of existing 

repair facilities, it appears reasonable that these numbers of inspection 

facilities could be obtained. 
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A factor in determining the interest of repair facilities to participate 

in an inspection program is the amount of income that could be expected by 

participating. In the Portland area, shop rates are around $10. 50 - $13. 50 per 

hour and up to $15 per hour. Service station rates are generally lower. If 

the inspection r_equires one-half hour to complete, per the Northrop study 

estimation, then to maintain their profit level from the inspection process 

alone, the inspection cost (not including the charge for the Certificate of 

Approval) would need to be in the range of $5. 00 to $7. 50. If the inspection 

charge were lower and the inspection time required not shortened, the facility 

would need to obtain additional business from inspection process to justify its 

participation. 

The Northrop study, using a reject rate of 50%, determined that the 

average repair cost to failed vehicles as ranging from $ 8.40 to $ 53. 30 

depending upon the inspection regime used._ The _average repair cost for the 

inspection regimes being considered by the Department range from approximately 

$25 to $35. Based upon a 50% reject rate, a facility inspecting 30 vehicles 

per week could expect a gross increase of about $24, 000 per year in repair 

work if the business generated were all acquired solely as a result of the 

inspection process. It should be noted that over one-half of the Northrop 

total repair cost figures were for labor charges. 

If the inspection process generated gross income were based upo_n 

the early New Jersey results, gross income could be lower than the Northrop 

derived estimations. At a reject rate of somewhat less- than 20%, New Jersey 

has reported that 86% of the required repairs cost less than $50 and 30% were 
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less than $10, based upon limited and early survey. Using a $10 rep_air cost for 

30% of the rejected vehicles, $20 for 55%, and $75 for 15%, the facility inspecting 

30 vehicles a week could expect a gross return from the generated repair work of 

about $9, 500 per year if the reject rate were held at 20%. If the reject rate were 

increased to 50% and the repair cost distribution did not change from the early 

New Jersey results, it is seen that the Northrop study and the New J"ersey results 

are in close agreement as to the total repair cost. 

The state cost of administering and supervising a vehicle inspection 

program is estimated to be the same whether the program be for safety, emission 

control, or both. Table A lists the state agency manpower requirements for various 

states using privately owned safety inspection stations. The Department has pro­

jected a total agency staff requirement of 37 for a state-wide vehicle inspection 

program and a biennial budget estimate of $1. 4 million. Restricting the inspection 

program to Administrative District #2 would reduce the agency state requirements 

to 19. 

The majority of the Department staff would be field men conducting hoth 

regular and spot investigations on the operation of the licensed inspectors and inspec­

tion stations. Because most Oregonians have only limited experience with vehicle 

inspection programs, the Department has concluded that surveillance of the 

licensed inspection station operations must be given considerable program priority 

in order to maintain public confidence in the inspection process. Also seen 

necessary is an e;...1;ensive public informational program with an office staff 

able to properly process citizen inquiries. A technical staff able to analyze 

the data acquired during the program operation and able to recommend necessary 

operational changes and updating is to be included in. the total program staff. 



EMISSION CONTROL INSPECTION SYSTEM 

EXCLUSIVE INSPECTION STATIONS 

Three states (Delaware, Florida, New Jersey) and the 

District of Columbia currently use exclusive inspection stations for 

their vehicle safety inspection program. All of these, except Florida, 

use only government operated stations. In Florida, the county 

governments are allowed to operate their own vehicle inspection 

stations or to permit the inspection program to' be. handled through 

private licensed garages. 

New Jersey has recently incorporated an ·emission inspection 

into their safety inspection procedure, and thus has become the first 

state to begin emission inspection of in-use vehicles on a periodic 

basis. · Although the New Jersey Department of Environmental 

Protection extensively studied emission test procedures that could be 

rapidly conducted with the vehicle engine under an operating condition 

load, the test incorporated into the inspection program is an idle test 

only. The Department has concluded that the primary reason the 

New Jersey agency did not adopt a loaded test cycle procedure at 

this time, was that the incorporation of an idle test procedure into 

their existing inspection program was more expeditious. 

The New Jersey safety inspection program began operation 

in 1938 and currently operates 40 inspection stations. These consist 



of one four-lane station, 10 three-lane stations, 9 two-lane stations, 

and 21 single lane stations for a total of 73 lanes in the system to 

inspect the 3. 3 million registered automobiles in New Jersey. The 

state has ordered 125 carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon testing units, 

at an approximate cost of $2. 5 million, to be added to the inspection 

station equipment. 

In Florida, Duval County is one of the counties which have 

established county government operated safety inspection stations. The 

construction cost of the 5 inspection stations, having a total of 26 

inspection lanes, was covered by the issuance of seven year revenue 

bonds. The inspection charge to the motorist is $ 3. 00, including a 

40¢ fee returned to the state to cover their cost of supervising the 

program. The county employees - 34 people on a full time basis and 

10 - 14 on a part time basis - operate the inspection program. 

Inspection requires 3! to 5 minutes and reportedly the program has 

received good public acceptance. Approximately 227, 000 vehicles are 

currently inspected. Ten working days are allowed for repair to 

reinspection and up to 30 days if parts need to be ordered. The 

stations operate a single shift during the weekend one-half day on 

Saturday. The state police make monthly checks on the program 

operation. 



The Department has reviewed the report, "Feasibility Studies 

for State Owned Vehicle Inspection Centers", prepared' by the Wisconsin 

Division of Motor Vehicles in 196 9. Wisconsin currently has no periodic 

vehicle inspection program. The inspection system favored by the 

Wisconsin DMV in these studies was the one projected to use 72 inspec­

tion centers with a total of 109 inspection lanes, 34 of which were to 

operate on a double shift. This system had an inspection capability, 

for either safety inspection alone or in combination with emission testing, 

of between 1, 777, 500 and 2, 358, 000 vehicles per year. The reports 

noted that the buildings and equipment proposed in the report were 

sufficient to inspect between 2, 943, 000 and 3, 924, 000 vehicles per year 

if all centers were fully staffed and double-shaft operated. It has been 

estimated that vehicle registration in Oregon by 1975 will be 1, 857, 000 

and by 1980 will be 2, 257, 000. 

The capital investment in the 72 centers proposal was given 

as $9, 439, 534, for a combined safety and emission testing program. 

A safety inspection program alone would have a capital cost of $ 8, 447. 634. 

If the program were administered by a new bureau (Bureau of Motor 

Vehicle Inspection), a total of 1, 161 employees were projected to be 

required. The Division is currently developing inspection proposals 

requiring less employees, however, based upon these figures an annual 

operating cost, including amortization, of $9, 568, 269 was developed for 

a combined safety and emission inspection program. If safety alone 
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were conducted, the annual operating cost was given as $9, 430. 064. 

The inspection cost per vehicle thus ranges between $4. 00 and $5. 38 

depending upon the actual number of vehicles inspected and whether 

or not the inspection included emission testing. It should be noted 

that amortization cost were based upon a 7% interest rate and 10 

year depreciation of the inspection equipment, with a 30 year deprecia­

tion. used for the buildings and site preparation. 

The Wisconsin cost figures for single lane stations capable 

of inspecting between 13, 500 and 18, 000 vehicles per year per shift 

for both safety and emissions was $77, 660, plus the cost of land. 

The cost· of a 2 lane station for both safety and emission testing was 

given as $124, 632 plus land cost. The land required for a single lane 

center was given as 300 ft. by 150 ft. and for a 2 lane center as 300 ft. 

by 161 feet. 

The Wisconsin studies held that uniformly high inspection 

standards could not be maintained if portable inspection stations or 

licensed garages were used in place of inspection centers in the low 

population areas. Those residing in these areas would need to travel 

to inspection center sites for testing. The vast majority of the car 

population in Wisconsin, however, was projected to be located within a 

30 mile radius of an inspection center. 



The projections made by the Department on the program cost 

of the 25 station emission inspection system for Administrative District 

#2 are based upon the figures derived for California by the Northrop 

Study. These values for the investment cost and operating cost of Key 

Mode (a loaded test cycle) Inspection Stations are shown in Table 1 

for stations with up to seven lanes. The Northrop study determined 

that the operating capacity of this type of station was 25, 000 registered 

vehicles per year. 

In determining location areas for the inspection centers, the 

Department adopted the basic concept that the station locations would 

be made as convenient as possible for the public and that congestion 

at each center should be minimized. Essentially, a number of small 

inspection centers are projected rather than a few large centers. The 

criteria used to establish the inspection center zones included: 

1. One inspection lane per 25, 000 registered passenger cars 

(as projected for 1975). 

2. No major geographic interferences. 

3. . Use of geographic boundaries. 

As the provisions of ORS 483. 190 require that the designation 

of an area wherein registered vehicles are required to obtain a certificate 

of approval be set by county, the county line does become a hard and 

fast boundary to an inspection zone. The remaining boundaries are set 
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Table 6-23. COST MODEL VARIABLES FOR KEY MODE UlSPECTION STATIONS(l) 

Station Type 

Cost Element Mobile l 2 3 4 5 

Investment Costs 
- Equipment (EA) 

Inspection (5 yr depr) 11,000 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 
Inspection (10 yr depr) 2,000 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000 
Inspection Support 5,000 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 
Administrative 0 l,000 1,700 2,000 2,000 2,800 
Installation 0 1,000 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 

Site Ac~uisition 
Land Area 0 10,900 15,110 26,010 30,220 41,120 
Land Cost( 2) 0 21,800 30,220 52,020 60,440 82,240 

Construction Cost 
Facility Area 0 2,040 3,060 5,100 6,120 8 ,160 
Facility Cost(2) 0 16,320 24,480 40,SOQ_ 48,960 65,280 

Total 18,000 53,120 84,400 136,820 167,400 220,320 

Operating Cost 
Personnel: Salaries and FringeC3) 

Homager II 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ManGger I 0 0 0 0 12, 600 12,600 
Clerk 0 0 0 7, 6t;O 0 7,640 
Technician II 13,900 12,600 25,200 37,800 50,400 63,000 
Technician I 10,300 9,400 18,800 28,200 37,600 47 '000.' 

Supplies and Maintenance 
Inspection 1,300 1,200 2,400 3 ,600 4,800 6,000 
Support 500 100 200 300 400 500 
Administrative 0 100 170 200 200 280 -
Facility and Grounds 0 816 1,224 2, 0Lf0 _b448 3,264 

Total 26,000 24,216 47,994 79,780 108,448 140,284 

(l)costs invariant by test regime are shown in Table 6-19 
(2)Average unit costs; actual values vary by Air Basin, Table 6-20 
(3)SGlaries and fringe benefits - 2000 hrs/year 

Table I 

6 7 

6-0,000 70,000 
12,000 14,000 

6,000 7,000 
3,000 3,200 
6,000 7,000 

45,330 56,230 
90,660 112 ,460 

9,180 11,220 
73_440 89.760 

251,100 303,420 

14,100 14,100 
0 0 

7,640 7,640 
75,600 98,200 
56,400 65,800 

7,200 8,400 
600 700 
300 320 

3 .672 4,488 

165,512 199,648 



in accordance with the three criteria used and are only intended to 

assist in conveniently locating the inspection centers, and in no way 

are intended to restrict vehicle owners from using any particular center 

they may ch.oose. Figures 1 and 2 show the inspection zones developed 

by the Department for Administrative District #2, while Table 2 shows 

the projected vehicle loading for each zone and the required number of 

inspection centers. Figure 3 is an additional way to show the inspec­

tion center locations including those areas to be served by mobile units. 

The data base for the number of vehicles in an inspection 

zone were derived from the 1970 census, current motor vehicle 

registration information, and projections on the number of vehicles in 

Oregon counties through 1975. The census data provided a complete 

breakdown by census district of passenger vehicles per household and 

this information was adjusted to reflect· 1975 projected loadings. 
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Table 2 
INSPECTION STATION LOCATIONS 

Zone 
Code * Station Location 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

a 

·b 

c 

d 

e 

f 

g 

h 

j 

k 

m 

n 

0 

North Portland--St. John•s 

North Portland--Albina 

Northeast Portland--Lloyd Center 

Northeast Portland--Prescott 

Park rose 

East Portland--122nd 

Foster Road 

Southeast Portland--laurelhurst 

Southeast Portland--Mt. Tabor 

East Moreland--Woodstock 

Sell wood 

Taylors Ferry 

Southwest Portland--Barbur 

Northwest Portland--Downtown 

Gresham 

Mobile Station 

TOTAL FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

WASHINGTON COUNTY 

p Cedar Hills--West Slope 

q 

r 

s 

-Beaverton--Aloha 

Tigard 

Hillsboro--Forest GrOve 

Mobile Station 

TOTAL FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY 

CLACKAMAS COUNTY 

t Lake Oswego 

u 

v 

w 

x 

y 

Milwaukie . 

Oak Grove--Gladstone 

Oregon City 

Sandy 

Molalla 

Mobile Station 

TOTAL FOR CLACKAMAS COUNTY 

COLUMBIA COUNTY 

All Mobile locations 

TOTAL FOR FOUR COUNTY AREA: 

* Zone Codes refer to zones on Figures 

Number Estimated local 1975 
of Lanes Volume (Ve hi cl es/yr.) 

2 

2 

2 

2 

19 

2 

2 

6 

29,000 

25,000 

15,000 

30,000 

27 ,000 

40,000 

22,000 

20,000 

20,000 

25,000 

25,000 

30 ,000 

30,000 

17 ,000 

45,000 

400,000 

25,000 

36,000 

28,000 

32,000 

. 121 ,000 

27 ,000 

18,000 

25,000 

20,000 

13 ,000 

,, ,000 

114,000 

19 One-1 ane Stations 
6 Two-lane Stations 
4 Mobile-lane Stations 

Overflow to NW-downtown and 
Lloyd Center Stations 

Anticipated loading due to 
shoppers, work trips, and 
overflow from other stations, 
in addition to local residents 
Overflow to Lloyd Center Sta­
tion 
Outside city of Portland 

Outside city of Portland 

Outside city of Portland 

Overflow to NW-downtown and 
Lake Oswego Stations 
Overflow to NH-downtown and 
Beaverton Stations 
Anticipated loading from 
shoppers, work trips, and 
overflow from other _stations, 
in addition to local residents 
Outside city of Portland 

Available for rural areas and 
local stations as requ.ired 

Overflow to Beaverton 

Available for rural areas and 
local stations as required 

Fulltime operation NOT antici­
pated 
Full time operation NOT antici­
pated 
Available for rural areas and 
local stations as required 
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TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

L, B. DAY 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TERMINAL SALES BLDG. • 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. • PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

01"''0' MEMORANDUM 

ENVIRONMENTAL- QUAllTY 
COMMISSION TO: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

B. A. McPHllllPS 
Chalrman, McMlnnville 

EDWARD C, HARMS, JR. 
Springfield 

STORRS S. WATERMAN 
Portland 

GEORGE A. McMATH 
Portland 

ARNOLD M. COGAN 
Portland 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item F October 25, 1972 EQC Meeting 

Pre>posed state-wide Noise Control Program 

Background: 

The 1971 Legislative Assembly found the increasing incidence 

of noise emissions in Oregon at unreasonable levels to be as much a 

threat to the environmental quality of life and to the health, safety and 

welfare of the people of Oregon as pollution of the air and waters. To 

protect the health, safety and welfare of Oregon citizens from the hazards 

and deterioration of the quality of life imposed by excessive noise emissions, 

the Legislative Assembly authorized the Environmental Quality Commission 

to implement standards for the emission of noise in Oregon and to 

enforce compliance with such standards. 

The Department recognized that many noise sources exist in 

various locations and that they affect people in many ways. Therefore, 

one of the first activities undertaken by the Department was an evaluation 

of public concern, by three methods: 

1. Thirteen public information meetings, co-sponsored by 

DEQ-1 TELEPHONE: {503) 229-5696 
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the League of Women Voters, were held throughout 

the state. These meetings, publicized by local news 

media, provided two-way communications between the 

public and the Department, 

2. Some newspapers printed the Department questionnaire 

and the resulting mail response was tabulated. 

3, Citizens with specific noise problems called or wrote the 

Department and their complaints were summarized. 

Following public meetings the staff conducted instrumented 

noise surveys of many noise sources causing complaint. These surveys 

and public input have provided guidance to the Department concerning the 

relative magnitude of Oregon's noise problems. Several Deµartment 

requests for noise abatement, based on survey results, have been achieving 

positive results. 

Department Evaluation of Surveys: 

Details of public input are given in the attached interim report, 

"Noise Pollution Problems in Oregon". The Department's evaluation 

of that input is as follows: 

1. Noise pollution is a significant problem in Oregon and 

citizens want immediate action. 

2. Noise from motor vehicles, esµecially motorcycles, drew 

state-wide criticism and was the major source of complaint. 

3. Noise on residential property from nearby racing events, 

highways and industry is a major problem. Such noise 
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interferes with sleep and communication, creates annoyance 

and in some cases has been measured at levels known to 

be potentially damaging to hearing. Many people feel 

deprived of the enjoyment of their property, and some 

leave their homes during periods of extreme noise. Schools 

also need to be protected from such noise. 

4. Effectively enforced, revised and clarified noise ordinances 

are necessary. Existing state and local noise laws have 

not been adequately enforced, nor are ordinances compre­

hensive enough to effectively control today's varied noise 

sources. 

5. Many noise problems arise from non-compatible land use. 

Planning Commissions are in a good position to eliminate 

many future noise problems, but they presently lack the 

tools to do a comprehensive job relative to noise. Guide­

lines for locating both noisy and quiet activities would aid 

planners in eliminating many potential noise nroblems. 

Noise Measurement and Control: 

The many sources of environmental noise require several 

methods of measurement and control. Noise sources can be broadly 

classified as those emitting: 

1. A nearly constant sound level. 

2. Impulsive noise. 

3. A sound level fluctuating over a range of many decibels. 

The fluctuations can be either random or periodic. 
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Noise from air conditioners and vehicles, typical of the first 

category, can be measured quickly with a simple sound level meter. 

Hammering and other impulsive sounds require the use of an 

impulse sound level meter, or tape recorded data displayed on an oscilli­

scope. 

Noise from highways, racing events and some industrial activities 

is not adequately described by single meter readings; statistical descrip­

tion of some of these noise levels is necessary. The statistical distribu­

tion can often be estimated by readings from a sound level meter during 

a 10 to 30 minute period. Accurate measurement requires the use of a 

tape recorder and a statistical distribution analyzer capable of sampling 

sound levels several times per second. Suitable tape recordings can be 

made in less than one hour for some sources, but many noise sources 

are recorded for 8 to 24 hour periods. 

One of the Department's most challenging objectives is to 

develop, where technically feasible, simple standards measurable with 

simple instrumentation to minimize the cost of evaluation and noise control 

for all concerned. Unfortunately noise is a multi-dimensional problem 

and is not adequantely described by the simplest measurements. Some 

noise sources, as indicated above, will require more complex standards, 

equipment, and procedures for measurement, evaluation and control. 

The methods available for noise control fall into three broad 

categories: 
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1. Source control 

2. Use control 

3. Planning and zoning 

Many noise problems require the use of more than one method 

of control. For example, source control has resulted in some reduction 

of aircraft noise, but planning is still very important to keep airports and 

residential areas separated. 

Source control has been used principally for new products, but 

can be readily applied to products in use. Source control will then require 

replacement of faulty silencing equipment or require enclosure of inherently 

noisy equipment. Prohibition of sale of noisy equipment is an extreme 

example of source control which may be necessary for some automotive 

mufflers. 

Use control can range from simple prohibition of using µower 

lawnmowers before 8 a. m. to different weighting of daytime and nightime 

flights in airport standards. Use control sometimes results in quieter 

alternative methods for manufacture or construction. 

Planning and zoning will always be an important method of 

noise control. Some activities which are difficult to silence will continue 

to cause public complaint when located too close to residential areas. 

Projections: 

The Department concludes that an effective noise control program 

will depend upon coordinated efforts of federal, state and local governments. 
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The federal role should include control of aircraft noise, 

control of noise levels of new products, and assistance to state and local 

governments. Motor vehicle standards should be developed after consulta­

tion with states, and federal test procedures should be published which 

will provide a solid base for state vehicle noise programs. Minimum 

control, such as product labeling, should be acceptable for some products 

(e, g. household appliances). 

The state should control industrial and motor vehicle noise, 

guide planning of its transportation system, and provide assistance to local 

governments, State control of environmental industrial noise is necessary 

to prevent jurisdictional problems. Occupational noise exposure is being 

regulated by the Occupational Health Division, and the Department of 

Environmental Quality should not duplicate that program. Noise levels 

specified in the Federal Highway Administration noise standard are too high, 

and a state standard is necessary for planning new highways and for 

identifying areas of existing highways which require noise abatement. 

Local governments should include noise in their planning and 

zoning activities and in building codes, assist in motor vehicle noise 

control, and improve their control over nuisance noises. Few local 

ordinances are readily enforced, and comprehensive revision of ordinances 

is necessary. 

A legislative change is essential to eliminate the current 

statutory requirement of using Perceived Noise Level (PNL). Commer-

cially available sound level meters measure A, B or C-weighted sound pressure 

level, however, there is no meter which measures PNL. Correct measure-
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ment of PNL requires real time analyzers and computerized data analysis, 

although PNL can be approximated with less expensive equipment. Further­

more, A-weighted sound level has been shown to be a reliable indicator 

of human response to noise. 

Additional technical work is necessary before standards and 

guidelines can be completed, as follows: 

1. Develop a single noise rating system for use with major 

noise sources. Airport, highway and industrial noise are 

all typically described by different rating methods. Some 

useful planning guidelines have been developed for single 

noise sources, but they are not adequate for different types 

of noise sources. Several potential noise rating systems 

are available, such as Community Noise Equivalent Level 

(CNEL) and Noise Pollution Level (NPL). The available 

methods must be evaluated and possibly modified for use 

as planning tools. 

2. Develop motor vehicle test procedures. Most vehicle noise 

standards specify the Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE) 

test procedure, which requires the vehicle to be operated at 

full throttle, beginning at 30 mph. Vehicles are then 

monitored on the road and are in violation if they are 

operated in a manner to produce more noise than specified 

for the SAE test. This procedure works reasonably well 

for trucks, but is ineffective for cars and motorcycles 

for two reasons. First, an officer must monitor all 
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violations with a sound level meter even though some noisy 

areas are not adequate test sites because of building location. 

Second, the driver of a car or motorcycle can easily control 

the amount. of noise generated and quickly learns how to 

identify a sound level meter. An inspection procedure , in 

conjunction with air quality and safety inspection, for motor 

vehicles would be much more effective, but the SAE test 

procedure should not be used because it requires special 

test facilities around the state and requires that the car 

owners drive according to the test procedure. The Depart­

ment should attempt to develop a test procedure without these 

deficiencies. Such a procedure is projected for the motor 

vehicle inspection program, where the vehicle would be 

stationary and the engine to be run at full throttle for a 

brief period or run at rated speed. 

3. Determine the accuracy of the present ambient noise measure­

ment procedure. Ambient noise levels have been observed 

with variations in excess of 50 decibels. Such noises 

cannot be adequately described with a few meter readings, 

and a procedure has been developed which requires meter 

readings at 5 second intervals for a minimum of 10 minutes. 

The procedure is relatively easy for one person to use when 

the dynamic range of ambient noise is less than 20 decibels. 

Data analysis of Department noise surveys indicates that 
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the method provides an acceptable estimate of ambient noise 

but it probably cannot be used to enforce a standard if the 

noise source is within 5 decibels of the standard. The 

accuracy of the procedure must be checked by means of 

electronic data analysis of tape recorded data. The visual 

sampling procedure is potentially very useful, and if it can 

be modified for improved accuracy it should save some time 

and money in data acquisition and enforcement. 

Additional noise surveys should be conducted in a variety of 

residential areas. Department noise surveys have been limited in number. 

Realistic standards must be based on noise levels which are considered 

acceptable to most people, and a broader data base is important to the 

development of standards. 

Outlines of standards, as presently envisioned, are attached. 

Conclusions: 

The Department concludes that its responsibilities are to: 

1. Control noise of motor vehicles in use. 

2. Control the noise impact of highways, especially on 

residential property. 

3. Control environmental industrial noise, especially on 

residential property. 

4. Evaluate airport noise problems and control airport noise 

if effective federal action does not appear likely within a 

reasonable time (e.g. two years). 
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5. Insure that local governments act to eliminate serious 

noise problems which now exist, especially residential 

noise due to racing events. 

6. Provide technical assistance to local governments, especially 

in developing guidelines and a model ordinance. 

7. Coordinate noise control activities with federal, state and 

local agencies. 

8. Conduct or sponsor technical projects as required to develop 

effective noise regulations. 

Proposed Program Development and Time Schedule: 

1. Before December 1, 1972, draft a proposed legislative change 

to eliminate the requirement of using Perceived Noise Level. 

2. By April, 1973 -

a) Adopt an ambient noise objective 

b) Develop guidelines for noise from racing events. 

3. By July, 1973 -

a) Develop standards and adopt regulations for noise emission 

from motor vehicles (including motorcycles) and replace­

ment mufflers, and establish procedures for incorporating 

noise measurement in the motor vehicle inspection 

program now being developed. 

b) Develop standards and adopt regulations for existing and 

proposed highways. 
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c) Develop standards and adopt regulations for industrial 

noise transmitted across property lines. 

d) Develop a guideline for hearing conservation of students 

exposed to amplified music. Provide school officials 

with a simple method for determining acceptable levels 

without the need of a sound level meter. 

4. By October, 1973, require, by rule, local governments, the 

Oregon Marine Board and the U. S. Coast Guard, prior to 

issuing a permit, to submit plans for racing events for 

Department approval. 

5. By January, 1974, develop a model ordinance and planning 

guidelines for use by local governments. Seek adoption by 

local governments and provide training and technical assistance. 

6. By June 1974, review federal action on motor vehicle, airport 

and new product noise standards, and evaluate the need for 

state regulations. 

7. Send a resolution to Oregon's Senators and Representatives 

and to the Federal Environmental Protection Agency urging 

federal standards for new products and requesting the appropriate 

Federal agency to coordinate its work with the Department, 

especially when developing motor vehicle standards and test 

procedures. 

8. Notify by letter, all manufacturers of motor 'vehicles (including 

motorcycles) sold in Oregon, except snomobile manufacturers, 
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specifically noting: 

a. Oregon's interest in noise abatement. 

b. The need for Federal new vehicle standards to 

eliminate the possibility of varied or conflicting 

state standards. 

c. Oregon's intention of waiting at least two years for 

federal standards, but not for quiet vehicles, and 

d. Requesting that all new vehicles, especially motorcycles 

and trucks sold in Oregon meet California standards for 

the interim period. 

Director's Recommendation: 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission 

authorize and direct development of a comprehensive noise pollution 

control -program as outlined above. 

GKS:h 10/12/72 



APPENDIX B : 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONlVIENTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

October 16, 1972 

DRAFT OF 
PROPOSED NOISE OBJECTIVES 

Ambient noise objectives are listed below in terms of 

statistical A-weighted noise levels (Ref. terminology) for various 

land uses. Measurement of noise levels for comparison with this 

objective must be done in accordance with the established ambient 

noise measurement procedures. 

Land Use Daytime Night 

L90 L50 LlO L L 
50 10 

Residences, outside 45 50 55 60 35 40 45 

Schools, outside 55 60 

inside 40 45 

Hospitals, inside 40 45 35 40 

Churches, inside 35 40 35 40 

Parks, outside 50 55 

L 
1 

50 

Note 1, Standards for industrial,· highway and airport noise should specify 

the same levels as given in the objective for noise transmitted to other 

property. However, there should be two exceptions, 

a. For an area with many noise sources it will be necessary 

to establish the relative contribution of each major source, 

but the method to accomplish this is not yet established. 
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b. For approval of new noise sources (or expansion of 

existing sources), the Department should attempt to 

retain existing quiet areas. Therefore if the ambient 

noise in the area is 5 dB or more below the objective 

then the noise source should be limited to 5 dB above 

the ambient level. 

Note 2: Planning guidelines should be based on the noise objectives. 

Approval of land uses would require noise measurement and/or 

prediction as follows: 

a. For locating residential and other quiet land uses, ambient 

noise surveys m1rnt be conducted or ambient levels must 

be estimated. 

b. For locating noise sources, ambient noise levels in the 

area must first be determined and then the increase in 

noise due to the noise source must be estimated. The 

techniques for estimating the noise impact are not yet 

established. 

Note 3: To keep the measurement and evaluation of noise as simple 

as possible, the following guides will be used. 

A. For a very quick noise survey: 

1. If L 1 is exceeded, then the noise source is in violation 

of the standard. 

2. If L 90 is exceeded by equiµment which operates most 

of the time, then the source is in violation of the 

standard. 
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3. If L
50 

is exceeded by equipment which is operated 

often, then a violation of the standard is likely. 

B. If results of the previous step are not conclusive, then 

the ambient noise should be measured during the visual 

sampling technique. If the standard is violated by 5 dB 

or more than the test results are sufficient. 

C. If the results of Step B are not sufficient, then the noise 

in question should be tape recorded and statisticaJ.ly 

analyzed by data analysis equipment. 
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DRAFT OF 

PROPOSED 
AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT PROCEDURE 

(Visual Sampling) 

1. Scope: This nrocedure establishes a visual sampling method for 

for estimating ambient noise at a single location. 

2. Instrumentation: The following instruments shall be used for the 

measurement. 

2. 1 · A sotmd level meter which meets the requirements of ANSI-

Sl. 4 - 1971, General Purpose Sound Level Meters. 

2. 2 A sound level calibrator. 

3. Procedure 

3. 1 Place the microphone at least 6 feet from the nearest reflective 

surface and at least 4 feet above ground. 

3. 2 The microphone must be equipped with a windscreen. 

3. 3 Observers should be as far from the microphone as practical. 

When the microphone is attached to the sound level meter, the 

observers should be behind the meter. 

3. 4 The meter shall be set for fast response and the A-weighting 

network. 

4. Measurements 

4. 1 Record the sound level meter reading at least every 5 seconds 

for a minimum of 10 minutes. Judgment must be used on 

sarrrplc rn.te and total test time. Tb_8 tin:i_As srH~cified are 

··------·---·------------



acceptable for relatively steady noise sources such as industry 

or highways. When many short duration events are encountered 

(drag races, airports), it may be necessary to sample at a 

faster rate and extend the total test time. 

4. 2 The measurements shall be considered acceptable if the maximum 

number of readings at one sound level equals or exceeds the range 

of levels encountered. 

4. 3 Half decibel readings shall be rounded uµ to the next whole number. 

5. Data Analysis: The data shall be analyzed to show the percent of 

samples exceeding each of the measured levels. Results are 

commonly given in terms of L 90 , L 50 and L 10. 

6. General Comments 

6.1 Proper usage of all test instruments is essential to obtain valid 

measurements. Operating manuals or other literature furnished 

by the instrument manufacturer should be referred to for both 

recommended operation of the instrument and µrecautions to be 

observed. Specific items to be considered are: 

6.1.1 

6.1. 2 

G. l. 3 

The type of microphone, its directional response characteristics, 

and its orientation relative to the grotmd plane and sources 

of noise. 

The effects of weather conditions on the performance of 

all instruments (e.g. temperature, humidity, barometric 

µressure). 

Proper acoustical calibration µrocedure, to include the 

influence of extension cables, etc. Field calibration shall 



be made immediately before and after each test. Internal 

calibration means is acceptable for field use, provided that 

external calibration is accomplished immediately before and 

after field use. 

6. 2 Measurements shall be made only when wind velocity is below 

10 mph. 



DRAFT OF 

PROPOSED 
NOISE EMISSION STANDARD FOR MOTOR VEHICLES 

1. Scope: This standard specifies maximum engine and exhaust 

noise emissions for all motor vehicles used on public roads·· 

in Oregon and for off-road motor vehicles, except racing 

vehicles being tested or in competitive events in areas and 

at times designated by county or city governments for that 

purpose. 

2. Prohibited Acts 

2. 1 No person shall operate a motor vehicle which exceeds the 

noise limits in Section 3 unless the vehicle has an exhaust 

system approved by the vehicle manufacturer, and in good 

working. order (i.e. no rust holes). 

2. 2 The registered owner of a motor vehicle shall not allow 

t'1at vehicle to be operated if it exceeds the noise limits 

in Section 3 unless the vehicle has an exhaust system 

approved by the vehicle manufacturer, and in good working 

order. 

2. 3 No person (comnany or corporation) shall modify a motor 

vehicle exhaust system to exceed the noise limits in 

Section 3. 
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2. 4 No person (company or corporation) shall install a replace-

ment exhaust system on any motor vehicle if the system 

exceeds the noise limits in Section 3 unless the exhaust 

system is approved by the vehicle manufacturer. 

3. Noise Limits: Noise limits are given below. Noise levels 

must be measured in accordance with the established motor 

vehicle noise emission measurement procedure. 

Type of Vehicle Date of Manufacture Noise Limit 

1) Motorcycle and 
Snowmobile 

2) Any motor vehicle 
with a gross weight 
of 8,000 pounds or 
more 

3) Passenger cars and 
any other type of 
vehicle 

4. Vehicle Inspection 

Before -------
After -------

Before ------

After _____ _ 

Before ------

After _____ _ 

dBA -----

____ dBA 

-----"dB A 

___ ___:;dBA 

___ ___:;dBA 

--'-----=dBA 

4.1 Vehicles can be inspected for compliance by the Department 

of Environmental Quality on the basis of citizen complaint, 

police department request, random inspection, or as a part 

of a state-wide motor vehicle inspection program. 

4. 2 Vehicles can be inspected for compliance by any police officer 

who has received appropriate training in the use of sound 

measuring equipment. 



DRAFT OF 

PROPOSED 
MEASUREMENT PROCEDURE 

FOR MOTOR VEIDCLE ENGINE AND EXHAUST NOISE EMISSION 

1. Scope: This procedure establishes a method for measuring engine 

and exhaust noise of motor vehicles. 

2. Instrumentation: The following instrumentation shall be used for 

the measurement. 

2. 1 A sound level meter which meets the requirements of ANSI-

Sl-4 - 1971, General Purpose Sound Level Meters. 

2. 2 A sound level calibrator. 

3. Test Site: 

3. 1 The vehicle is to be located outside on a paved area at least 

(distance) from any large reflective surface. 

3. 2 Other (inside or outside) test areas may be used, µrovided they 

are calibrated according to the (to be ) established procedure. 

4. Procedure: 

4.1 Place the microphone 4 feet above ground, at least 10 feet from 

any large reflective surface and ____ (distance) from the 

nearest surface of the vehicle. 

4. 2 Observers should be as far from the microphone as practical. 

When the microphone is attached to the sound level meter, the 

observers should be behind the meter. 

4. 3 The microphone must be equipped with a windscreen for outdoor 

measureni.er1ts. 



4.4 The meter shall be set for fast response and the A-weighting 

network. 

5. Meas.urements: 

5. 1 The maximum meter reading shall be observed when the engine 

is operated at full throttle and no load for a brief period. 

5. 2 Engine speed should be monitored during test and the engine 

speed shall not exceed (to be determined). -----

6. General Comments: 

6.1 Proper usage of all test instruments is essential to obtain valid 

measurements. Operating manuals or other literature furnished 

by the instrument manufacturer should be referred to for both 

recommended operation of the instrument and precautions to be 

observed. Specific items to be considered are: 

6.1.1 The type of microphone, its directional response characteristics, 

and its orientation relative to the ground plane and sources 

of noise. 

6.1. 2 · The effects of weather conditions on the performance of 

all instruments (e.g. temperature, humidity, barometric 

pressure). 

6. 1. 3 Proper acoustical calibration procedure, to include the 

ifu"luence of extension cables, etc. Field calibration shall 

be made immediately before and after each test. Internal 

calibration means is acceptable for field use, provided that 

c;<l:ornal 0alibraticn iG acoomplished ilrlm.edia.tely before :;_nd 

after field use. 
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6. 2 Measurements shall be made only when wind velocity is 

below 10 mph. 

6, 3 For compliance tests, measurements shall be made only when 

the ambient noise level is at least 10 dB below the level 

specified in the standard. 

6.4 For other tests, measurements shall be made only whe~n the 

ambient noise level is at least 10 dB below the level produced 

by the vehicle. 



1. Genera 1 

l. 1 Sound 

Appendix C 

Department of Environmental Quality 

Noise Pollution Control Section 
Terminology 

October, 1972 

(1) Sound is an oscillation in pressure, stress, particle 

displacement, particle velocity, etc., in a medium 

with internal forces (e.g., elastic, viscous), or the 

superposition of such propagated oscillations. 

(2) Sound is an auditory sensation evoked by the oscilla­

tion described above. 
I . 

1.2 Periodic Quantity 

A periodic quantity is an oscillating quantity whose values 

recur for certain increments of the independent variable. 

In general a periodic function can be expanded into a series 

of the form 

y = f(t) =Ao+ Al SIN (wt+ ~1) + A2 SIN (2wt + ?2) + •.• 

WHERE w = 2 'lf'/T 

AND T. = the period of oscillation (constant). 



-2-

1 • 3 Frequency 

The frequency of a periodic quantity is the reciprocal 

of its period in cycles per unit time. 

f=t 
The normal unit for frequency is hertz (Hz). 

1 Hz = 1 cycle per second. 

1.4 Frequency of occurrence 

The frequency of occurrence of an event is the number of 

occurrences of that event relative to the total number of 

events. 

1.5 Sound Pressure 

The sound pressure at a point is the total instantaneous 

pressure at that point in the presence of a sound wave 

minus the static pressure at that point. 

1. 6 Noise 

(1) .Noise is any undesired sound. By extension, noise 

is any unwanted disturbance within a useful frequency 

band, such as undesired electric waves in a transmis-

sion channel or devi.ce. 

(2) Noise is an erratic, intermittent, or statistically 

random oscillation. 

I 
I 

I 
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1.7 Ambient Noise 

Ambient noise is the all-encompassing noise associated 

with a given environment, being usually a composite of 

sounds from many sources near and far. 

1.8 Residual Noise 

Residual noise is the all-encompassing unidentifiable noise 

associated with a given environment after all identifiable 

noises have been eliminated. 

1.9 Background Noise 

Background noise is the total of all sources of interference 

in a system used for the production, detection, measurement, 

or recording of a signal, independent of the presence of 

the signal. 

Note 1: Ambient noise detected, measured, or recorded with 

the signal becomes part of the background noise. 

Note 2: Included in this definition is the interference re­

sulting from primary power supplies, that separately is com­

monly described as hum. 

1.10 Random Noise 

Random noise is an oscillation whose instantaneous magnitude 

is not specified for any given instqnt of time. The instantan-

jL 
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eous magnitudes of a random noise are specified only by 

probability distribution functions giving the fraction 

of th~ total time that the magnitude, or some sequence 

of magnitudes, lies within a specified range. 

Note: ·A random noise whose instantaneous magnitudes 

occur according to the Gaussian distribution is called 

"Gaussian random noise.'' 

1.11 Impulsive Noise 

Impulsive noise is characterized by brief excursions of 

sound pressure which significantly exceed the ambient 

sound pressure. The duration of a single impulse is 

usually less than one second. 

1.12 ~teady Noise 

Steady noise is a noise the level of which remains essen­

tially constant during the period of observation. Fluctua­

tions of level are limited to a total range ·of four decibels. 

1.13 Noise Goal 

A noise goal is a desirable noise level given as an aim for 

design purposes. A goal is not a standard and is therefore 

not considered enforceable. 
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1.14 Noise Objective 

·A noise objective is a desirable noise level in the am­

bient air, given as an aim to reduce adverse human reaction 

to noise. An objective is not a standard and is therefore 

not considered enforceable. 

1.15 Noise Guideline 

A noise guideline is a noise objective which may be used as 

a basis for recommending approval or disapproval of noise 

sources proposed for specific areas, or for land uses near 

major noise sources (e.g. highways, airports, industry). 

1.16 Noise Criterion 

A noise criterion is a relationship between noise level 

and its adverse effect on man and his environment (e.g. 

speech interference levels at specified distances). 

1.17 Ambient Noise Standard 

An ambient noise standard specifies a maximum noise level 

in the ambient air. Standards prescribe levels which are 

established by law and are enforceable. 

l .18 Not se Emission Standard 

A noise emission standard specifies a maximum noise level 

which can be emitted by a noise source under stated condi­

tions. Standards prescribe levels which are establfshed in 

accordance with legal procedures and are enforceable. 
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2. Levels 

2.1 Level 

The level of a quantity'is the logarithm of the ratio of 

that quantity to a reference quantity of the same kind. 

The base of the logarithm, the reference quantity, and 

the kind of level must be specified. 

L = Logr (q/qo) 

Where L = Level 

r = Base of Logarithms 

q = The quantity under consideration 

Qo= The reference quantity of the same kind 

2.2 Decibel 

The decibel is one tenth of a Bel. The Bel is a unit of 

level using a logarithmic base of ten and quantities pro­

portional to power. Decibel is abbreviated dB. 

2.3 Sound Pressure Level 

The sound pressure level, in decibels, of a sound is 20 

times the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio of the 

pressure of this sound to the reference pressure. Unless 

specified, the root-mean-square (rms) pressure is to be 

understood. The reference pressure is 20 micronewtons per 

square meter. 
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SPL = 10 LoglO (P/Po)2 

SPL = 20 Log10 (Prms/Po) 

Po = 20 _,,, N/m2 

2.4 Sound Level (Noise Level) 

Sound level (noise level) is a weighted sound pressure 

level, obtained by the use of a metering characteristic. 

and the A, B or C weighting as specified in American 

National Standard Specification for sound level meters, 

ANSI Sl.4-1971 (or the latest revision). The weighting 

employed must be indicated (e.g. dBA). The reference 

pressure is 20 .AN/m2. 

2.5 Energy Equivalent Noise Level 

The energy equivalent noise level is the level of a con-

stant, or steady state, noise having the same amount of 

acoustic energy equivalent to that contained in the measured 

noise. The symbol for the energy equivalent noise level is 

Leq and the mathematical statement of its definition is: 
_ 1 n NL i 

Leq - 10 Log10 [n ~l 10 10] 

Where NLi is the ;th noise level measured and n is the 

total number of measurements. 

r 
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2.6 Statistical Levels 

Statistical levels are given in terms of the value of 

the noise level which is exceeded for a stated percentage 

of the time period during which the measurement was made. 

The symbol for the noise level which is exceeded y per­

cent of the time is Ly. 

The most common statistical measures are L99· L90• L50• 

L10 and L1, which denote the value of noise level which 

is exceeded 99, 90, 50, 10 and l percent of the time res­

pectively. 

2.7 Noise Pollution Level 

The noise pollution level is 11 noise. rating scale which 

attempts to describe fluctuations in noise level. It is 

used to describe the noise environment of a location, as 

opposed to an event (e.g. a single vehicle pass-by). Noise 

pollution level, LNP, is defined by the equation 

LNP = Leq + 2.566' 

WHERE 'tS is the standard deviation of A-weighted sound 

pressure levels monitored over a relatively long time. 

LNP can be approximated by the following equation. 

· LNP = L50 + (L10-Lgo) + (LlOG~go) 2 

. r 
: 
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2.8 Noise Exposure Level 

Noise exposure level is the integrated level; over a 

given period of time, of a number of different noise 

events of equal or different noise levels and durations. 

The integration may include weighting factors for the num­

ber of events during certain time periods in which people 

are more annoyed by noise (e.g. sleep interference by 

noise at night). 
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3. Organizations 

3.1 ANSI 

American National Standards Institute or its successor 

bodies. 

3.2 ASTM 

American Society for Testing Materials or its successor 

bodies. 

3.3 IEC 

International Electrotechnical Commission or its successor 

bodies. 

3.4 SAE 

Society of Automotive Engineers or its successor bodies. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The 1971 Oregon Legislature authorized the Environmental Quality 

Commission to implement noise standards and enforce compliance with 

such standards; Two staff members were· authorized by the State Emergency 

Board in early 1972 to carry out the requirements of the legislation. 

One of the initial objectives of the Department of Environmental 

Quality was to obtain public opinion throughout the State to determine which 

noise sources concerned citizens of the State. This report summarizes 

public meetings held throughout. the State and complaints received by the 

Department of Ehvironmental Quality through July, 1972. 

LEGISLATION 

Chapter 467, Oregon Revised Statutes, authorizes the Environ-

mental Quality Commission to adopt reasonable state-wide standards for 
~.' 

noise emissions permitted within this State and to implement and enforce 

compliance with such standards. The Commission is granted the power to 

investigate complaints, hold hearings, issue orders, make rules, impose 

sanctions, bring civil abatement proceedings, and to do any other thing 

necessary to carry out the policies of Oregon as set forth under this 

chapter. ORS Chapter 467 is attached to this report. 

PUBLIC RESPONSE 

The following three methods were used to sample public concern 

relative to noise pollution: 

· 1. Thirteen public information meetings, co-sponsored by the 

League ·of Women Voters, were held throughout the State. Notices were 
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mailed to interested persons and news releases were made to newspapers and 

to local stations to encourage attendance. These meetings nrovided two-way 

communications, giving the public information concerning the legislation, 

effects of noise on people, and the feasibility of controlling noise from 

various sources. They also provided citizen response both from a Depart­

ment prepared questionnaire and from open discussions. A copy of the 

questionnaire is attached to this report. 

2. Noise complaints received by the Department were summarized. 

3. Newspaper articles about' the noise pollution control program 

generated mail response. 

The results for each area of the State for which response was 

generated are summarized in the following sections. 

Portland and Surrounding Area (St. Helens, Forest Grove, McMinnville, Oregon City) 

Comments at the meeting reveitled that motor vehicles were the 

main source of complaint. Many vehicles were reported to be unnecessarily 

loud, particularly motorcycles and trucks with engine compression brakes 

("Jake" brakes). The design and location of roads was stated to be an 

important factor, and that too many roads with high traffic density are too 

close to residential areas. Traffic noise was alleged to render some homes 

unlivable and property values were considered to be lower. 

Unmuffled boats on the Willamette River drew heavy public criticism. 

Other noises mentioned at the meeting were: · air conditioning units, helicopters, 

jet aircraft, power lawnmowers, garbage trucks operating early in the morning, 
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recreational vehicles in forests, guns, and noises too easily transmitted 

from one apartment to another. Some citizens were concerned about the 

potential hearing loss from amplified music and loud equipment. 

The greatest source of noise complaints received by the Department 

via telephone was industrial noise. In addition, objections to sand and gravel 

operations were consistently voiced because of the high sound level emitted. 

Often the operations begin at early morning hours and continue until late 

evening. Residents near these operations claim to lose sleep and are forced 

to' remain inside their homes. Other industrial complaints phoned in were 

related to a specific piece of mechanical equipment such as a saw, pump, 

cyclone or fan. It was pointed out that industrial noise requires state control 

because, for example, Gladstone and West Linn residents cannot get an 

Oregon City plant to reduce its noise level. 

Other comments expressed at·'the meeting were: "Existing laws 

could be effective if enforced." "Set aside areas for noisy activities. " 

"Education should be a part of the program." "Provide technical information 

on noise abatement means." "Enforce your standards. " 

Salem 

The major concerns expressed in Salem were motor vehicles, 

aircraft (all types) and powered yard and garden equipment. Comments . . 

expressed about motor vehicles were: Jake brakes are very irritating and 

should be illegal in cities; trucks are as bad as helicoµters; Lancaster Road 

traffic noise prevents neighbors from using their yards or leaving doors and 

windows open; and motorcycles and cars are racing on public streets, 
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Aircraft. All aircraft received complaints, but the pending move to 

Salem by the National Guard was the major concern exµressed. Citizens felt 

that their voice had been comµletely ignored by officials and that some question-

able political dealings had taken µlace. Many citizens wanted the Guard moved 

to Adair instead of Salem. Some people stated that croµ dusting planes should 

be quieter. In addition, it was expressed that the Salem airµort should be 

moved if its operations are to be expanded, 

On neighborhood noise, the major concerns voiced were about lawn 

mowers, chain saws, air conditioners, motorbikes, home appliances and dogs 

' barking at night. 

The Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments and Mid-Willamette 

Valley Air Pollution Authority issued a joint statement noting the need for 

Federal and State standards and regional enforcement. 

Other comments expressed at the Salem meeting were: "Control 

noise at the design stage first and then ''~ontrol use of noisy devices. " Many 

people stated that enforcement of existing laws should be imµroved before new 

regulations are adopted. 

Corvallis 

The major concern expressed at the Corvallis meeting was motor 

vehicles. Many comments were voiced about motorcycles and loud boats in 

recreational areas and around rural homes. Some comments stated were: 

"People in the city are psychologically µrepared for noise, but not in the woods." 

"Even the most remote campsite is subjected to motorcycles and chainsaws." 

r 
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Other noise sources mentioned were: Lawn mowers, train whistles 

in town, barking dogs, construction equipm,ent, boat races, amplified music, 

and sound transmitted through apartment and office walls, 

Other comments were: "Strong State leadership is needed: provide 

training for enforcement at the local level. " "Public education about the 

hazards , of noise is necessary, " 

Eugene 

The major concern stated at the meeting was motor vehicles, 

Dislike of powered yard and garden equiµment and aircraft was also mentioned, 

The use of Jake brakes in residential areas; inadequate and non-uniform 

enforcement of existing muffler laws were pointed out, Some felt that roads 

were poorly planned and designed and that too much traffic exists in some 

neighborhoods, Log trucks were said to pass by some homes at the rate of one 

every two minutes, half of them using Ja:ke brakes and many without mufflers. 

Many residents stated they are awakened several times per night because of 

noise from Interstate 5, 

There are two racetracks in the area, Many ·citizens claim to be 

disturbed by them. One citizen measured levels of 78 to 85 dBA at a distance 

of one-half mile from the track. A residence situated closer to the track 

measured levels of 89 to 102 dBA. Hydroplane races in the area are claimed to 

have a similar effect. 

Some residents voiced dislike regarding the use of lawn and garden equip-

ment early Sunday morning and on evenings when they wish to enjoy their yards. 
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Other sources commented on were: Mechanical equipment in 

recreation areas, air conditioning units, radios and stereos, dogs, and 

sound transmitted through apartment and office walls.· 

Other concerns stated at the meeting were: "Local governments 

are looking to DEQ for guidance in writing ordinances." 'Establish quantitative 

standards measured at the property line!' ''Present local ordinances and 

State laws are not being enforced." "Put teeth in enforcement." 

Roseburg 

Public response in Roseburg centered on motor vehicles and the 

local racetrack, The track is located in the fairgrounds near town. Races 

are held on weekends with practice sessions Wednesday night. Residents 

in the surrounding neighborhoods claim to have trouble sleeping and are 

concerned about property values. They stated that· race cars should 

be required to use mufflers or relocate •'the track away from town. 

Intentional and unnecessary noise from hot rods, motorcycles and 

sports cars drew criticism. 

Residents claim that log trucks produce much of the vehicle noise 

in the Roseburg area. It was stated that many trucks have no mufflers, 

that they use Jake brakes near homes and are driven too fast. One woman 

stated that a Highway Division count revealed 90, 000 trucks pass her house 

per year. It was reported that the high school at Glide has two rooms 

that cannot be used because of truck noise. The consensus was that 

considerate drivers can reduce noise to a tolerable level, while others seem 

to delight in making as much noise as possible. 
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Medford 

Major caroerns expressed by Medford residents are loud motor 

vehicles and races. Many voiced dislike regarding loud log trucks without 

mufflers, Jake brakes used in the city, passenger cars with modified mufflers 

and most motorcycles. Some residents stated that a motorcycle track was 

causing them to leave their homes on weekends. Another racetrack reportedly 

operates until late in the evening close to residential homes. Some citizens 

pointed out that street racing exists and both the noise and safety factors 

are issues. It was reported that I-5 is a constant noise source. 

Noise from large aircraft and industry drew comment. Several citizens 

use air conditioners to mask the industrial noise at night. Hearing conservation 

is a concern, primarily because of the loud music played at school dances. 

Early morning train whistles and barking dogs received comment. 

Other comments expressed were.: "Write reasonable regulations." 

"Present laws are adequate, but enforcement ranges from poor to nonexistent." 

One man stated, "Law enforcement agencies have fallen down on the job with 

the laws they have. Too many fines are suspended, Local peoµle and. State 

Police could all do more. It seems that some agencies don't take our laws 

literally." 

Astoria 

The principal comment expressed at the Astoria meeting was noisy 

motor vehicles. Some residents stated that local laws could do more to get 

excessively loud vehicles off the street, and that existing laws could be better 

enforced. Other comments mentioned were noisy early morning garbage 
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collection and the use of loud equipment should be limited to specific times. 

Newport 

Typical comments stated were: Motor vehicle use should be 

restricted in residential areas, trucks seem to be immune to state muffler 

laws, and household applicances are too noisy. Other comments expressed 

were: "Quiet recreation areas would be nice~' and "Concentrate on unnecessary 

noise. 11 

A racetrack is located in a farming area, close to six homes. 

These people voiced objection to the noise, dust, lack of sanitation facilities, 

and congested traffic. Most of these residents leave their homes every 

other Sunday during the races. ·They have been unable to resolve their 

problem at the local level and feel the State is their last hope. 

Coos Bay-North Bend Area 

This is the only area in which the questionnaire response indicated 

trucks to be a greater noise problem than motorcycles. The questionnaire 

results also indicated cars and industry to be important noise problems. 

During the public meeting, the use of off-road motorcycles in 

residential areas was criticized, as were log trucks driving in town. The 

North Bend Chief of Police stated that he is looking to the Department for a 

viable, objective noise limit for cars. An apartment owner expressed concern 

about railroad engines idling nearby all night keeping tenants awake. He 

claims to be in danger of losing the apartment because of being unable to 

keep tenants. Mills operating 24 hours per day near ·residential areas 

drew some public criticism. A mill representative requested that a single 

State agency control all noise problems in the state to eliminate the possibility 
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of conflicting requirements, 

There was more opinion expressed, written and in public, against 

regulation in Coos Bay than in any other area. Some of the comments 

voiced were: "Don't shut business down by excessive requirements." 

"Nothing bothers me enough to control." "Devote interest to meaningful 

areas like population control and welfare reform. " "· .. very tired of someone 

deciding what is good for my well-being." "Sick of my taxes paying for 

things like noise control. " "Some loud noises bring pleasure. " 

Curry County 

There was no public information meeting in Curry County, but 

local newspapers did print tbe questionnaire. Questionnaires mailed to 

the Department contained complaints only about motorcycles. 

Pendleton 

The major complaint voiced in the public meeting was about motor­

cycle noise in residential and recreational ;treas. Several neople favored 

setting aside an area for motorcycle operation, Lawn and garden equipment, 

snowmobiles, aircraft, sonic boom, chain saws and trucks were mentioned as 

secondary problems. Other public comments were· "Start regulating 

manufactured products." "Product noise should be a Federal and State 

concern, but product use controls should be left to local governments. " 

The Dalles 

Motor vehicles again caused the most public complaint. Specific 

comments were· "Sale of loud mufflers should be illegal. " "Loud cars are 

driven fast and loud, " "Cars should be controlled locally, but there is no 

local enforcement." "Traffic should be restricted in some areas," "Adopt 
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a. grievance procedure for public use. " "Dogs can be noisy, but they are 

a local concern. " 

Bend 

Questionnaire response ranked snowmobiles and other recreational 

· vehicles as major sources of noise concern in Bend. During the meeting 

people expressed their concern about maintaining quiet in recreational areas. 

It was stated by some that present muffler laws are not effective but· that 

automobile noise should be controlled locally. Industrial noise was cited as 

a problem for some people, especially noise from plants operating 24 hours 

per day and 6 days per week. One man stated that noise should be controlled 

so people wouldn't have to move away from it as some have already done. 

Klamath Falls 

Motor vehicles were the subject of many public complaints in 

Klamath Falls. Specific comments were: "Many gravel trucks have no mufflers." 

"New motorcycles are quiet, but most are modified by their owners." ''A 

vehicle inspection system is needed." "Vehicle equipment should be 'tamper-

proof'. " Several people stated they are awakened by train whistles in the 

early morning hours and urged the use of guarded crossings instead of 

whistles in town. 

Other public statements at the Klamath Falls meeting included: 

"Most people would rather lose sleep than turn in their neighbor's barking dog." 

"Muzzle dogs at night. " "Mosquito control spray planes are noisy and over-

loaded," "Engine run-up at the airport should be done behind a sound barrier." 

"Public education is necessary." 
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STATEWIDE SUMMARY OF CITIZEN INPUT 

The major complaint throughout the State was excessive noise 

from motor vehicles. Motorcycles, trucks, sports cars and modified 

passenger cars drew criticism in public meetings, in questionnaire response 

and in telephone complaints, Many people also pointed out the role of 

highway design and location as a means of reducing the impact of noise 

in residential areas. 

Many people stated that they especially want quiet residential areas. 

The noise sources near residential areas about which they complained were 

racing events, industry and mechanical equipment such as air conditioners. 

Some of these people claim to lose sleep or lose the use of part or all of 

their property because of these noises. 

Graphical representation of the noise questionnaire survey results 

are attached to this report, The following conclusions by the Department of 

Environmental Quality summarize the citizen concerns for noise and opinion 

about control activities. 

1. Most people object only to occasional loud noise, some object 

to all noise, but few have no objection to noise. 

2. Most people want to reduce noise now, some want to restrict 

future increases, and a few want no control. 

3. Most people want controls on equipment already in use as 

well as new equipment. 

4. Almost 90% of those responding felt there should be some standard 

to insure acoustic privacy in apartments. 
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5. Large aircraft should be controlled by the Federal government. 

Small aircraft and helicopters should be under Federal and 

State control. 

6. Motor vehicle regulations should be written by the State and 

enforced by State and local governments. 

7. Races, construction, and engine-powered equipment should be 

controlled by State and local governments. 

8. Industry should be under State control. 

9. The use of yard and garden equiµment should be under local 

control. 

10. Home appliances should have federal regulation, if any. 

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 

The Department of. Environmental Quality has reached the following 

conclusions from public input. 

1. Noise pollution is a significant problem in Oregon and citizens 

want immediate action. 

2. Noise associated with motor vehicles is the major problem. 

3. Many residential noise problems are a result of inadequate 

land use planning. 

4. Many people, especially in local government, are looking to 

the Department of Environmental Quality for leadershiµ in 

noise control. 
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5. State control of industrial noise is necessary to prevent 

jurisdictional problems. 

6. Existing state and local noise regulations have not been 

adequately enforced. However clarification of those laws 

would aid enforcement. 

7. Local government has not been sufficiently responsive to 

noise problems. People said that the State is their last hope 

to resolve some noise problems. 
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Chapter 467 

1971 REPLACEl'rlENT PART 

Noise Control 

167.010 Policy 
467.020 Emission of noise in excess of prescribed 

levels prohibited 
467.030 Pron1u1gation of noise control rules 

467.0!0 Potvers of Environmental Quality Commig... 
sion 

467.050 Civil abatement proeeedings authorized 
467.990 Pemi.lties 

CROSS REFERENCES 

Motor vehicles, unnecessary mUffler noise prohibited, 
483.448 

Places of employment, atmospheric contamination, 
regulation, 654.105 
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§ 467:010 PUBLHJ HEALTH, SAFETY AND l\IORALS 

467.010 Policy. The Legislative Assem­
bly finds that the increasing incidence of noise 
e 'sions in this state at unreasonable levels 
b -"much a threat to the environmental qual­
ity of life in this state and the health, safety 
and welfare of the people of this state as is 
pollution of the air and waters of this state. 
To provide protection of the health, safety 
and welfare of Oregon citizens from the haz­
ards and deterioration of the quality of life 
imposed by excessive noise emissions, it is 
hereby declared that the State of Oregon has 
an interest in the control of sucli pollution, 
and that a program of protection should be 
initiated. To carry out this purpose, it is de­
sirable to centralize in the Environmental 
Quality Commission the authority to adopt 
reasonable state-wide standards for noise 
emissions permitted within this state and to 
implement and enforce compliance with such 
standards. 
[1971 c.452 §ll 

467.020 Emission of noise in excess of 
p:rescribed levels prohibite<l. No person may 
emit, ca.use the emission 0£1 or permit the 
emission ,>f noise in excess of the levels fb:ed 
therefor by the Environmental Quality Com­
mission pursuant to ORS 467.030. 
r'.' '""71 c.452 §3] 

467.030 Promulgation of noise control 
rules. In accordance with the applicable pro­
visions of ORS chapter 183, the Environ­
mental Quality Commission shall promulgate 
reasonable rules relating to the control of 
levels of noise emitted into the environment 
of this state and including the following: 

(l) 'Establish categories of noise emis­
sion sources, including the categories of mo­
tor vehicles and aircraft; 

(2) Establish requirements and specifi­
cations for equipment to be used in the man­

. itoring of noise emissions; 

(3) Adopt procedures for the collection, 
reporting, interpretations and use of data ob­
tained from noise monitoring activities; 

(4) Investigate and, after appropriate 
public notice and hearing, establish maximum 
permissible levels of noise emission for each 
category established, as measured by units of 
perceived noise, in decibels (EPNclB); and 

(5) Adopt, after appropriate public no­
tice and hearing, standards for the control of 
noise emissions which shall be enforceable by 
order of the commission. 
[1971 c.452 §2] 

467.040 Powers of Environmental Qual­
ity Commission. The Environmental Quality 
Commission has the power to investigate com­
plaints regarding excessive noise emission, to 
hold hearings, to issue orders, to make rules, 
to impose sanctions, and to do any other thing 
necessary to carry out the policies of this 
state as set forth in this chapter. 
[1971 c.452 §4J 

467.050 Civil abatement prooeedings au­
thorize<l. The Environmental Quality Com­
mission shall have the further power to bring 
civil abatement proceedings in the manner 
provided by ORS 449.100 against violation of 
this chapter or rules or orders made there­
under. 
[1071 c.452 §5) 

467.990 Penalties. Violation of this 
chapter or rules or orders made under the 
provisions of this chapter is punishable, upon 
conviction, by a fine of not more than $500 or 
by imprisonment in the county jail for not 
more than six months, or both. Each clay of 
violation shall be considered a separate of­
fense. 
[1971 c.452 §6] 

CERTIFICATE OF LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL 

Pursuant to ORS 173.170, I, Robert W. Lundy, Legislative Counsel, do hereby certify that I have compared 
each section printed in this chapter \Vi th the original section in the enrolled bill, and that the sections in this 
chapter are correct copies of the enrolled sections, vvith the exception of the changes in form permitted by 
ORS 173.160 and other changes specifically authorized by law. 
Done at Salem, Oregon, 
on December 1, 1971. 
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RELATIVE RANKING OF NOISE PROBLEMS 

FROM PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING IN ROSEBURG AREA 
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RELATIVE RANKING OF NOISE PROBLEMS 

. FROM MAIL RESPONSE INFORMATION IN CURRY COUNTY 
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RELATIVE RANKING OF NOISE PROBLEMS 

FROM PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING IN KLAMATH FALLS AREA 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
COMMISSION 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

EDWARD C. HARMS, JR. 
SprJngfield 

STORRS S. WATERMAN 
Portland 

GEORGE A. McMATH 
Portland 

ARNOLD M. COGAN 
Portland 

DEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TERMINAL SALES BLDG. • 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. • PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item G, October 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 
Statewide Solid Waste Management Action Plan: 
Proposal Status Report 

BACKGROUND 
At the October 4, 1972 meeting the EQC heard the Department's 

status report on the Statewide Solid ~Jaste Management Action Plan proposal. 
This included a work schedule and target dates established by the 
Department and its 34 member State Solid Haste Management Citizens' 
Advisory Committee (CAC) in order to secure funding of the statewide 
planning program before the end of 1972. 

On October 13, 1972 the full CAC approved the Statewide Proposal 
report requesting that it be presented to the Department Director as soon 
as possible. 

On October 17, 1972, CAC Chairman, Betty Roberts, submitted the 
approved report, accompanied by a letter of transmittal and supporting 
documents, to the Director for his review. A copy of the CAC report is 
attached for your information and better understanding of the scope of 
the Committee's activities. 

Formulation of this CAC report involved intense review of each 
local proposal by the 17 members of the Short and Long Range Needs Sub­
committees, meeting jointly, and other interested CAC members over two 
and one-half days of meetings in September and October. Applicants were 
invited to attend these sessions to discuss their proposals with the 
Subcommittees and staff and many did, from throughout the state. The 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 
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Subcommittees' recommendations were reviewed and amended by the CAC 
Executive Committee on October 12, 1972 before approval by the full 
Committee the following day. 

In essence, the CAC recommended that the State Emergency Board 
authorize the DEQ to make comprehensive solid waste management planning 
grants to local government in the total amount of $1 ,129,630 to assist 
in financing development of the statewide Solid Waste Management Implemen­
tation Plan to be completed by July 1, 1973. 

The Director has reviewed and forwarded the report of the CAC 
with his recommendation to the State Emergency Board asking that this 
matter be placed on the Board's agenda for the November 9 and 10, 1972 

meeting. 
The Director's recommendation to the Emergency Board also includes 

the following schedule and procedure for funding, initiating, monitoring 
and concluding regional planning from now until July 1, 1973: 

By November 1, 1972, DEQ should distribute application packets to 
the counties and regions, informing them of the CAC and EQC action, announc­
ing the E Board presentation and requesting official application to the 
Department by November 15, 1972 on forms provided. The Department would in 
addition provide examples of inter-local governmental agreements; a staff 
critique of what is needed from each applicant supplemental to the proposal 
already received; criteria and examples of adequate specific justification 
of their grant request and itemization of in-kind services to be contributed 
to guide1 preparation of supplemental information. Staff will assist with the 
application as needed. 

During November, the CAC should compare each application with its 
previous proposal ,review the staff report and recommend action to the 
Director. 

By December l, 1972, detailed conditional contracts should be dis­
tributed to applicants for signature and return by December 15, 1972. 

By January l, 1973, money should be allocated by the Department to 
cover the first three months of planning under each contract. Planning 
should begin, or continue, in each county, whether or not funded with state 
monies. 

During 1973, the Department and CAC should review the progress of 
and guide the planning. 
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By February 1, 1973, each contractor should submit a detailed time 
schedule for completion of planning tasks, and expending of funds. A 11 
inter-local governmental agreements should be submitted, also. 

By April 1, 1973, a Progress report covering the first three months 
activities should be submitted, including preliminary conclusions. 

Ily April 15, 1973, the CAC should review and act on the staff report 
regarding contractor progress, and make a recommendation to the Director on 
further guidance and release of the next three months' monies to the 
contractor. 

By June 1 , 1973, the contractor should submit the rough draft of 
the completed plan for interim needs. 

~Y June 15, 1973, the CAC should review and act on the staff 
analysis of the plan draft and recommend revisions to the Director. 

By July 1, 1973, the final draft of each regional plan should be 
submitted. 

B,y Auqust 1, 1973, the CAC should consider the completed statewide 
plan to meet interim needs as assembled by staff, and recommend to the 
Director on its adoption. 

It should be emphasized that solid waste disposal permits will be 
written for all disposal sites to ensure the consolidation and upgrading of 
each region's disposal system within the context of the developing regional 
plan. 
DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Commission authorize the Department 
to proceed with development of the State1~ide Solid Waste Management 
Implementation Plan according to the schedule outlined above, beginning 
with presentation of a formal request for funding before the State 
Emergency Board on November 9 and 10, 1972. 

RDJ:mm 
10-19-72 
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October 16, 1972 

Mr. L. B. Day, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Day: 

Re: Statewide Solid Waste Management 
Action Plan Proposal 

Please be informed that the State Solid Waste Management 
Citizens' l1dvisory Committee (CAC) Priday, October 13, 1972 un­
anirnously ratified the recornmendation of its joint Short and Long 
Range Needs Subcommittees as amended by the CAC Executive Committee 
in approving the Statewide Solid Waste Management Action Plan 
Proposal presented by the Department for consideration. This 
proposal incorporates the individual req·uests of Oregon 1 s counties 
and councils of governments for state funding of solid waste 
management planning. The statewide grant total in the proposal 
approved by the CAC is· $1,129,630. 

The Committee urges you to accept its action and present 
the Statewide Proposal to the State Emergency Board for approval 
as soon as possible so that funding of solid v1aste management 
planning so badly needed throughout Oregon may be authorized from 
Pollution Control Bond Funds, and planning may begin before the end 
of 1972. 

Enclosed is the report approved by the CAC Friday as well 
as the Subcommittees' letter of reco1nmendation and report, containing 
pertinent CAC meeting minutes, all of the thirteen regional. planning 
task programs \»1ri tten by your Department and local governmef;ltS' 
proposals submitted in response. 

Please call on the Committee for further action regarding 
this important program. Ive are prepared to lend support in every· way. 

RDJ:mm 
Enc. 

Sincerely, 

:! ./ .L. 
,.,Qc.2¥1-...c<'-tfc>z..YJ 

Betty Roberts, Chairman 
State Solid Waste Management 
Citizens 1 Advisory Cornn1ittee 

H1EPHONI:: (503) 229·56?6 



STATE OF OREGON 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

CITIZENS' ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CAC) 

RATIFIED AND APPROVED REPORT 

October 16, 1972 

ON THE REVIEW OF PLANNING TASK PROPOSALS 

FOR THE 

STATEWIDE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

PRESENTED TO L. B. DAY, DIRECTOR 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

THIS APPROVED REPORT CONTAINS THE 

SHORT AND LONG RANGE NEEDS SUBCOMMITTEES' RECOMMENDATIONS 

AS AMENDED BY THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

AND SUBSEQUENTLY RATIFIED BY THE CAC 

ON OCTOBER 13, 1972 



CONTENTS 

SUMMARY 

REGIONAL PLANNING TASK PROGRAMS (DEQ) 

TASK PLAN PROPOSALS (REGIONAL AND COUNTY) 

SUMMARY OF PERTINENT CAC MEETING MINUTES 

SHORT AND LONG RANGE NEEDS SUBCOMMITTEES (CAC) 
SEPTEMBER 28 and 29, 1972 

OCTOBER 6, 1972 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE (CAC) 
OCTOBER 12, 1972 

STATE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT CITIZENS' 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

OCTOBER 13, 1972 



SUMMARY 

The Short and Long Range Needs Subcommittees of the State Solid 

Waste Management Citizens' Advisory Committee (CAC) have reviewed and 

approved proposals and prepared this report representing the 36 Counties 

of Oregon. The CAC Executive Committee subsequently amended this report 

which was ratified and approved by the CAC on October 13, 1972. 

The proposals, including fund requests, are summarized below: 

SUMMARY OF TASK PLAN PROPOSALS 

l, Received: 18 proposals, 2 estimates, and 2 letters of intent, 

These submissions include 8 proposals fro~ 8 solid waste management 

regions representing 22 counties; 10 proposals from individual counties; 

2 estimates from 2 counties; and 2 letters of intent from 2 counties. 

The official response covered all 36 counties of the State. 

2. Summary of estimated grant requests: 

Regiori or County Grant Request Estimates 

Clatsop-Tillamook 
MSD-CRAG 

(Washington, Multnomah, 
Columbia and Clackamas) 

Chemeketa 
(Benton, Linn, Marion, 
Polk and Yamhill) 

Lane 
Douglas 
Coos-Curry 
Jackson 
Josephine 
Mid-Columbia 

(Hood River, Sherman and Wasco) 
Crook 
Deschutes 
Lake 
Gilliam 
Grant 
Morrow 
Umatilla 
Wheeler 
Union-Wallowa 

TOTAL for 30 counties 

$ 49,500 
325,000 

2.32,540 

154,ooo 
13,500 
47,000 
19,000 
15,000 
20,000 

12,500 
25,660 

6,000 
5 '000 
9,680 

19,750 
20,000 

7,500 
38,000 
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3. Summary of submittals from the rest of the State(6 counties): 

County 
Lincoln 

Jefferson 

Klamath 

Baker 

Malheur 

Harney 

CONTINGENCY FUND 

Statu~ 

Planning under way (6/1/72 to 5/30/73) 
being funded by HUD ($9,000 total pro­
gram--$6,ooo from HUD, $3,000 local 
matching funds). 

County is not interested in borrowing 
monies for solid waste planning. But 
there is a heed to upgrade and convert 
the Madras disposal site into a regional 
processing and sanitary landfill disposal 
facility; to establish a drop box system 
to provide adeQuate collection service 
in rural areas; and closure of promiscu­
ous dumping sites. 

Intends to accbmplish the planning kejed 
to interim needs without a State grant. 
Planning program will be financed by 
county funds. 

Proposal for $18,972 constitutes an 
estimate only, not an official grant 
reQuest to DEQ. Planning grant appli­
cation ($31,747) to EPA pending. 

Proposal for $28,000 constitutes an 
estimate only,. not an official grarit 
reQuest. Planning grant application 
($39,475) to EPA pending. 

County sees little need for a grant at 
this time to help with planning. 

The Subcommittees also drafted and approved a contingency fund to 
cover the planning needs and other costs not foreseen at this time. 
This fund total is $110,000. 

ESTIMATE OF NEEDED FUNDS 

Grant ReQuest Estimates 
Contingency Fund 

Total 

$1,019,630 
110,000 

$1,129,630 
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SUBCOMMITTEES' RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. The CAC ratify the enclosed 18 planning proposals and the 

$1,129,630 estimate of needed funds as the proposal for developing a 

Statewide solid waste management Plan. 

2. The Executive Committee of the CAC present the ratified pro­

posal to L. B. Day, Director of the Department of.Eniironmental Quali~y, 

for submittal to the State Emergency Board as the reQuest for funding 

the development of the Statewide Solid Was~e Management Implementation 

Plan. 

3. The pollution control bond funds for solid waste management 

planning be advanced to regional and local agencies, as a grant, if 

legally permissible. 

PLANNED ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

The subcommittees, using DEQ's Regional Planning Task Programs, 

have estimated the results of the planning and implementation for solid 

waste management in the State if the program is funded and carried out: 

Short-Range Accomplishments by the End of 1975 

1. · Closure of 124 dumps. 

2. Conversion and upgrading of 57 existing disposal sites 

to sanitary landfills. 

3, Construction of 15 new regional processing and sanitary 

landfill disposal facilities. 

4. Establishment of transfer systems including stations and 

sites with recycling collection containers, drop-boxes, and trailers 

and long-haul eQUipment. 

5, Programs designed for handling wood residues, septic tank 

pumpings, sewage sludges, tires, oils, automobile bodies, home appliances, 

chemical residues, and other special wastes, 
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6. Construction of 36 new regional processing, recycling 

(for at least 25% of total solid wastes processed) and disposal 

facilties. 

Long-Range Accomplishments 

1. Collection and transfer of solid wastes to high-volume 

centers for processing and distribution of at least 90% of the total 

solid wastes processed to major recycling centers for best practical 

means of utilization and/or disposal. 

2. Planning, financing, and implementation of long-range 

plans by July 1, 1982. 

Betty Roberts, Chairman 
Btate Solid Waste Management 

Citizens' Advisory Committee 
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ME1·10RANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. H.l), October 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 

Authorization for a Public Hearing: Proposed Amend­
ment of Primary /·\luminum Plant Requlation OAR, Chap­
ter340, Sectfons 25-225 through 25-290. 

Bactground: 

The regulation pertaining to primary aluminum reduc­

tion plants 1·1as adopted by the Environmental Quality Commission 

on June 26, 1970, and became effective 'on August 10; 1970. At 

the time of its action the Commission expressed the desire to 

revise the regulation in the future by expanding th.e emission 

standard to limit the quantities of both fluorides and particu-

1 ates. 

Appendix A, initially mailed to the Commission as part 

of this report, contains a detailed discussion relative to Martin 

Marietta and l\eynolds >1eta1s Company includinq production and con-

trol facilities, res11lts of so11rce emission testing, ambient air 
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and forage fluoride testing and compliance programs including 

special studies. Appendix A also contains background informa­

tion on the EPA New Performance Standards, the State of Washing­

ton Program and dry potroom emission control techniques includ­

ing the Alcoa 398 process. 

Discussion: 

The Department has attempted to keep abreast of alum­

inum reduction control technology and of regulatory require-

ments which might represent control such that there would be no 

or minimum concern relative to effects from fluorides released 

to the ambient air. Unfortunately the Department is not aware 

of any recent information which clearly correlates the emission 

of gaseous and particulate fluorides from a source or sources 

that would provide a basis for establishing emission standards . 

. Literature still suggests that so long as gaseous and soluble 

particulate fluorides are present in the ambient air to any signi­

ficant degree vegetation under certain conditions likely will 

accumulate fluorides and may incur some degree of damage. 

The Department continues to receive complaints concern-· 

ing the effects of emiSsions of fluorides from the Martin MariPtt.il 

.Plant at The Dalles. 



-3-

The Department has developed emission standards for 

gaseous fluorides, total fluorides and total particulates which 

in its judgment would minimize the complaints and allegations 

concerning damage. The proposed particulate emission standard 

is significantly more restrictive than the 15 pounds per ton 

adopted by the State of ~las hi ngton. 

To meet the proposed standards new contra l tech no 1 ogy, 

improved co 11 ecti on techniques and or a change of prncess may be 

required by both aluminum plants in Oregon. 

Analysis: 

1. The present Department of Environmental Quality 

primary aluminum plant regulation includes: 

a. An emission limitation of Ringlemann 1 (20% Opacity) 

for all sources by January l, 1975. 

b. Requirements for monitorina and rPnnrtinn flqnrirl<>s 

and particulate ootroom emissions •nrl •mhiPnt •ir •nrl 

foraqe fluoride levels, and soecial studies which inc1wle 

the potrooms and other sources. 

2. The Martin Marietta plant is presently in compliance 

with th'e Oregon Primary Aluminum Plant Regulation. 
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3. The Reynolds Metals plant is essentially in com­

pliance with all requirements of the existing regulation except 

for the emission standard (Ringlemann 1), and the Reynolds Metals 

Co. has not yet committed itself to a specific program to comply 

with Ringlemann 1 by January 1, 1975. 

4. Both plants in Oregon are essentially operating in 

comp 1 i a nee with ambient air fluoride standards in effect in the 

State of Washington. (Essentially the same standards are in effect 

in other states.) 

5. Martin Marietta, based on a limited number of hay 

samples, is operating well below fluoride forage standards in 

·effect in the State of Washington (Sample results range from 5 

to 9 ppm fluoride ion versus Washington standard of ~O ppm.) 

6. Reynolds Metals, based on many forage· samples, 

operates essentially within State of Washington forage levels, 

except for two stations located 1-1/2 miles from the plant in the 

direction of preva"iling winds. (Reported results rang,~ from 10 

to 142 ppm fluoride ion.) 

7. The f,1artin Marietta plant c.ontributes to visibility 

obscuration fo The Dalles vicinity especially during certain opera­

tions characteristic of the Vertical Stud Soderberg pots and stable 

air conditions. 



-5-

8. The Martin Marietta plant also is alleged to con-

tinue to cause damage to vegetation in The Dalles area, mainly 

fruit crops such as sweet cherries and to a lesser extent to 

peaches and apricots, and pine trees. Damages are alleged at 

times, when measured fluoride levels in the orchards are on the 

order of lower detectable limits, i.e. from D to 2.0 ppb compared 

with Washington standard bf 4-1/2 ppb for 12-hour periods. 

9. The Reynolds Metals plant at Troutdale is a signi­

ficant contributfJn to total particulate emissions in the Columbia­

Willamette Air Pollution Authority region (estimated to be 157t of 

to ta 1 particulates in Multnomah County). Hmvever, due to generally 

favorable meteorological conditions at the site, visible effects 

are considered minimal. 

10. There have been no complaints of damage to animals 

or vegetation from the Reynolds Metals plant in recent years. (It 

should be noted that commercial vegetable crops grown in the area 
,..-,~/;-('> '! ,\/1 < / 

are not considered to be'"'sensitive to fluorides). 

11. Based on average Malues gaseous fluoride emissions 
-

from the Reynolds Metals plant are approximately seven times as 

great as gaseous fluoride emissions from the Martin Marietta plant 

(based on pounds of fluoride ion per ton of aluminum). 

. / ,! _(, 
r_ I , l,. ~( 

/_ 
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12. Based on average values, particulate fluoride 

emissions from the Reynolds Metals plant are approximately nine 

times as great as particulate fluoride emissions from the Martin 

Marietta plant (based on pounds of particulate fluoride oer ton of 

aluminum). 

13. Based on average values total particulates from 

the Reynolds Metals plant are approximately three times as great 

as those from the '~art in Marietta pl ant (based on pounds of 

particulates per ton of aluminum). 

14. Based on available data, gaseous fluoride, parti­

culate fluoride and total particulate emissions from the Martin 

Marietta plant are among the lo\'1est in the country. 

15. Based on available data, gaseous fluoride, parti-

culate fluoride and total particulate emissions from the Reynolds 

Metals plant are representative of average emissions from aluminum 

pl ants throughout the country. 

16. Treatment of collected pot exhaust (primary system) 

at the Martin Marietta plant is considered to be equivalent to 

highest and best practicable treatment. Approximately 99% of the 

total f.l uori des emitted are from the roof scrubbers (secondary system) 

r 
i 
i 

I 
I 

·1 

• 
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and therefore reductions in total fluorides emitted must come 

from either improving collection at the pots or improving the 

efficiency of treatment in the secondary system. 

17. -Treatment of collected pot exhausts (primary system) 

at the Reynolds Metals plant is less than highest and best prac-

ticable treatment. However, still approximately 55% of total 

fluorides emitted are from the secondary sys tern, therefore sub-

stantial reduction of total fluorides will require improvements 

to both the primary and secondary systems. 

18. Data are not presently available or foreseeable to 

develop quantitative correlations between damage to sensitive 

crops, ambient fluoride.levels, and emission levels .. 

Conclusions: 

1. The Department concludes, in.the absence of corre­

lating data, the approach to reducing fluoride and particulate 

emissions must be on the basis of the application of highest tech­

nology for all sources. 

2. The Department concludes that it is technically pos­

sible, by improving col.lection and treatment, to reduce the fluoride 

emissions from the secondary system at the Martin Marietta olant hv ns 

much as 50%. 
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The Department concludes that it is technically pos­

sible to obtain equivalent emission levels at the Reynolds Metals 

plant by making significant revisions to or replacements of both 

existing control systems. 

<I Adc:l1 

f. The Department has developed a proposed emission 

regulation requiring an approximate 50Z reduction of present 

emissions from the secondary system at the Martin Marietta plant, 

which is equivalent to a 41% overall reduction in total fluorides. 

This same standard would require 93% reduction of total fluorides 

at the Reynolds Metals plant. 

A· The fo 11 owing proposed 1 anguage which would be 

added to section 25-265 as subsection (2). The existing section 

25-265 (2) would become 25-265 (3). 

25-265 EMISSION STANDARD 

(2) (a) The total of gaseous fluoride emissions from 

all sources shall not exceed 0.3 pound of fluoride ion·per 

ton of aluminum produced as a monthly average. 

(b) The total of all· fluoride materials ·from all sources 

shall not exceed 1.0 pound of fluoride ion per ton of alum­

inum produced as a monthly average. 
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(c) The total organic and inorganic particulate. 

emissions from all sources shall not ~xceed eight· 

pounds of total particulate per ton of aluminum produced. 

(d) Representative monitoring on a continuous basis 

sha 11 be conducted to demonstrate comp l i a nee with 

(2) (a), (b) and (c) above. The monitoring results 

shall be reported to the Department on a monthly basis. 

(e) Compliance programs required to meet the emission 

standards established by (2) (a), (b) and (c) above shall 

be established not later than May 1, 1973, with each 

individual company (to be incorporated in the Air Contam-

inant Discharge Permit issued for each plant). 

Director's Recommendation: 

It is the recommendation of the Director that the Environ-

mental Quality Commission authorize the Director· to schedule a pub­

lic hearing at a time and place to be determined for the purpose of 

receiving testimony relevant to the proposed revisions to the Primary 

Aluminum Plant Regulation. 

L. B. Day 

Fl\S:c:l0/18/72 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 340 

Primary 
Aluminum Plants 

[ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise speci­
fied, sections 25-225 through 25-290 of 
this chapter of the Oregon Administrative 
Rules Compilation were adopted June 26, 
1970 and filed with the Secretary of State 
July 14, 1970, as Administrative Order 
DEQ 19. The effective date of this order 
is August 10, 1970.] 

25-255 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 Com­
mission in adopting the following regula­
tions to: 

(1) Require, in accordance with a speci­
fic program and time table for each op­
erating primary aluminum plant the 
highest and best practicable collection, 
treatment and control of atn-10spheric 
pollutants emitted from primary aluminum 
plants through the utilization of technically 
feasible equipment, devices and proce­
dures necessary to attain and maintain 
desired air quality. 

(2) 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 
observation of conditions m the sur­
rounding areas, to develop emission and 
ambient air standards and to determine 
compliance therewith. 

( 3) Encourage and assist the aluminum 
industry to conduct a research and tech­
nological development program designed 
to reduce emissions, in accordance vvith a 
definite program, including specified ob­
jectives and time schedules. 

( 4) 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. 

25-260 DEFINITIONS, (1) All Sources -
Means sources including, but not lin-iited 
to, the reduction proces.-:;~ alumina 1)1.J.ntp 
anode plant, anode baking plant, cast house, 
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and collection, treatment and recovery 
systems. 

(2) Ambient Air - The air that surrounds 
the earth, excluding the general volume of 
gases contained within any building or 
st rl1ctu re, 

( 3) 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. 

( 4) Anode Plant - Means all operations 
directly associated with the preparation of 
anode carbon except the anode baking 
operation, 

( 5) Commission -Means Environmental 
Quality Comrnission, 

(6) Cured· Forage - Means hay, straw, 
ensila.ge that is consumed or is intended 
to be consumed by livestock. 

(7) Department - Means Department of 
Envii;o.nm.ental Quality. 

(Sl""'MJ'.ii:{i'J a ·release into the outdoor 
atmosphere of air contaminants, 

( 9) Emission Standard - Means the li­
mitation on the release of a contaminant 
or multiple contaminants to the arnbient 
air. 

(10) Fluorides - Means matter . con­
taining fluG>iide ion. 

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

(12) Particulate Matter - Me ans a 
small, discrete mass of solid or liquid 

·matter, but not including uncombined 
water. 

(13) 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). 
(14) Pot Line Primary Emission Con­

trol 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. 

(15) Regularly Scheduled Monitoring -
Means sampling and analyses in compli­
ance with a program and schedule approved 
pursuant to Section 25-275. 

(16) Standard Dry Cubic Foot of Gas -
Means that a1nount of the gas which would 
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occupy a cube having dimensions of one 
fti. on each side, if the gas were free. of 
water vapor at a pres sure of 14. 7 P ,S.I.A. 

. Q 
and a temperature· of 60 F. 

25-265 EMISSION STANDARD. (1) Vis­
ible emissions from all sources shall not 
exceed twenty (20) per cent opacity (Rin­
gelmann 1 ). 

(2) Each primary aluminum plant shall 
proceed promptly with a program to com­
ply with this regulation. A proposed sched­
ule 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 com­
pliance for each plant. Such schedules hall 
include the date by which full compliance 
nrnst be achieved but, in no case, shall 
full compliance be later than January 1, 
1975. 

25-270 HIGHEST AND BEST PRACTI­
CABLE TREATMENT AND CONTROL 
F '}UIREMENT. Notwithstanding the spe­
ciric eni.ission limits set forth in Section 
25-265 of these regulations, in order to 
maintain the lowest possible emission of 
air contaminants, the highest and best 
practicable treatment and control cur­
rently available shall in every case be 
provided. 

25 • 2 7 5 MONITORING. (1) Each pri­
mary aluminum plant shall submit, with­
in 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 e -
missions of gaseous and particulate flu­
orides and total particulates. A schedule 
for rneasure1nent of fluoride levels in 
forage and ambie'1t air shall be submitted. 

(2) Necessary sampling and analysis 
equipment shall be ordered or otherwise 
provided for within thirty (30) days after 
t1're rno:iito ring program has been approved 

vriting by the Cornr'nission~ The eq.uip­
rnent shall be pl.Heed in effective opera­
tion in_ accordal1ce with the approved pro­
gram within ninety (90) days after de-

25a 

livery. 

25-280 REPORTING. (1) Unless other­
wise authorized in writing by the Com­
mission, data shall be reported by each 
primary aluminum plant within thirty (30) 
days of the end of each cal<(ndar month 
for each source and station included in the 
approved monitoring program as follows: 

(a) Ambient air: Twelve-hour concen­
t,rations of gaseous fluoride in ambie11t 
air expressed in micrograms per cubic 
meter of air. 

(b) Forage: Concentrations of fluoride 
in forage expressed in ppn of fluoride 
on a dried weight basis. 

(c) 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 cal­
culating pounds per ·ton shall be as speci­
fied in the approved nrnnitoring programs. 
Particulate data shall be reported as 
tofal particulates and percentage of fluo­
ride ion contained therein. 

(d) Gaseous emissions: Results of all 
sampling conducted during the month fo·r 
gaseous fluorides. All results shall be ex­
pressed as hydrogen fluoride in micro­
grams per cubic meter on a volume basis 
and pounds per day ·of hydrogen fluoride. 

(e) Other emission and ambient air 
data as specified in the approved rnoni­
toring progran1. 

(f) Changes in collection efficiency of 
any portion of the collection or control 
system that resulted from equipment or 
process changes. · 

(2) .Each primary aluminum plant shall 
furnish, upon request of the Commission, 
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 inincreased 
e1nissi6n of air contaminantsa 

(3) Prior to construction, installation or 
establishment of a primary aluminum 
plant, a notice of construction shall be 
submitted to the Commission. Addition to, 
or enlargernent or replacernent of, a pri­
mary aluminum plant or anyrnajor altera­
tion therein shall be construed as con-

9-15-70 
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st ruction, installation or establishment. 

25-285 SPECIAL STUDIES. (1) Special 
studies, covering the areas in subpara­
graphs (a), (b)and (c) of this subsection 
shall be conducted at each primary alumi­
num plant. 

(a) Emissions of particulates from all 
sources within the plant, including size 
distribution and physical and chemical 
characteristics where feasible, and a se­
p.aration of fluoride and nonfluoride par­
ticulate. 

(b) Plume opacity from all sources 
within the plant, including its relation­
ship to grain loading, particulate charac­
teristics, particule emissions in pounds 
per ton of production and stack charac­
teristics. 

( c) Emissions of sulfur dioxide, hydro­
carbons, carbon monoxide, chloTine and 
chlorides, oxides of nitrogen, ozone, water 
vapor, and fluorides from all sources. 

( 2) Each primary aluminum plant shall 
submit a program for conducting the 
aforesaid special studies to the Com­
mission for approval within sixty (60) 

9-15-70 25b 

days after the effective.date of this regu­
lation. 

(3) The results of the special studies 
shall be submitted to the Commission not 
later than eighteen (18) months after ap­
proval of the special studies program. 

25-290 REVISION OF EMISSION STAN­
DARDS.· (1) A public hearing may be called 
on or before ninety (90) days after sub­
n1is sion of the results of the special 
studies to evaluate the special studies, 
current technology and adequacy of these 
regulations and to make revisions tOthe 
regulations as necessary. 

(2) The Commission may, after public 
hearing, estab1ish more restrictive regu­
lations 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 ex­
pansion, must be submitted to the Com­
mission, together with plans and specifi­
cations, in accordance with Section 25-
280 (3). 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY CH. 340 

Primary 
Aluminum Plants 

[ED. NOTE: Unless otherwise speci­
fied, sections 25-225 through 25-290 of 
this chapter of the Oregon Administrative 
Rules Compilation were adopted June 26, 
1970 and filed with the Secretary of State 
July 14, 1970, as Administrative Order 
DEQ 19. The effective date of this order 
is August 10, 1970.] 

. 25-255 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE. In 
furthe.rance of the public policy of the state 
as set forth in ORS 449. 765, it is hereby 
declared to be the purpose of the Com­
mission in adopting the following regula­
.tions to: 

(1) Require, in accordance with a speci­
fic program .and time table for each op­
erating primary aluminum plant the 
highest and best practicable collection, 
treatment and control of atmospheric 
pollutants· emitted from primary aluminum 
plants through the utilization of technically 
feasible equipment, devices and proce­
dures necessary to attain and maintain 
desired air quality. 

(2) 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 
observation of conditions 1n the sur­
rounding areas, to develop emission and 
ambient air standards and- to determine 
compliance therewith. 

(3) Encourage and assist the aluminum 
industry to conduct a research and tech­
nological development program designed 
to reduce emissions, in accordance with a 
definite program, including specified ob­
jectives and time schedules. 

( 4) 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. 

25-260 DEFINITIONS. (1) Ail Sources -
Means sources including, but not limited 
to, the reduction process, alumina plant, 
anode plant, anode baking plant, cast house, 
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and collection, treatment and recovery 
system so 

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

(3) Anode Baking Plant Means the 
heating and sintering of pressed anode 
blocks ill oven-like devices, including the 
loading and unloading of the oven-like 
devices.· 

( 4) An.ode Plant - Means all operations 
directly associated with the preparation of 
anode carbon except the anode baking 
operationo 

(5) Commiss~on -Means Environmental 
Quality Com·1nission. 

(6) .Cured Forage - Means hay, straw, 
ensilage that is consumed or is intended 
to be consumed by livestock. 

(7) Department - Means Department of 
Envif,onm.ental Quality. 

( srrr'ii;;f.fif.Rll a release into the outdoor 
atmosphere of air contaminants. 

(9) Emission Standard - Means the li­
ni.itation on the release of a contaminant 
or multiple contaminants to the ambient 
air. 

(10) Fluorides Means matter ·con-
taining fluGTide ion. 

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

(12) Particulate Matter Me ans a 
small, discrete mass of solid or liquid 

-matter, but not including uncombined 
water. 

(13) ·Primary Alurninurn Plant - Means 
those plants which will or do operate for 
the purpose of or related to producing 
aluminum metal frOm aluminum oxide 
( a.lurnina). 

(14) Pot Line Primary Emission Con­
trol Systems - Means the system which 
coll"ects 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. 

(15) Regularly Scheduled Monitoring -
Means. sampling and analyses in compli­
ance with a program and schedule approved 
pursuant to Section 25-275. 

(16) 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 
wat.er vapor at a pressure of 14.7 P.S,I,A. 
and a temperature of 60° F. 

25-265 EMISSION STANDARD. (1) Vis­
ible emissions from all sources shall not 
exceed twenty (20) per cent opacity (Rin-

~lm'.'nn 1 ). . . . 
.,1. ~2·) Each primary alummum plant shall 
proceed promptly with a program to com­
ply with this regulation. A proposed sched­
ule 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 com­
pliance for each plant. Such schedule shall 
include the date by which full compliance 
must be achieved but, in no case, shall 
full compliance oe later than January 1, 
1975. 

25-270 HIGHEST AND BEST PRACTI­
C.ABLE TREATMENT AND CONTROL 
E 2UIREMENT. Notwithstanding the spe­
citic emission limits set forth in Section 
25-265 of these regulations, in order to 
maintain the lowest pos·sible emission of 
air contaminants, the highest and best 
p·racticable treatment and control cur­
rently available shall in every case be 
provided. 

25 - 2 7 5 MONITORING. (1) Each pri­
mary aluminum plant shall submit, with­
in 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 " -
missions of gaseous and particulate flu­
orides and total particulates. A schedule 
for measurement of fluoride levels in 
forage and ambie?:lt air shall be submitted. 

(2) 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 equip­
r• "lt shall be placed in effective opera­
L . in accordance with the approved pro­
gram within ninety (90) days after de·· 

25a 

25-280 REPORTING. (1) Unless other­
wise autl1oriZed in writing by the Com­
mission, data shall be reported by each 
primary aluminum plant within thirty (30) 
days of the end of each calendar month 
for each source an.cl station included in the 
approved monitoring program as follows: 

(a) Ambient air: Twelve-hour concen­
t"rations of gaseous fluoride in ambient 
air expressed in micrograms per cubic 
meter of air. 

(b) Forage: Concentrations of fluoride 
in forage exp·ressed in ppm of fluoride 
on a dried weight basis. 

(c) Particulate emissions: Results of 
all emission sampling conducted du.ring 
tl1e 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 cal­
culating pounds per ton shall be as speci­
fied in the approved monitoring programs. 
Particulate data shall be reported as 
total particulates and percentage of fluo­
ride ion .contained therein. 

(d) Gaseous emissions: Results of ail 
sampling conducted during the month fo:r 
gaseous fluorides. All results shall be ex­
pressed as hydrogen fluoride in micro­
grams per cubic meter on a volume basis 
and pounds per day .of hydrogen fluoride. 

( e) Other emission and ambient air 
data as Specified in the approved moni­
tori_ng program. 

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

(2) Each primary aluminum plant shall 
furnish, upon request of the Commission, 
such other data as the Commission may 
req-uire to evaluate the plant's emission 
control progr~m. Each primary aluminum 
plant shall immediately report abnormal 
plant operations which result inincreased 
emission of air contaminants. 

(3) 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 pri­
mary .al1..rminum plant or any major altera­
tion therein shall be construed as con-
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struction, installation or establishment. 

25-285 SPECIAL STUDIES. (1) Special 
studies, covering the areas in subpara­
graphs (a), (b}and (c) of this subsection 
shall be conducted at each primary alumi­
,',um plant. 

(a) Emissions of particulates from all 
sources . within the plant, including size 
distribution and physical and chemical 
Characteristics where feasible, and a se­
paration of fluoride and nonfiuoride par­
ticulate. 

(b} Plume opacity from all sources 
within the plant, including its relation­
ship to grain loading, particulate charac­
teristics, particule emissions in po·unds 
per ton of production and stack charac­
teristics. 

(c) Emissions of sulfur dioxide, hydro­
carbons, carbon monoxide, chlorine and 
chlorides, oxides of nitrogen, ozone, water 
vapor, and fluorides frorri all sources. 

(2) Each primary aluminum plant shall 
submit a program for conducting the 
aforesaid special studies to the Com­
mission for approval within sixty (60) 
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days. after the effective date of this regu­
lation. 

(3) The results of the special studies 
shall be submitted to the Commission not 
later than eighteen (18) mont.hs after ap­
proval of the special studies program. 

25-290 REVISION OF EMISSION STAN­
DARDS. ( 1) A public hearing may be called 
on or before ninety (90) days after sub­
mission 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. 

(2) The Commission may, after public 
hearing, establish more re.strictive regu­
lations 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 ex­
pansion, must be submitted to the Com­
mission, together with plans and specifi.:.. 
cations, in accordance with Section 25-· 
280(3). 



DEPAHTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

October 13, 1972 

APPENDIX A. 

(Appendage to Director's report to Environmental Qmi.lity Conm1ission 
requesting authoriw.tion of public hearing for purposes of revision of 
OAR Chapter 340, Secti.ons 25-225 through 25--290.) 

The Department of Environmental Quality reg111ation specific 

to air contamimmt em.i.ssions from primary aluminum plautn, OAR 

Chapter 340, Sections 25-225 through 25-290, vms ad.opted Jtme 26, 1970 

and became effective Augi.1st 10, 1970. A copy of the regulation is 

attached. 

The rcguJation was developed as a joint effort with the State 

of Washington throup;h the Oregon-Washington Air Quality Connnittee. 

Hearings were held by the respective States on two rule proposals, one 

specific to a pri1nary Rlu_1rd.11u1-r1 pla.nt and one regardin.g allo\vRble 

flot1ride lc:Yvels in c~rnlJient 9-.ir and forage for ar1plicatio11 to anJ' flourido 

c1nitting netlvi_ty. (jopies of t11ese propoSed rules aro attacl1ecl. rrhe 

Co1l1J.:r1ii:-1r:::ion set aside the proriosed ~t111bient ai.r:- and foragl3 fl11oridc 

conlcrd: rnlc=:s rrl1<l :-1.dCipted the r11'i_rnnr:y alt1111i1n11Y1 plant rct!;ulatlon after 
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excluding the proposed 15 pounds per ton particulate emi.ssion limitation. 

The State of Washington adopted both proposed rules with generally minor 

revisions, 

Air Pollution from Aluminum Production 
<~o'-~-~.~~-~----· 

Three general classes of air contaminants are ruiual1y associated 

with the production of aluminum. A class breakdown sJJ.d an abbreviated 

discussion of potential effects follows: 

1. Gaseous fluorides - This class, mostly hydrogen fluoride, is considered 

to be the most significant in respect to vegetation damage. Gaseous 

fluorides accunmlated in vegetation can contribute to the fluoride 

ingestion of foragir1g animals. 

2. Particulate fluorides - This class, a complicated mixture of mainly 

aluminum, sodium, and calcium salts, can accumulate on vegetation 

surfaces and contribute to the fluoride ingestion of foraging animals 

(generally cattle). Soluble portions of this class may be absorbed by 

plants through leaf openings. 

3. Total particulates - This class, a mixture of fluoride and non-fluoride 

materials, contributes to the visual effect or visibility reduction around 

aluminum plants. 

The Environmental Protection Agency has conducted a program of 

source testing some alurninum plants during 1971 a.nd 1972, In this program 

EPA selected the following breakdown: 

1. Soluble fluorides ·- This group is -considered to include essentially all of 

the p,·Rseous fluorides and a significant but variable percentage of the 

particulate fluorides. 

2. Jnsolublo fluorides ·- This group comprif:cs the balanec of the particulate 

fhiorides. 
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8. Total µarticulates - This group includes all particulate matter. 

The above contaminant classifications, either gaseous/particulate 

fluorides or soluble/insoluble fluorides, and total particulates, can be applied 

to emissions from the entire aluminum plant. No correlation between the two 

classifications is available at this time. Additional discussion of the EPA 

program will be given later in this report. 

The major sources of both fluoride and particulate materials are 

the potrooms and the associated control systems. The significance of these 

soul'ces is evident by the concentration of interest. and effort in measuring and 

reducing emissions from these areas. The anode plant in urebake anode 

"Operations (such as Reynolds Metals Co. at Troutdale) is known to also be a 

source of fluoride and particulate materials, but in considerably smaller amotmts. 

Alu~ninum Production tn Orogon 

The primary production of aluminum in Oregon is conducted by two 

plants, Martin Marietta Aluminum (formerly Harvey Aluminum\ at The Dalles 

and Reynolds Metals Company at Troutdale. The Martin Marietta plant uses 

vertical stud Soderberg anodes (self halting\ and produces approximately 

90, 000 tons of aluminum per year. Reynolds xnetals Company uses prebake 

anodes and can produce about 100, 000 tons per year with four existing potlines 

(lines 1, 2, 3 and 4) and about 30, 000 tons per year with a new potline 

(line 5). After ceasing oporation on November 26, 1971, this company 

reactivated lines 1 and 4 on September 1, 19'72, initially started line 5 

on October 8, 19'72, and plans to reactivate lino 2 on NoverrJ)er 8, 1972. 

The reactivation of li11e :i is not Gcheduled at this time. 
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Both companies submitted compliance schedules which were 

approved by the Commission on March 5, 1971. Some of the more 

important components of these programs are emission testing, ambient 

air and forage fluoride monitorinf;, special studies, control technology 

research, installation of improved controls and upset condition reporting. 

The routine data h;we been submitted on a monthly basis beginning vi'ith 

the March 1971 reporting period, except for the duration of the Reynolds 

l\!Ietals Company shutdown. 

Program_ Analysis: 

"llfartin Marietta Aluminum 

The Martin Marietta Aluminum plant is composed of two pot-

lines of vertical stud Soderberg anode cells in five potroo1ns. .P ... 11 

anode p2cste plant furnishes carbonaceous material for the self baking 

anodes. Metal casting, electrical transformers and maintenance facilities 

complete the production activity. 

The most important sources of air pollution are the two potroom 

emission control systems. The remaining portion of this facility presently 

is not considered to be sources of significantly important air contaminants. 

The primary potroom erriission control system, which is 

directly attached to and treats the exlmust from the pots, includes twelve 

uni'rn each consiDtlnp; of spray and bubble chambers followed by fans 

and wet electrostatic preoipitatcrs. InstaHation of this system was 

cmnpJr,;ted in February of 1872. The old spray tower system r0mai.ns 

functional as a. back-up, The new system complies with the 20% opacity 

li111itatio11 of thu existing primar·y Rluminum pl.ant rog111ation, OAR 
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Chapter 340, Section 25-265. 

The secondary potroom emission control system, which 

treats the room ventilati.on exhaust, includes forty forced draft 

spray scrubbers (eight per potroom) in elevated tunnels mounted 

alongside each potroom. This system which was completed in 1970, 

complies with the 20% opacity limitation cited above. 

The approved compliance schedule requires routine potroom 

emission testing. The results of some 15 primary system source 

. tests and 43 secondary source tests obtained during the period 

March 1971 through July 19'72, have been submitted to the Depart­

ment. (Some 26 source tests o{ the previous primary system which 

were also submitted, are not considered in this discussion.) A 

tabular summary of the reported data which is presented below 

indicates that average total daily potroom emissions equals about 

123 pounds gaseous fluoride, , 300 pounds particulate fluoride and 

286G pounds total particulntes. The range of the daily emissions 

and the emission rates per ton of metal produced are illustrated in 

the tabulation, 



J'V1AETIN :MARIETTA ALUMlNUM, THE DALLES - POTROOM EMISSIONS (Reported as required by 
the approved compliance schedule. )1/ 

Primary System ~/ 
(12 wet electro-

No. of 
Sa:;nples 

s"'.:s.tic prse-ipitators) , 15 

1~ Gaseol1s f111orides, 
lb F-/day (lb F- /ton Al) 

2. Particulate Fluorides, 
lb p-/day (lb F-/ton Al) 

3.. Tota1 Particu.lates 
lb/ds.y (lb/ton Al) 

~; 
Seco11dary S·vstem .:?. 
(40 room scrubbers) 43 

1. Gaseo1.-1s f111orides, 
lb_ p- /day (lb p- /ton All 

2~ Partic1U2.te Flv:orides, 
lb p- /day (lb p- /ton Al) 

3~ Total particuiates., 
lb/day (lb/ton Al) 

Hig"".h'--- Low 

3. 6 (0. 01) 0. 38 (0. 002) 

8. 4 (0. 03) L 11 (0. 005) 

61.7 (0.25 9. 6 (0. 04) 

411 (1. 67) 31 (0. 13) 

1020 (4. 14) 72 (0. 29) 

5370 (21. 8) 800 (3. 24) 

1/ Based on production equal to 90, 000 tons aluminum per year. 

Average Median 

1. 83 (0. 007) 1.7 (0.007) 

4. 12 (0. 017) 4. 2 (0. 017) 

39. 8 (0. 16) 40. 5 (0. 16) 

121 (0. 49) 95 (0. 39) 

296 (1. 20). 270 (1. 10) 

2826 (11. 5) 2800 (11. 4) 

2/ Based on source tests results reported for March, 1972 through July, 1972 (system completed in 

February 1972). 

3/ Based on source test results reported for March 1971 through July 1972. 

' "' l 
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The approved compliance schedule includes four ambient air 

monitoring stations for gaseous fluorides. Data for 12 hour sarnulcs obtained 

dnring the period 3/8/71 to 11/1/71 and 2/29/72 to 7/5/72 have been reported 

to the Department. The mo1iltoring is discontinued around the first of the 

year due to low vegetation growth activity, adverse weather and necessary 

sampling equipment maintenance. The Department commenced operation 

of stations 19, 30 and 31 plus six other stations (genera1ly known as the 

arbitrator stations) on July 10, 1972. 

A tabular summary of the data reported through 7 /5/72 which is 

given below indicates that the 12 hour gaseous fluoride levels have ranged 

from zero to 2. 01 parts per billion 0)Y volume) with the average values 

ranging from 0. 10 to 0. 18 ppb. The reported levels would comply with the 

proposed ambient air fluoride regulations previous considered by the EQC. 

1V1arti11 Marietta All11T1lr1u111~ Tl-1e Dalles - f:1..1r11:1ie~nt Air Gaseous Fluoride 
(Reports v.~- Required l;ytl1·~-Approved ComolianZo Schedule)y-· 

Station 
No. 

19 

26 

30 

31 

Distance and 
directi.on 
from plant 

4 mi SE 

1 3/4 .mi SSW 

2 mi S 

2 3/4 ml SSE 

No. of 
Samnles 

711 

722 

722 

717 

Gaseous F- (ppb by volume) 
High Low Averao-e 

1. 54 0 0.15 

2.01 0 0.18 

1. 18 0 0.10 

0.91 0 0.10 

_!_/ The data presented rGpresents 12 hour samples obtained during the 
periods 3/8/71 to 11/1/71 and 2/29/72 to '7 /5/72. 

Hay sarnpleil obtained from fields one mile wost and two 

miles e:i.st of the plant have ana1yzed 12. G ppm F"' and 4. G ppm F-

respectively. T11e forage sa111pling at rrhc Dalles 11as been n1ini111al 

and reflects the lirnited 11rivatcly o\vn.ed cattle foraging operations near 
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the aluminum plant. The reported forage fluoride levels would comply 

with the proposed forage standards previously considered by the EQC. 

The company has submitted the results of its special studies 

program as required. This information will be reviewed with the company 

and a report will be made to the Commission as soon as practicable. 

Reynold..§. ~.etaJs Company 

The Reynolds Metals Company plant is composed of five 

potiines of prebake anode cells in ten potrooms. An anode bake plant 

flu·nishes bl.ooks of anode carbon. Metal casting, electrical transformers, 

and maintenance facilities complete the production activity. 

The Oregon State Sanitary Authority at its June 28, 1969 

1Y1eeti11g a1Jpro--.1ed t11e Re~y11olds M.etals Co1npa11y pror10.sal for rnoder11izing 

the existing four potlines and adding a fifth potiine at the Troutdale plant 

subject to some nine limitations, condit\ons and requirements including 

allowable ambient air and forage fluoride levels. A copy of the fluoride 

levels allowed by this approval irl attached. 

The most important sources of air pollution are the two 

potroom emission control systems. These areas are the sources of 

almost 8.ll of tho fluoride materials and vlsibllity reducing particulates. 

Tho anode bake plant is a source of considerably srnaller amoimts of 

fluoricfo and particulate materials. The height of the stack, 175 feet, 

associated with this area, aceGntuatcs tho· vi si.ble impact of the anode 

bake plant. The remaining portions of this facility presently an1 not 

conciclercd to be ~:::ou_rces of .si.gnificant1y 11r1port.ant air contan1inants. 
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The following discussion of potroom emission control systems 

will first consider the initial potlines, lines 1, 2, 3 and 4, and secondly 

the new potline, line 5. 

The primary potroom emission control system for lines 1 

and 4 which is directly attached to and treats the exhaust from the µots, 

includes 8 units each consisting of 2 parallel sets of 2 cyclones and 1 

fan both lea.dlng to a common spray chamber followed by a centrifugal 

action metal stack. The total equipment involve.cl includes 32 cyclones, 

16 fans, 8 spray chambers, and 8 stacks. These control facilities 

were installed as a portion of the exp8.nsion and modernization program 

approved by the OSSA on June 28, 1969. This system has not reached 

anticipated perfor111a1Jce lev·els causi11g tJlanned additional i11stallations on 

lines 2 and 3 to be set aside until improvements or alternative system(s) 

can be developed. Some i.mprovemcmt or alternative will be required for 

this system to meet the 20% opacity limitation by January 1, 1975, as 

required by OAR Chapter 340, Section 25-365. 

The primary potroom emission control system for lines 

2 and 3 which is directly attached to and treats the exhaust from the 

poi:$~ also in.eludes 8 U1Tits eacl1 co:nsisting of 2 parallel sets of 2 

cyclones and 1 fan both leading to a 2 pass spray tower (double-walled 

wood tower). The total cqu:i.pment involved includes 32 cyclones, lG fans 

and 8 two···pass spray towers. It is quite likely that at least the spray 

tov,rer s.ection,s of this systcrn \Vill recruire replacc111ent in_ order to 

comply with 20% opaeity by January 1, 1!)75. 
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The secondary potroom emission control system; which 

trioats the room ventilation exhaust, is essentially identical for lines 

1, 2, 3 and 4. TI1is system is composed of a tot.al of 200 roof­

mounted small fan-spray scrubber ··centrifugal stack combinations (25 

units per each 8 potrooms). This system presently complies with 

the 20% opacity requirement. 

The potroom emission control system for the Hne 5 includes 

only a primary system. (No secondary system was proposed due to 

improv.ed hooding and collection wi.th the newer more modern pot design.) 

The primary system for line 5 includes a large single duct leading to a 

dry plenum which exhausts to 4, parallel fans. Two adjacent fans 

exhau.st in paru.licl into 1 of 2 orifice r:1l2~te scrlJbbers. Eacl1 scru_blJer 

exhausts into 2 parallel centrifugal mist eliminators. The 4 mi.st 

eliminators exhaust into 4 parallel (clustered) stacks about 100 feet tall. 

The total equipment involved includes a common large duct and plenum, 

4 fans, 2 orifi.ce plate scrubbers, 4 mist eliminators and 4 closely 

arranged stacks. Since this entire system is currently in a start-up 

situation, an evaluation of compliance with the 20% opacity limitation is yet to 

be m8,de. 

The approved compliance schedule for Reynolds Metals Co. 

requires routine pofroom emission testing. The results of some 24 

1Jrirnary systern so11rce tests and 12 secondary s:ysten1 so-urce tests 

obtained during the period March HJ7l through October 1971 have been 

submitted to the Department. (No data is available for line 5,) A 

tnbtlla,r s111n1rtar3r of the:. reported dat;:i. \Vl1iel1 is prescn.tqd on page 1~! assl1111es 
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operation of lines 1, 2, 3 and 4 at the rated 100, 000 tons aluminum per 

year. The data indicate that at rated production, the average total daily 

potroom emissions would equal about 996 pounds gaseous·fluorides, 2936 

pounds particulate fluoride m1d 9,412 pounds total particulates. The range 

of tho daily emissions and the emission rates per ton of metal produced are 

illustrated in the tabulation. 

The approved compliance schedule includes five ambient air monitoring 

stations for gaseous fluorides. Data for 12 hour samples obtained during the 

period 3/22/'ll to 10/31/71 have been reported to the Department. The 

monitoring was discontinued when the plant shut down. This program has been 

reactivated, but reported results are not e:>q'.lected until November, 19'72, at 

the earliest. 

A tabula.r summary of the data reported, which is given below, 

indicates that the" 12 hour g~Reous fluoride levels have ranged from zero to 

7. 22 prrrts per billion (by volume) with the a.verage values ranging from 0. 17 

to O. 70 ppb. Excluding suspected contaminated samples, the gaseous fluoride 

levels have been in compliance with the conditions of the modernization and 

expansion approval. 

ReY_ll:olds l\~Ei1~!£.._Qon.2~ny, Troutdale : A~nbien!_.C~}'. Gn.seous Fluoride (Reports 
as Rea~uired by the Approved Complim1ce Schedule)l/ 

Distartce and 
-Station dircection from No. of G·aseou_s F (1mb by yolume) 

No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

G 

2/ 

---·~--

nfant SamnloB High -------'--·-···-------- J_Jo\V Avern~-

L5 mi W 447 7.22Y 0.04 0. 45 

l.Omi.SW 445 1. 41 0 o.rn 
0.6 in:i s 443 1. 23 0 0.17 

1. 2 mi SE 441 1. 67 0 0. 25 

0. 7 mi E 439 3.90 0 0.70 

The datn preserttcc11Jresents 12 1J1", sa1n1)les o1Jtnined during t11e period 
3/22/7:2 to 10/3:1/'lL 

8arop1e contarnir1ai.Ion :3uspectod. 



REYNOLDS METALS COMPAN"r, TROUTDALE - POTROOM EMISSIONS (Reports as required 
. by the approved compliance schedule.) 

No. of 
Sarr1ples 

P -'m~,.-- "'''~tem l/ i.l ..c.J..O....t.. y "-',) .:. .i.~ -

{16 court~iard 
scrr_b~bers) 

1. Gaseol1s fl:u.orides,, 
lb F""' /day (lb F-/ton Al) 

2~ Particu.12te fl1iorides 
lb F-/day (lb F-/ton Al) 

24 

3. Totcl particulates, lb/day 
l"b /·'·or ·• 1) \.L..t t,· ...J. .t"l. . 

Secondary S:,rstem !/ 
(200 roof scrubbers) 12 

1. Gc~seous fluorides, 
lb F- /day (lb F- /ton Al) 

2~ Particr:Jate fluorides, 
lb F- /day (lb F- /ton Al) 

3. Total particulates, lb/day 
(lb/ton Al) 

High Lov1 Average l\1:edia11 

283 (1. 03) 65 (0.24) 154 (0. 56) 156 (0. 57) 

2128 (7. 77) 1099 (4. 01) 1688 (6. 16) 1656 (6. 04) 

7088 (25. 9) 4672(17.1 5896 (21. 5) 5912 (21. 6) 

1300 (4. 74) 460 (1. 68) 820 (2. 99) 840 (3. 07) 

2060 (7. 52) 380 (1. 39) 1240 (4. 53) 1280 (4. 67) 

4640 (16. 9) 2680 (9. 78) 3500 (12. 8) 3500 (12. 8) 

1/ Based on production equal to 100, 000 tons aluminum per year and source tests results reported for 
March, 1971 through October, 1971. 

l ,_. 
"" i 
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Since substantial privately owned cattle foraging ouerations bad 

occnrred near the 11eynolds Metals Co. plant, extensive forage fluoride 

monitoring was part of the approved monitoring program. A tabular summary 

of the data reported which is ])resented below, represents samples obtained 

during flrn period December, 19G9 to October, 1971. This presented data 

is intended tp represent operations of the existing lines 1, 2, 3 and 4, as 

well as lines 1 and 4 which constituted the production before shutdown. 

(Additional data for the period February, 19G8 to November, 1969, was sub-

mitted to the Department, but is not represented here since it does not meet 

the above intent.) The tabular sumnmry indicates that monthly values ranged 

from 10 parts pc1· million fluoride (on ft dry weight basis) to 143 ppb F- and 

the averaged value ranged from 2'7 to 53 ppb F-. All stations except numbers 

4A and 20B have been in compliance with the conditions of the modernization 

and expansion approval. 

Reynolds Meta.Is Cormxrny, Troutdale - Forage Tiuoride (Reuorts as required. 
by t\;~-App;.;-,;-;;d CompH;;:;;;-Schedulo and Pl;nt Expa1;sion) .!/ 

Distance and 
Station direction No. of 'ppm F- J§l:Y_ ':"_E\_i_t;ht bB_Ri:'l_) 
f'J~ ___ fr:g.i?.!.J?l~nt Samnfos Hio·h = I,o\.V Average 

20 D 1. 0 rni WSW 23 '79 13 35 

20 E 1. O mi SVl 22 74. 12 32 

4A 1. 5 mi SE 22 90 lG 42 

5 O. 8 ini SE 23 75 15 33 

6 1. 0 mi S 23 r·o Ou 10 27 

18 1. 3 mi SSW 23 57 15 28 

20 B 1. 5 mi W 23 143 lG 53 

4 2, l 1ni ESE 22 65 18 37 

4 13 2. 6 mi ESE 23 73 10 33 

4C 2. 3 11Ji E 22 72 15 34. 

1/ Frbe d:it:t 11l·esented pr·csQnts 111oriLl1l:/ sa111plcG o}Ji.al11f.:d rlurtnr~ the period 
JJcc, l'.)tJ~; to (Jct. ] D1/1. SoJ11e ,';;1n1p1os were noL obtair1od during tlTi.S lJcrjod 
clne to ::_ino\V or silver tl1nvr" conditions. 
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The company partially completed its special studies before the 

shutdown. A report of the completed work has been submitted to the 

Department. The company has been given a ten month extension for 

completion of the special studies. This extension equnls the duration of 

the shutdown. Upon completion of the special studies, a report will 

be inade to tlie Commls.sion. 

Prior to the shutdown, Reynolds Metals Co. was conducting 

considerable research efforts at Troutdale to develop and evaluate 

m.ethods and equipment for reducing the opacity of potroom and anode 

plant emissions to achieve compliance with the 20% opacity limitation. 

Complimentar·y studies were being conducted at other Reynolds Metals Co. 

r1lants in tL1e United States. Tb.e co1r11Ja:ny l1as co11tinuously indicated 

its intent and eonfidence to be in cmnpllance by January 1, 1975, 

but has not been able to commit itself to the necessary specific control 

programs, 

!2.!'J'._]):_f)_at111:_ent _!_'._Ei_I)lar·:z:.-8...Y~ems: 

The dry-treatment approach to primary potroom em.i.ssion 

control systems has relatively recently attracted considerable interest 

from the Commi.ssion, Department, other governmental 9Jr quality 

control agencies as well as the aluminum industry. The essentials of 

this technique involves oontaeting the collected pot exhausts with a 

v1wiety of grades of aluminum oxide (alumina) for adsorption of gaseous 

fluorides foilowed by collection of the alumina and pot generated particles 

collccfa~c1 aJ.uTnina n.nd pct exl1au::::!: constitll'l:'.nt.s a re st-UJssqunntly acll1ed 
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to the process as a feed material. 

.Although Alcoa's A-398 process, whi.ch is commercially 

available to other compm1ies for a fee, is best !mown locally and 

nationally, other producers are developing or marketing· similar or 

comparable technology. The Alcoa system includes· a. fluidized bed 

for contacting the pot gases and almnina followed by a fabric filter 

(baghouse). The Aluminum Company of Canada (Aloan) has developed 

and is using a dry system· which contacts the pot gases and alumina 

by injecting the alumina into the gas stream followed by cyclone and 

baghouse particnlate removal. Alcm1 has provided this technology 

to Intalco at Fernch'tle, Washington where the installation is essentially 

completed on Lvw of three potlines. Kaiser Aluminum and Chemical 

Company is in the process of developing a dry treatment system. 

Performance data has only been published for the Alcoa process to date. 

The dry treatment processes have been applied full scale to 

exhalists from prebake anode cells and vertical stud Soderberg cells. 

Experimental instrtllations are being atternpted on horizontal stud 

Soderberg cells. 

A tabular comparison of published dry treatment data and 

emission data submitted by M3.rtin Marietta and Reynolds Metals 

is ::;ivcm on page lG. 



COMPARISO.N OF POTROOM EMISSIONS FROM ALUMIJ\TUIYr PLANS IN OREGON TO PUBLISHED DRY-TREATMENT DATA 

IvI2,__rti11-

Gase of.ls 
Prima:ry Systems 

P~trticu.late Total Tot2l 
Secondary Systems 

Total Total 

Total of Primary 
and Secondary Systems 
Total Total 

F- F- F- Particulate F- Pa.rtic1.1late F- Partic1Uate 
(lb/tori_ Al) (lb/t()l1 Al)_ (lb/t()ll Al). (lb/ton Al) (lb/ton Al) (lb/toe. Al) (lb/ton Al) (lb/ton Al) 

J\Iaristta f,_lum~ Oo 0007 0.017 0.024 0.16 1. 69 11. 5 1. 71 11. 7 

Rey11olds 
lVletals Co 9 

Jilc:oa 1.1 
~ii.-398 

Alcoa ll 
A=398 

"' l/ ..:-'.i..iCOa _ 

P,,,_-388 

0. 56 6. 16 6.72 21~ 5 7.52 12.8 14. 34 34. 3 

0.16 0.20 0.36 0.14 1.48 2.95 1. 84 3.09 

0.10 0.27 o. 37 1.41 1. 76 4. 10 2. 13 5. 51 

0.14 0. 61 0.75 4.54 0.97 9.64 1. 72 14.18 

1-/ The data represents three different installations as reported by Cook, C. C. , et al., ''Re: Operating 
Experience ·with the Alco& 398 Process for Fluoride Recoveryn, presented at the PNV\TIS-APCA A=ual 
Iv1eeting, No-vember 11, 1970~ Spolzan-e, Was11ington~ Tl1e data presented was obtained from potroom 
installations equipped with prebake type anodes. 

I ,... 
"' 
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~~Tvironmenti'll !'t·otection ~_g_e11~: J~ n1gis:to11 Sta1.1d~rds 

The Environmental Protection Agency has placed emission standards 

for new primary aluminum plants in Group III of the standards for new 

stationary sources. Neither the publlcation dates of proposed standards nor 

the details of any contemplated standards are known at this time. 

The EPA effort to date has included an industrial survey of 

all alum:i.num plants in the United States. to determine the national 

perforrnance status. This survey was followed by an EPA source 

testing program of some of the aluminum plants fo quantitatively 

determine potroom emissi.ons. Both plants in Oregon were sampled. 

The data obtained from a single testing program at Reynolds 

Metals Co. just pri.or to shutdovm has been reported to the Department 

by EPA. A preliminary review of the data indicates that the results 

were on the same order of magnitude as those obtained from the 

Reymonds Metals compliance program. 

The Martin Marietta plant ha:> been tested by EPA on three 

occasions. The results of the first and second test efforts have been 

furnished to the Department. These data are in general agreement with 

the data developed by the comp!Iance program. Data from the third test 

effort which was conducfocl October 2 - 5, 1972, are not available. 

The Department i..s of the opinion from discussing this matter 

recently with EPA that the Federn.l ageDcy is not yet committee! to 

regulations concern.eel \Vitl1 water· so]uble flt1orides~ v1ater insoluble 

fluorides and total prtrlfoulates. Whether or not re[;111ations would be 
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proposed for limiting the emissions of these contaminants from just 

the potrooms or total plant apparently is not !mown by EPA. It 

appears that EPA will be making the required decisions in the' very 

near future. 

The Department considers regulations limiting gaseous fluorides, 

total fluorides and total paetlculates fron1 the potrooms preforrable 

because the avrrilable data and the fact that the potrooms are the largest 

souece of these materials. If EPA proposes standards in terms of 

water soluble/im:ol.nble fluorides, a solubility study of the particulate 

fluorides for both Martin Marietta and Heynolds Metals would be 

required to develop the necessary· correlation. EPA Rtandards would 

be applicable to new sources. 

The Washington State Primary Aluminum Plant regulation is 

essontially identical to the adopted Oregon regulation with the additonal 

requirements that potroom emissi.ons must be limHed so that solid 

particulate emissions cannot exceed 15 pounds per ton of aluminum 

produced and fluoride emiss:tons cannot rosult in exceeding the Washington 

State fl"noride standards for ambient air and fo1~age. 1rhe Waohingion 

State fluoride sta1vlards are t11e sa1110 as tl1ose proposed in Oreg;on 

(attached hereto) with the addi.t:i.on of a scnsonal (March 1 through 

Octo1)e:r 31 of a11y :year) 1irr1itation fol' gaseous flu_orides i11 the ai11bient 

afr of 0. Gl ppb HF by volmne or 0. 5 rn.Jcrograms per cubie meter. 
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The seven aluminum plants in. Washington are conducting 

programs accordi.ng to approved compliance schedules. Although most 

or all of the seven plants are in compliance with portions of the 

omission limitations and fluoride standards, none are !mown to be in 

total compliance at this time. 



DEI'ARTWcN'T OF ENVIfrONMI'oNTAL QUALITY 

AIR QUALITY CONTRDI, DIVISION 

PROP02,ED REGULATION AND STANDARDS 

for 

PRIHAHY ALUHDIUli PLANTS 

In furtherance of the public polic:y of the state 

as set forth in ORS LJ.L,9.765, i.t is hereby declared to be the purpose of 

the O;:m;mission in adopting the follm1ing regulations to: 

A. Require, in accordancG with a specific program and time table for 

SR.ch ope""ating primary aluminum plant, control, collection and 

tr'eatment of atmospheric pollutants emitted from primary aluminwu 

plants through the util.iz.ation of all equipment, devices and 

procedures consiste11t \~1ith attaining and rnaintaining desired air 

qtml:i.tyo 

B.. Rcqtiire effective n1onito:ring and reporting of emissions~ runb:i.ent air 

levolG of fluorides, fluoride content of forage and other pertinent 

datao The Department will use these data, in conjl!Ilction with observa-

tion of conditions in the su.rrounding a.reEtS ~ to develop ar1d revise 

emiGsion and ambient air etandards and to determine compliance there­

with. 

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

technological development prograJ11 designed to reduce emissions, in 

accordance with a def:LnHe program, including specified objectives 

&,t1d t:Lrne .sch(~dules,. 

D., IGstablish st<:.\ndru.~ds which based upon presently available technology~ 

o~ce rcasonab1;y attain.able h'ith the intent of revising the· standards 

DB needed v1hcn net1 info:rmation and better technology are developed .. 

II.. I>:;fi.ni tions 

A,. A:t.1 Sol1rc0s ~ J·ieaJIB nources includinr; 1 but not limited to~ the reduction 

1/19/70 

pr·ocecs~ altunina plant, anode pln.nt ~ anode baking plo11t ~ cast house, 

D.l'ld collcc-tion~ tree,tmcnt and recovery systcmc,, 



D. A":J:>l:::::!'.~:'.~ir - Tho aix· that ourrounds the earth, excluding the gen(•ral 

'\l'Olumo of gases contained within any building or structure. 

C. !'2.>,~~'.:',J3~(i_i:;_(£ Pl.siit_ - Means tho heating and sintering of pressed anode 

blocks in oven-like devices, including tho loading and unloading·of' 

the oven~· like dovices ~ 

D. ~odP;.J'~~E:Y.:l - HeaI!s all operations directly associated with the prepara­

tion of 1:mode carbon except the anode baking operation. 

E@ ~:Ll~~~;J-on ·~ Viea_ns Environ.mental Q-ualit.y Cornmiasion~ 

l'k~ans hay~ Gt:raw 9 ensilage that is cor1stuned or is intended 

to be consumeo. by livestocl{. 

G... R£.u8::~:~~:t~n.£. = 1'1eans Depru~tmont of E11\rirt)rut1ental Quality., 

l·leans a relea.se into the outdoor atmosphere of ah· contami-

I. !;;1i_s..:::~5'J.'._.§!!.:!:1<'~i;:?, - Means the limitation on the release of a contaminant 

O:e multiple cor1tarninru1ts to the ambient air .. 

J. ~~-'.'.-1:.~.?!s - /lfJans matter containing fluoride ion. 

· K"' ~[or!::.fi~~ = t--ieans b'7.."aBses ~ pasture and other vegetation that is consumed 

o:t- i.s intended to be constui:ed by livestock" 

L.. .~,i,?3=~~~!~~~!~2-: - Means Et small, discr·ete mass of solid or liquid 

matter, but not including Uiicombinod 1mter. 

IL Prime3··y Aluininum Plant - Means those ple.nts which will or. do opero.te 
--~~~-~----~--~~~~·--~-

for the pm·pose of or related to producing aluminum metal from aluminum 

oxide (alumins.). 

I\fc Pot 1.,ine Primary E:nission Control Sy1.:>tems - J.leans the system which collects 
·-~~~~<~-. --~-"-"'~~"'----- .. ~~,~-----~-· --·--h~=-~~ 
and removes contaminants prior to the emission poi.nt. If there is more 

than one such nystem, the primary syGtem :i.s that system which is most 

di:cec:t:ly :eela.tsd to the alwninun1 redu.ctio11 cell .. 

Oo E~~.::::~l~c.rr:l~-"-~ Sc_r·_~(~~,--~--~-_!<o:.:~~torJ:~ - }~eans sampling and analyses in compliw· 

a.nee \·Ii t.h a prograJt1 ar1d schedule approved pursua.l1t to Section IV .. 

P., Stand2J'd Dry Cubic Foot of Ga..s ~ HeEtno that runol111t of tl1c gas 1,r;hich 
<=>~<-<~~---~----·--~~,.~=-"~~-~--·-,-·~-~~-~ 

1/l9 /70 

h'Otllcl occupy a cube having d:i.r.::ensions of one foot .on e~ch. side, ·if tho 

gas were free of water vo.por at a pressure of lLf.7 P • .S.LA. and a 

tempe.rntm·c of 6o·'F. 



/!., 'l'he e!lliGscl.on of gaseous fluorides and particulate fluorides from all 

sources within a primary aluminum plant shall be restricted so that 

tho W!lbient air and forage standards ·for fluo1-ides are not exceeded 

©UJ;side the property controlled by the aluminum plant. 

B. '.l'he total enL\rmion of solid particulate rua.tter to the atmosphere from 

the rcducti.oi1 process (pot-lines) shall not exceed fifteen (15) pounds 

per ton of altl11l5_num pn)duced on a daily bas:Ls, 

C, V:t0i bb emissions from all sources shall not exceed twenty (20) per 

cEmt opacity (Pcingclmann 1). 

IV; llevieion of Emission Standards 

A. A public hear.ing may be called with:Ln ninety ( 90) days after sub­

m:l.ssion of the 1·esul ts of the special studies to evaluate the special 

stml:Las, CUJ:Tont technology and adeo.uacy of these regulations and to 

mah:e revisions to the regulations~ as necessa ... ry., 

B. 'l'he Comrnissfon may, after public hearing, establish more restrictive 

er-rii..ss:Lon li-£1i ts for nei,! primax·y aluminu,m plants or for plants that ex~~ 

pand <0xisting facilities. Data documenting projected em).ssions and 

changes in Ol' effects upon air quality that would result from the con­

Eri;n.tction or expansion, must be submitted to the Commission, together 

w:L th plans and specificaU.ons, :Ln aocord..."11cc wi. th Sect:i.on VII ( C)" 

V. _(2omp],~c~i;c<;. 

Each primary aluminum plant shall proceed promptly with a program to comply 

with this r·egulation. A proposed schedule of compliance shall be submitted 

by mtdt ple.nt to the Commisu.ion not later than one hundred and ej,ghty (180) 

clays nftcr tbc~ effectivo date of this r·cgulation.. After receipt of the px'O= 

po10ed schedul.o, th0 State 'shall estabU.Gh a schGdule of compliance for each 

phmL Such schecl.ule shall 5.ncludc th0 date by which fu.11 compl:La.nce mist 

be M:hicved but, in no cor.rn, shall full compJ.:Lancc be later than ,JuJ.y 1, 19?2, 

fo): Section III (A) and Jcmum7 1, 19'?5, for gections III (D) ~.nd (C) 

VIe }'10n:it:o:cin 

tl10 effective clatu nf thi.s regulntJon~ a clot.:i.iled mon:i.t.o:cing pro£;x·.-:u11., 

fjJ10 pz·orH):>::1d px·oer2JJ1 shall be Du.hje:ct to revision and np_proval ·by the 
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Cornmii:;eion. The program shall include regularly scheduled moni to.ring 

ffn' emisd.ons of gar;eous and particulate fluorj_des and total particulates. 

'A schedule for measurement of fluoride levels in forng0 and ambient air 

shall bo submitted. 

E. Necessary saJtl}Jling and BJlalysis equipment shall be ordered or otherwis" 

provided for within thirty (30) days after the monitoring prot,'l'am has 

been approved. in wr:lting by the Commission. The equipmei1t. sha.11 

be placed in effeatj_ve operation in accordance with the approved pro-

gra_m t>1ith:tn ninety (90) days after delivery .. 

VII. _fl.:;p'.2£'.~~2:'..1' 

A. Unless otbc1·wise at1thorizecl in writing by the Gommission, data shall be 

reported by each primary aluminum plant 1;ithin thirty (30) days of the 

end of each calc:ndru" month for each source and station included in 

l 'lq/70 !. ,• 

t.he approved monitoring program as follows: 

:La f\snbient air: Ti1elve-hour concent1"'ations of r,ascous fluoride in 

ambient air cxpressc,d in ppb of hyo.rogen fluoride on a volume 

basise 

2., J:"'ox·ri.ge: Co11cent;rations of fluoride in forage eX}J:t'essed in ppm of 

fluoride on a dried weight basis. 

3. Particulate emissions: Results of all eri1ission sampling conducted 

during the month for particulates, expressed in grains per standard 

. dry Cllbic focJt, in pounds per day, and in pounds per ton of alumintun 

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 pe)."centage of fluoride 

ion contn.ined therein,, 

Compl:Lci.nce vi.th sub-section III (B) shall be determined by 

rneagu_rernnnts of emissions frorn the pot line prirnary control oystern 

pl1is meaBt1rements of emissions from the roof monitor and other 

pointa of ernisBion to the u tmoGpho:re., Ca.1cula ted emissions to the 

pot rooms from the reduction cell» based on hooding efficiency de­

termined f.or gctscous f1u.or:i.do may be substituted for roof monitor' 

emission rnc[_l.J..3Urcmentr:> in determining compliance with the rcgula·0
• 

tion., 



GasElOUs D11iGsions: Hesul ts of aJ.l sampl:Lng conducted during the 

month for gaseous fluorides. All results Ghall be expressed as 

hydrogen fluoride i11 ppm on a volwuc basis and pounds per day of 

l1yO_rogen fJ.uoride,, 

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

rnon.i tor:Lng progra.rr1., 

6. Cha.ng.',s in collection efficiency of any portion of the collection 

or control system that resulted from equipment or process changes. 

BQ Each prirriaJ;y aluminum plant shall furnish, upon request of the Comrnis-

sion, such.other data as the Commission may require to evaluate the 

pl~u1t is etliiBsion control progr·arn., Each pr:i:rn2-.ry alwninurn plant shall 

:tmmediately report abnormal pl.ant operations which result in increased 

crniss:ion of air contaminants .. 

··c. Prior to construction, installation or establishrnnnt of a primary 

alrnn:i.num plant, a notice of constrvction shall be submitted to the 

Commission. Addit:ion to, or enlargement or replacement of, a primary 

aluminwn plant or any major alteration therein shall be construed as 

construction., installatio11 or establisl:uoent .. 

VIIL Spe_s~al St~<'l;i;.",~, 

A. Special studies, covering the areas in subpm'agraphs 1, 2, and 3 of 

this subsection shall be conducted at. each I'rirnary aluminum plant. 

lo Emissions of pa.rticulates from all sources within the plant, in­

qluding size distrj.bution and physical and chemical chaxacteristics 

where feasible, and a separation of fluoride and non-fluoride parti­

CD_l1J.te .. 

2:. Ph1m0 opacity from all som:ces within the plant, including its re­

lation.ship to gr<:-J..in loading~ particulate ch.aracterictics, paT·ticle 

ern:L.ssions in pou.nds lJCX" ton .of production and sta.ck chara.cteristics.,, 

3., En1is.sion.s of sulfur dioxide~ hydroca1.'bons ~ carbon rrionox:ide ~ ch.lorine 

and cl-1loridcs, oxides of ni trogcn 1 ozone i Hater vt1por ~ and fluorides 

from all BOtL'CCC.Sn 

B. }:'.9_ch prfo:ary aluminum plant shall submit a program for conducting the 

i) .. forecaid Gpeci.al studies to tho Conunisoion for approva.1 within sixty 

(60) rhys after 'che cffectl,ve clB.te of thJ_n rc,gc\laU.on. 

c., 1iihc rccuJ..tB of the 1..-':ipecivJ. st.udieG Bhall be submitt:i~:d to the Co1n:nission 

tlot lat.nr thH_n eightc::e::n (18) rnonths e:.i.ftc~r approval of th.e special .studies 

> l'J (' /r J() 
.fl., ... • -JI r _ ~ 



IX. Other Air· Q.ua.li t:•f J..,irni ta t:Lons 
~· ~·------=~~~---~~~""~·--·=~=·-h~"-~== 

'.!:'he emfo.siou limits established und"r these Gections are in addition to 

othe:r• emir.-;r;i.on standards and arabicnt ai:r stundru"lls established or to be 

.established by the Commiasion tmleiolS otherwise provided by rule or regc<­

lation. 

1/19/'?0 
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DFPA\('J'/.fi:N'.I: Of ENVlilc-1lil1uo1l'J.'AL QUALITY 

AI!l QUALI'J~Y CONTI;{JL DIVISION 

PROPOSED AMBIEliT AIR STANDARDS FOrl I'UiORJDE:S 
"'"""~T~··~~~'-='•~J=~,~<~-~«•~~~-~,·LV-~·~--~~·-~~==-~~~~-.~·~•..-.-.="'-~=---~~"-·-== 

WJ.d 

. I. E:o ~;~cxJ:~~.i'.'l,t.'.'j,~'~12_8. 
The ctandard.o f:'.iCt fortl1 Hi thin these rcgu.1.:ltions are 5-ntendcd to protect 

livectoc}c and ver:;ctationc. /tll san1pling to measure _compliance vlith said 

t.~to.ndar·dB \·,rill be conducted :l.n 2_._rear.-> an.cl duri11c; ti1n0 periodG approp:ciate 

to J?:rotcct vegDta.tion and liveGtock., 

XI.i J)'2:'f~~-:~!~~~~ol~s_ as used in .Sections I a.nd v·rr ~ ttnleDs othe:cv~it3e 2·equired by 
conte):t ~ 

A. JIJnbient Air: Heans the air that sm·rounds i;he earth, excludj_ng the 

gcnero.l volw11c of gaL;es contained within any building or structure. 

E0 Co:nrriicsion: 11ea11s Environmen ta1 Q.unlity Commic.sion" 

tended to be consumed by livestock. 

Do ]2~~J?,..~l:E!!:E~~ ~ Means JJepartment of T'J.nviron.'110ntal Quality" 

E., ll'ora;;c: 1-'leDJ1S grasscs 1 pasture ax1d other vegetation tha.t is con.surued 
~--,__;,~-

or is intended to be consumed by livestock. 

IIL Intent of Re;culC'tions 

Two 1:;tandard.s are established by these _rules. One shall be for the 

fluoride content of forage and the other for gaseous fluorj_dcs ii1 the 

umbicnt air. No person shall cause, let, penni t or allO\J any emission 

of o1eme.ntal or chemically combined fluorine 1 trhic:h ei thcr aJ.one ox' in 

combination Hith other flu.oI'ides tha_t may be })resent in forag-2 OJ.~ tbe 

am_bicnt air, to be in cxce.sG of thc- otandarcLs in Sections IV or Ve 

,Ao ~rhc fluoriric content. of foro.50 crJ.lculatcd by dr:l weight shall not 

exceed: 

l.". l?oi~ty pD .. rt.s per ni11ion fluoride ion ( l}Q pprn r'~) averD.ge for c1ny 

tvtclve ( 12) con.:-.ecu ti ve J:iOn th~_:;., 

2:,,, ,Sixt;/ pax.-·ts per million, fluoride ion (60 ppm 1<>-·) cacl1 month· fo.t' 

llJOX'O thn_n tt·/O (2) COllSecu t:i_ '\"G rnon.thc; ti 



). I~ighty parts per million fluoride ion (80 11pI1l J;>-) more than once 

ir.i an;y t:\-.ro (2) conoecutive months .. 

B.,, Gu.red forcLt~J gT0\,1n for s;:1le f!.s li\reGtot:k: feed shall not. exceed fort:f 

pustB per mi11:'wn fluor·:l.do ion (!:o ppm F-·) by clry weight ufter curing 

or· preparing for sale,, 

C. In areas who\·e livestock are not grazed continually, but are fed cured 

forv.ge pv.rt c;f the yoe.:r, the fluoride content of the cured forage Bhall 

be llSec1 as the fora.g0 fl uo:r-ide content for s.G rnt1.ny n1011thG as it is fed 

to cstu.bJ.ish_ the yev...:c1;y n..verage" 

V., 1'..rnbicnt Air StandcLrcls 

Gm;eotw fluorides in the ambient air calculated aG hyd1·ogen fluoride (HF) 

by volume shall not excEerl; ,. •7 '" •) /,,.' 0. ,,.J• ( .... ,/,/,' 

A. Fou:c and one~half paicts per billion ( 4 o5 jlpb) avero.ge for any tHelvc 

(12) conoec\1tive hotu'.'S.:. z. c.;; ,,_.-:'"?fa-"-'3 

Bo Tln:ee 8JlO. ODG·,.ha.J.f pa.rts pc1' billion (3o5 ppb) average for any h1enty-

c. 
foUl' (2!+) consecutive honrs •.. / ·;-' 

/. ?"'"'!-"' . 
(2o0 ppb) averv.gG 

days.,, c;;' s··1.-~~·-c:/i/'<~£--;:. ,~::: 

for WJ.y seven (7) consocu-bve 

D, Ono part pe:c· billion (LO ppb) average for sny thirty (30) conBecutive 

. du~rs., 

VIe ComDlia~ncc '"i th St3ndards 
<>=--·~·---~-~· ·~~~...,,.,.>•=~••D=~,.~-~-~-0 

\facn requested by the Department, per·sons emitting fluorides to the atmos­

ph(n·e 6hall be required to establish cor.1plianco with Sections IV and V by 

coridu.cting a ruoni taring 11rogran1 approved in '>ll"'i ting ~y the Department and 

rn:i.brnittiDg ;J.11 da.ta obtained to the Depart1nent" 

fl. l"oi:age GlU11ples sho.11 be taken onee each ca.lendar month at 25··35 day 

:tn.tcrval.s at::. specified in the approved rnonitoring p:cogram to deter~ 

uri11e compliance ''"i th Section IV., 

B. Gaseous fluoride Ghall be sn~1pled according to the approved monitoring 

p:cog-i'nrn ~ using the Doctiu:n bica .. l·t..:)natc t11be nJ(--:thod to determine com­

pJ.itlilC(~ \)itfi . .Section V"' 

C" Su1npJ.ec> 1_;hnll be analyz..ecl by the Tccl1nicc:;,n Attto Ana_ly:·~cr or. thE~ Eodificd 

\'1.illnx·d"-\-/:1-nter J).ir.~t}llc.i.tion )-'.-cthod... /i,_ fluoride cpeci.fic :ion p;~·obe may 

1)c-; 1Jcccl to analyze tl1c bctr:.co\.lE."; u~·nbient a.ix· GD.m})1c. h'l-tcn the fliJ.Ol':i.dc is 

)..11 c;c;·JubJe forin~ Ot:hcr BnJ11pJing and lJjt(:<_lyGeG rneLhodo \1hich rtro cquiv:-:i.l0n.t 



(1). G2.s~o1-.13 fluo:::iC.2s air c2lcul2_ted as 

·.·,·1) 

"·-·"\ 
\ .:J j 

volu~e s~~ll n~t exceed: 

a.. Four a_.::.d- onc-l-'c;:i~ f plt'~S J2':r: billio:i (l..;"'5 P?b) a•ter2ge- fo:r 
a.J."'.",f t 1,rcl~,r~ (12) corisecut:Lve .'."'.ou.::--s .. 

b.. Tn.ree a . .:r,.d on2-~~,aJ . .'f :.Ja..::-ts '02I' b2-lliot1 (3,,5 p;;'::i) averag8 :roT" 
any t:.·/2nt:y~fou: (24-) con.s~c:;.ti·/e £1oui--s-

c. Ti;,10 ~a.:cts pe:- billion. (2.,0 p_pb) 2.VC::'"2:g'3~ for:_.c::_n:r se'v2n (7) 
consecutive days. 

<l.. G'r.2 pa:ct p2r- billj_on (l plJb) a'..r2:--az;2 ·for a.7ly thl rty, (3'.'.J) 
con.secuti11e days .. 

Tee fluo::.-ide conte:J.t of fo:a_ge calculat·3d. b;:f dry h·e:i.f;~"1t sh2ll 
not ·e:xc22d: 

a.,, Fo::t:t parts p9r millio:i. fl:.:.orid2 ion. ( l;.Q pprJ F-·) avera.ge for 
an.y t~ .. :~l\re cc:;i3ecuti'/e C:O?'!.°ths .. 

JTo.:-c..c-::::. s2~::j?les G:-;2,ll b.:: t3..~:~:-:i.· o:-:c2- -3~ch c.::i-1 e21de._r :=:J!!."C:':-:. 
G?.Y ir:.tc:·•:c.'!.ls t·:i Cet2.:-;;;i:r;.::: c0.~~::.:1.i2.::.::2 ·;1.it~: .S2cti_oc_.::::; IT 
b, 

C:;i_ :· -,.-----: ·Jf' 
., l -l 

c:i.:_,~·. 

CJ.ore 

at 25-35 
(l..) ao' 

- ·:-·-

. -· ·- '-



October 25, 1972 

·ro: Environmental Quality Commission 

We earnestly request an opportunity to meet with the staff 

of.the D.E.Q. to review with them the report presented this morning. 

The report of the D.E.Q. (paragraph 14) states that the 

gaseous fluoride, particulate fluoride and total fluoride emissions 

from the Martin Marietta plant are among the lowest in the country. 

We do not believe they are among the lowest, we believe they are 

the lowest and this opinion has been voiced by E.P.A. 

The present levels are at the lower end of the detectable 

limits, as noted in the report. There is no technology available, 

of which we are aware, which wouldQ~iiJt~~~ii;~~T~decrease emissions. 
?' 

,. We would be extreme:).y interested in viewing the documentation 

on whi;]f~~;i:;.'~t.:.I~~~ c~;~~ea~~a:~~~,./ 

Joseph L. Byrne 
for Martin Marietta Aluminum Inc. 
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DEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TERMINAL SALES BLDG. • 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. • PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. H(2) , October 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Regulation for Beryllium, Mercury and Asbestos 

Background: 

The Federal Clean Air Act of 1970, included in Section 112 

an outline of action relating to National Emission Standards for Hazardous 

Air Pollutants. On December 7, 1971, the Environmental Protection 

Agency published in the Federal Register, Volume 36, No. 234, 

proposed standards for asbestos, beryllium and mercury under the 

title "National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants. 11 The 

Department has been advised by the Environmental Protection Agency, 

Region X, that the final standards are to be published shortly. 

In the interest of maintaining jurisdiction over these sources, 

the Department by letter dated July 19, 1972, has indicated to the 

Environmental Protection Agency that Oregon wishes delegation of 

authority, under Section 112 (d) (1), to implement the National Emission 

Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants. Section 112 (d) (1) states: 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 
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"(d)(l) Each State may develop and submit to the Adminis­

trator a procedure for implementing and enforcing emission 

standards for hazardous air pollutants for stationary sources 

located in such State. If the Administrator finds the State 

procedure is adequate, he shall delegate to such State 

any authority he has under this Act to implement and 

enforce such standards (except with respect to stationary 

sources owned or operated by the United States)." 

To prepare for this delegation of authority, the Department 

has conducted a preliminary survey in cooperation with regional air 

pollution authorities to establish a list of the sources that would be 

included in the categories as defined in the Federal Register, Volume 36, 

No. 234. From a federally provided list of 75 suggested sources, the 

Department and Regions have compiled a list of 8 sources which will 

require field surveys. 

Further the Department proposes to develop and adopt such 

emission standards, regulations and procedures so as to receive approval 

from EPA for delegation of authority to enforce the promulgated standards. 

Discussion: 

The pollutants, beryllium, mercury and asbestos are not 

indicated to present an ambient air problem in Oregon. At this time 

it is not apparent that there are any stationary sources in Oregon that 

exceed the emission standards permitted by the proposed federal regulation, 
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The proposed emission standards are summarized as 

follows: 

Beryllium: a) 10 grams of beryllium in a 24 hour period, or 

b) O. 01 ug of beryllium per cubic meter of air averaged 

over a thirty (30) day period. 

Mercury: a) 2300 grams mercury per 24 hour period. 

Asbestos: a) No visible emissions. 

b) All emissions through a specified efficiency fabric filter 

or equivalent. 

c) No outside asbestos spraying allowed. 

The one area that will be immediately and directly affected 

is the outdoor spray application of asbestos. This is prohibited under 

the proposed regulation. 

The proposed regulation is submitted before the final publica­

tion of the federal regulations due to the time structure proposed by 

the federal regulation. As presently proposed, all sources under the 

definition of the regulation, within 90 days of promulgation of the 

federal standards, will be required to be in compliance with standards 

or be making progress to comply under Environmental Protection Agency 

waivers. In this 90 day period, the Department would be unable to 

hold public hearings, present a regulation to the Commission for 

approval, validate all the sources, establish procedures, and review 

and verify compliance, in order to request delegation of authority to 
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Oregon if much of the work were not previously completed. It is 

entirely possible that, depending on the timing of oromulgation of 

and requirements in the federal standards, the Department may 

request adoption of an emergency regulation in order to maintain 

jurisdiction of these sources. 

The procedures necessary for the implementing and enforcing 

emission standards for hazardous air pollutants are included in the 

proposed regulation as well as the emission limitations for each 

contaminant, beryllium, mercury and asbestos. These procedures 

include the delegation of authority to regional authorities, for those sources 

in each state regional authority. 

Conclusions: 

At this time there are no !mown hazards in Oregon from the 

air contaminants, beryllium, mercury, and asbestos, to be regulated 

under this regulation. The proposed regulation and authorization is 

presented at this time to maintain jurisdiction of Oregon sources within 

the Department and Oregon Regional Authorities. 

The Environmental Protection Agency is shortly to publish 

the federal regulation regarding these sources. 

Director's Recommendation: 

It is the recommendation of the Director that the EnVironmental 

Quality Commission authorize the Director to schedule a public hearing, 
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at a time and place to be determined, for the purpose of receiving 

testimony relevant to the adoption of regulations setting limits on the 

emission of Beryllium, Mercury and Asbestos, and to establish procedures 

for obtaining the delegation of authority from the Environmental Protection 

Agency to enforce the proposed standards. 

TMP:h - 10/16/72 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

October 10, 1972 

HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANT SOURCE LIST FOR OREGON 

The preliminary review of the source list provided by the 

Environmental Protection Agency and the sources developed by the 

Department, indicate the following sources should be investigated further: 

ASBESTOS 

Asten-Hill Manufacturing Co. 
859 Seventh Street N. W. 
Salem, Oregon 

Columbia Asbestos Co. 
111 S. W. Front Avenue 
Portland, Oregon . 

Zidell Explorations, Inc. 
3121 S. W. Moody 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

MERCURY 

Lyman Mining Corporation 
340 South Fifth 
Corvallis, Oregon 97330 

BERYLLIUM 

City Brass Foundry 
2531 N. W. 28th 
Portland, Oregon 

Proto-cast and Moulding Co. 
Johnson Creek Road 
Portland, Oregon 

Pacific Chain and Manufacturing Co. 
4200 N. W. Yeon 
Portland, Oregon 

Field Emissions Corporation 
McMinnville, Oregon 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEMTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

October 16, 1972 

Proposed 
Emission Standards for 

Hazardous Air Pollutants 

I. Genera 1 Pro vi si ans. 

A. Definitions. 

As used in these regulations; unless otherwise required by 

context: 

1. "Department" means the Oregon Department of Environmental 

Quality. 

2. "Cammi ssi on" means the Oregon Environmental .Ou a 1 i ty 

Commission. 

3. "Regional Authority" means any regional air pollution 

authority established under the provisions.of ORS 449.702 

to 449.717, 449.727 to 449.741, 449.760 to 449.830, 

449.850 to 449.920 and 449.949 to 449.965. 

4. "Commenced" means that an owner or operator and a con-

tractor to, or affiliate of, such owner or operator have 

entered into a binding agreement or contractual obligation 

'· 

. ~:, 
l 
!i 
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to undertake and complete, within a reasonable time, a 

continuous program of construction or modification. 

5. "Co'nstruction" means fabrication, erection, or installa­

tion of a stationary source. 

6. "Emission test" means measurement and analysis of emis- · 

sions or other procedures used for the purpose of deter­

mining compliance with a standard for hazardous air pol­

l utan ts. 

7. "Existing source" means any stationary source which is 

not a ''new source''. 

8. "Modifi ca ti on" means any physical change in, or change in 

the method of opera ti on of, a stationary source which 

increases the amount of any hazardous air pollutant emitted 

by such source or which results in the emission of any 

hazardous air pollutant not previously emitted, except that 

routine maintenance, repair, and replacement.shall not be 

consi~ered physical changes. 

9. "New source" means any stationary source, the construction 

or modification of which is commenced after the adoption of 

emission standards for hazardous air pollutants which will 

be applicable to such facility. 
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10. "Owner or operator" means any person who owns, 1 eases, 

operates, controls, or supervises a stationary source. 

11. "Start up of operation" means the beginning of routine 

operation of a stationary source. 

12. "Stationary source" means any building, structure, facil-

ity, or installation which emits or may emit any hazard-

ous air pollutant. 

Abbreviations 

The abbreviations used in these regulations have the follow-

ing meanings: 

cfm--Cubic feet per minute. 
ft2--Square feet. 
ft3--Cubic feet. 
°F--Degree Fahrenheit. 
in.--inch. 
1--Liter. 
mg--Mi 11 i gram. 
ml--Milliliter. 
M--Molar. 
nm--Nanometer. 
v/v--Volume per volume. 
w.g.--Water gauge. 
W/V--Weight per volume. 
-'<g/m3--Micrograms per cubic meter. 
%--Percent. 

I 
r 
I 
' 
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B. Applicability 

The provisions of these regulations apply to the owner or 

operator of any source which is operated, or the construction 

or modification of which is commenced after adoption of emis­

sion standards for hazardous air pollutants which are appli­

cable to such source; 

C. Prohibited practices 

1. After the effective date of any emission standard pres­

cribed under these regulations, no person shall construct 

or modify any stationary source subject to_such standards 

without first obtaining written approval of the Department. 

2. After the effective date of any emission standard pres­

cribed by these regulations, no person shall operate any 

stationary source in violation of such standard except 

under a variance granted by the Commission in accordance 

with ORS 449.810. 

D. Determination of construction or modification. 

Upon written application therefore by an owner 'or operator, 

the Department will make a determination of whether actions 

taken or intended to be taken by such owner or operator con­

stitute construction or modification or the commencement 
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thereof within the meaning of these regulations. 

E. Application for approval for construction or modification. 

Application for approval for construction or modification 

of sources of emissions of pollutants covered by these 

regulations shall fo 11 ow the procedures set forth in ORS 

449. 712. 

F. Source reporting. 

1. The owner or operator of any existing stationary source 

to which a standard prescribed in these regulations is 

applicable shall, within 30 days after the effective 

date of such standard, provide the Department the follow­

ing information: 

a. Name and address of the owner or operator. 

b. Identification and location of the source. 

c. Brief description of the nature, size, design, and 

method of operation including description of any 

equipment used for the measurement or control of 

emissions. 

d. Changes in the information provided under paragraphs 

l.a. and l.c. of this section shall be provided to 

the Department within 90 days of such change. 
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G. Application for variance. 

Application for variance from requirements of these regula-

tions shall follow procedures set forth in ORS 449.810. 

H. Emission tests and monitoring. 

1. Emission tests and monitoring shall be conducted and 

results reported in accordance with the test methods and 

reporting requirements set forth in these regulations. 

2. At the request of the Department, the owner or operator 

of a $Ource subject to these regulations shall provide, 

or cause to be provided, emission testing facilities as 

follows: 

a. Sampling ports adequate for test methods. applicable 

to such source. 

b. Safe sampling platform(s). 

c. Safe access to sampling platform(s). 

d. Utilities for sampling and testing equipment. 

I. Availability of information. 

1. Emission data provided to, or otherwise obtained by, the 

Department in accordance with the provisions of these regula­

tions shall be available to the public. 

I 

I 
I 
I 
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2. Any records, reports, or information provided to, or 

otherwise obtained by, the Department in accordance with 

the provisions of these regulations shall be available 

to the public, except that upon a showing satisfactory 

to the Department by any person that such records, re­

ports, or information, or particular part thereof (other 

than emission data), if made public, would divulge 

methods or processes entitled to protection as trade 

secrets of such person, the Department shall consider 

such records, reports, or information, or particular 

part thereof, confidential, except that such records, 

reports, or information, or particular part thereof, may 

be disclosed to representatives of the State of Oregon 

concerned with carrying out the provisions of these 

regulations. 

J. Regional authorities: 

The provisions of these requlations shall not be construed 

in any manner to preclude any regional air pollution authority 

from: 

l. Adopting and enforcing any emission standard or limita­

tion applicable to a stationary source provided that 

such emission standard or limitation is not less strin­

gent than the state emission standard for hazardous air 

pollutants applicable to such source. 
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2. Requiring the owner or operator of a stationary source 

to obtain permits, licenses, or approvals prior to ini­

tiating construction, modification, or operation of 

such source. 
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II. Emission Standards for Asbestos 

A. Definitions. 

As used in this section, all terms not defined herein shall 

have the meaning given in section I unless otherwise _required 

by context. 

1. "Asbestos" means any of six naturally occurring, hydrated 

mineral silicates: Actinolite, amosite, anthophyllite, 

chrysotil e, croci dol i te, and tremol ite. 

2. "Commercial asbestos" means any variety of asbestos which 

is produced by the concentration of asbestos ore. 

3. "Asbestos mine". means any facility engaged in the extrac­

tion of asbestos ore from the earth for the purpose of 

recovering commercial asbestos. 

4. "Air flow permeability" means the volumetri.c rate of air 

flow in cfm. produced by a pressure decrease of 0.5 in. w.g. 

across a new, clean filtering fabric, divided by the area 

of the fabric in ft2. The test air stream is maintained at 

nominal atmospheric pressure and temperature. 

5. "Dry drilling" means the process of drilling holes in the 

earth in the absence of an applied liquid stream, mist-

containing stream or air streamt 

f 
l 
I 

I 

f 
I 

I 
I 
I 
! 
I . }. 

i 
! 

I 



-10-

6. "Air-swept dri 11 i ng" means the process of dri 11 i ng holes 

in the earth in the presence of a forced or induced air 

stream, but not a liquid stream or mist-containing stream. 

7. ''Wet drilling" means the process of drilling holes in 

the earth in the presence of a forced 1 iqui d stream or 

mist-containing stream. 

8. "Particulate matter" means any material, other than uncom­

bined water, which exists in a finely divided form as a 

liquid or solid. 

g. "Asbestos tailings" means any sol id waste product of as­

bestos mining or milling operations which contains asbestos. 

10. "Visible emission" means, for the purpose of. this section, 

any emission which is visually detectable. 

11. "Asbestos mill" means any facility engaged in the conver­

sicin of asbestos ore into commercial asbestos. 

12. "Manufacturing operation" means the processing of cornrner­

ci al asbestos or the production of any product containing 

commercial asbestos. 

13. "Fabricating'' means the cutting, shaping, assembly, mixing 

or other altering of any manufactured product containing 

commercial asbestos. 
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14. "Salvage operation" means any operation engaged in 

wrecking or salvage of buildings, vessels, vehicles 

or machinery involving handling or tear-out of as­

bestos materials with resultant release of asbestos 

particles to the atmosphere. 

B. Applicability. 

The provisions of this section are applicable to the follow­

ing sources of atmospheric asbestos: 

Asbestos mines; 

Asbestos mills; 

Buildings, structures, or facilities within which manufac­

turing or fabricating operations involving the use of corraner­

cial asbestos are carried on; 

Buildings or structures which have been or will be constructed 

or modified using asbestos insulating products; 

Roadway facilities which would be surfaced or resurfaced using 

asbestos tailings; 

Salvage operations resulting in release to the atmosphere of 

asbestos particles. 

C. Emission standards for asbesto_s 

1. Emissions to the atmosphere from asbestos mines shall be 

limited as follows: 

[ 

r 
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a. Emissions of particulate matter from air-swept or 

dry dri 11 i ng operations sha 11 not exceed those· which 

would be emitted from an air-swept or dry drill, 

respectively, equipped with a fabric filter device 

for collection of dust generated from drilling, as 

described in II.D. l. 

b. Emissions of particulate matter from. wet drilling 

operations sha 11 not exceed those which would be 

emitted from a wet drill equipped with a cyclone gas 

cleaning device for collection of dust or mist gen­

erated from drilling as described in II.D.2. 

c. Visible emissions of particulate matter from any 

mine road surfaced with asbestos tailings are pro­

hibited. 

2. Emissions to the atmosphere from asbestos mills shall 

be limited as follows: 

a. Visible emissions of particulate matter from asbestos 

ore dumps, open storage areas for asbestos-containing 

materials, external conveyors for asbestos-containing 

materials, or asbestos-containing tailings dumps are 

prohibited. 



-13-

b. Emi.ssions of particulate matter from asbestos ore 

dryers shall not exceed those which would be emit­

ted from ,asbestos ore dryers equipped with fabric 

filter installations as described in II.D.3. 

c. Emissions of particulate matter from air streams 

used to process asbestos ores or for exhausting 

particulate matter resulting from milling opera­

tions shall not exceed the amounts which would be 

emitted if such air streams were treated in fabric 

filter installations as described in II.D.4. 

d. Emissions of particulate matter from any milling 

operation which-continuously generates visible emis-

sions shall not exceed the amounts which would be 

emitted if such air streams were treated in fabric 

filter installations as described in II.D.4. 

3: Emissions to the atmosphere from buildings, structures, 

or facilities within which any fabricating, m~n11filc-. 

turing or salvage operation is carried on shall be limited 

as follows: 

a. Emissions, in direct forced gas streams, of particulate 

matter resulting from manufacturing, fabricating, or sal­

vage operations, shall not exceed the amounts which ~mul d 

be emitted if such forced exhausts were treated in fabric 

filter installations as described in II.D.4. or, where 

I 
' 
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approved by the Department because of special pro­

cess conditions, in wet collectors as described in 

II.D.6. 

b. Emissions of particulate matter from any manufactur­

ing, fabricating, or salvage operation which continu­

ously generates visible emissions shall not exceed 

the amount which would be emitted if the air contain­

ing such emissions were treated i~ fabric filter in­

stallations as described in II.D.4. or, where approved 

by the Department because of special process conditions, 

in wet collectors as described in II.D.6. 

c. Visible emissions of particulate matter from any manu­

facturing, fabricating, or salvage operations in an area 

directly open to the atmosphere are prohibited. 

4. Visible emissions to the atmosphere of asbestos particulate 

matter resulting from the repair or demolition of any build­

ing or structure, other than a single-family dwelling are 

prohibited. 

5. The spraying of asbestos is limited as follows: 

a. The spraying of any product which contains asbestos 

on any portion of a buildi.ng or structure i.s prohibited. 
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.b. The spraying of any product which contains asbestos 

in an area directly open to the atmosphere is pro­

hibited. 

c. Emissions of particulate matter from spraying of any 

product which contains asbestos, if such spraying 

is not speci fi ca 11 y prohibited in these regulations, 

shall not exceed the amounts which would be emitted 

if the air containing such emissions were treated 

fn fabric filter installations as described in II.D.4 

or, where approved by the Department because of spec­

ial process conditions, in wet collectors as described 

in II.D.6. 

6. The surfacing or resurfacing of any roadway with asbestos 

tailings is prohibited. 

D. Referenced equipment specifications. 

1. Fabric filters referred to in II .C.1.a. are equipped with 

fabrics having airflow permeabilities not exceeding 40 cfm/ 

ft2. 

2. Cyclone collectors referred to in II.C.1.b. are pperated 

at not less than 7 in. w.g. pressure decrease as measured 

from the cyclone inlet to the outlet. 
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3. Fabric filters referred to in II.C.2.b are equipped with 

. fabrics having airflow permeabilities not exceeding 30 

cfm/ft2. 

4. Fabric filters referred to in II.C.2.c. and d., 3.a. and 

b., and 5.c. are equipped with woven cotton fabrics hav­

ing airflow permeabilities not exceeding 20 cfm/ft2. No 

bypass devices are utilized, and provi sfons are made for 

emptying the collection hoppers without creating visible 

emissions of particulate matter. 

5. Fabric filter devices do not meet the descriptions in 

paragraphs 1., 3., and 4. of this section if any of the 

following conditions exist: 

a. Leakage of ga.ses, contain'ing particulate· matter, from 

the control system prior to. filtration. 

b. Torn or ruptured bags. 

c. Improperly positioned bags. 

d. Badly worn or threadbare bags. 

6. Wet collectors referred to in II.C.3.a. and b., and 5.c. 

are of the high-energy venturi type operated with a mini-

mum gas pressure decrease across the venturi throat of 

40 inches w.g. · 
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7. Wet collectors do not meet the description in paragraph 

6. of this section if any of the following conditions 

exist: 

a. Leakage of gases containing particulate matter from 

the control system prior to filtration. 

b. Operation at less than 40 inches ~.g~ pressure de-

crease. 

c. Operation at a scrubbing medium flow .rate less than 

specified by the manufacturer for optimum collection 

efficiency. 

E. Substitute devices for the attainment of 'equivalent emission 

contra 1. 

1. Compliance with any applicable standard of these regula­

tions which refers to II.D. shall be demonstrated in ac-

cordance with this section if the referenced control equip­

ment is not used. 

2. The owner or operator of the emission source shall make 

avail able to the Department sufficient information as may 

be required to demonstrate that the substitute equipment 

will provide the degree of control which, in the judgment 
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of the Department, is at least as stringent as that 

which.would be achieved by using the equipment specified 

in the applicable standard. To the maximum extent prac-

ticable, the determination of equivalent degree of emis­

sion control will be based upon operation at the actual 

conditions at which the substitute device is or will be 

operated on the emission source. Factors which will be 

considered include, but are not limited to, collection 

efficiency, reliability, and maintenance practices asso­

ciated with proper operation of the substitute device. 

3. The owner or operator of the emission source shall sub­

mit to the Department performance data including, but not 

limited to, total mass collection efficiency of the sub-

stitute control device under actual operating conditions 

or conditions which are representative of those of the 

existing or planned operating conditions. 

4. In cases for which it is not reasonable, in the judgment 

of the Department to require an owner or operator to sub­

mit performance data which are based upon actual operating 

conditions or conditions which are representative of these, 

the owner or operator shall make available .to the Depart-· 

ment performance data on comparative tests, using suitable 

I 

I 
I 

I 



-19-

standard test aerosols, on the substitute device and 

the device and the device specified by the applicable 

standard. The performance data shall include, but not 

be -limited to, the total mass efficiencies of the sub­

stitute device and the device specified by the applic­

able standard. 

5. · The total mass efficiency of any substitute device 

for those specified by II.D. l., 3., or 4. shall not be 

less than 99.9 percent. 

6. The total mass efficiency of any substitute device for 

that specified by II.D.2. shall not be less than 85 

percent. 

7. The total mass efficiency of any substitute device for 

that specified by IJ.D.6. shall not be less than 99.5 

percent. 

F. Test n1ethods and procedures. 

Test methods and procedures for ambient air and stack sam­

pling of sources of asbestos emission shall follow the pro­

cedures as set forth in OAR 20-035 through 20-045, 
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III. Emission Standards for Beryllium. 

A. Definitions. 

As used in this section, all terms not defined herein shall 

have the meaning given them by these regulations, unless 

otherwise required by context. 

1. "Beryllium" means the element beryllium excluding any 

associated elements. 

2. "Extraction plant" means a facility chemically processing 

beryllium ore to beryllium metal, alloy or oxide, or per­

forming any of the intermediate steps in these processes. 

3. "Beryllium ore" means any material mined, hand cobbed, 

or gathered in any way specifically for its beryllium 

content. 

4. "Machine shop" means a facility performing cutting, grind-
-

ing, turning, honing, milling, deburring, lapping, electro-

chemical machining, hot rolling, etching or other similar 

operations on beryllium metal,'alloys or oxide. 

5. ''Ceramic plant'' means a manufacturing plant producing com­

mercial ceramic stock forms, ware, or other items from 

beryllium oxide. 

i 
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6. "Foundry" means a facility engaged in the melting and/or 

casting of beryllium metal or alloy. 

7. "Propellant" means a fuel and oxidizer physii:ally or 

chemically combined which undergoes combustion to pro­

vide rocket propulsion. 

8. "Beryllium alloy" means any meta 1 to which beryllium is 

deliberately added and contains more than 0.1 percent 

beryllium by weight. 

9. "P11opellant plant" means any facility engaged in the mix­

ing, casting, or machining of propellant that contains 

beryllium. 

10. "Total emissions" means the emissions of beryllium in 

any form or any compound, from all points within a sta­

tionary source including emissions from the disposal of 

beryllium contaminated waste. 

B. Applicability. 

The provisions of this section are applicable to all industrial, 

. commercial or governmental operations having existing or poten­

tial sources of atmospheric emissions of elemental beryllium, 

beryllium alloys or beryllium- compounds. 
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C. Emission standards for beryllium. 

A stationary source subject to these regulations shall com­

ply with either paragraph 1 or 2 of this section. 

1. Total emissions to the atmosphere from sources subject 

to this section shall not exceed 10 grams of beryllium 

in a 24-hour day as measured in accordance with methods 

as set forth in OAR, 20-035 through 20-045. 

2. Total emissions to the atmosphere from sources subject 

to this section shall not exceed amounts which result in 

an o·utpl ant concentration of 0.01 micrograms of beryllium 

per cubic meter of air averaged over a 30-day period, 

measured in accordance with a sampling network approved 

by the Department. 

D. Test methods and procedures--stack sampling. 

Owners or operators electing to comply with III .C. l. shall 

comply with the requirements of this section and III.E. 

1. All beryllium emissions shall be transported through 

stacks or ducts which permit testing by the methods as 

set forth in OAR 20-035 through 20-045. 

2. All tests shall be conducted to indicate the weight 

emitted per 24-hour day. 

.. ' 
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3. The applicable method shall be used as follows: 

a. The minimum sampling time shall be two hours, and 

the minimum sampling volume shall be 75 ft3 as 

measured by the gas meter. The total gas volume 

sampled at stack conditions shall be calculated. 

b. The velocity of the effluents shal.l be determined 

at stack conditions. 

c. For each repetition, beryllium emission expressed 

in grams per day shall be determined in accordance 

with the applicable method. 

E. Periodic stack sampling and reports. 

1. All existing sources shall be tested within three months 

of the effective date of these regulations and at least 

once every three months thereafter. 

2. All sources constructed or modified after the effective date 

of these regulations shall· be tested immediately upon start­

up of operations and at least once every three months there­

after. 

3. Samples shall be taken over such a period or period as are 

necessary to accurately determine the maximum emissions 

L 



-24-

which would occur in a 24-hour period. In the case of 

cyclic operations, sufficient tests shall be made so as 

to allow accurate determination or calculation of the 

emissions v1hich will occur over the duration of the cycle. 

4. All samples shall be analyzed, and beryllium emissions· 

shall be calculated within 5 working days after collec­

tion of samples. A total emission exceeding the standard 

shall be reported to the Department immediately following 

determination of such emission. 

5. A.written test report shall be made as soon as the cal­

culations are completed and shall be retained available 

for inspection by the Department for a period of at least 

two years after the date of such report. 

6. Test reports shall include, as a minimum, detailed infor­

mation on testing and test calculations, records of opera­

tions, unusual occurrences that might affect emissions, 

and the calculations correlating operations with test re­

s.ults sufficient to show maximum 24-hour beryllium emissions. 

F. Waiver of periodic stack sampling and report requirements. 

After performance of initial emission tests, the requirements 

of III.E. may be waived upon v1ritten application to the Commis­

sion if in its judgment the installed control systems and the 
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operating procedures are d.eemed adequate to insure the stand­

ard will be met. This waiver in no way prohibits the Commis­

sion from requiring one or more emission tests. 

G. Test methods and procedures--air sampling. 

Sources electing to comply with III.C.2. shall comply with 

the requirements of this section and III.H. 

l. Air sampling sites shall be located in such a manner as 

is calculated to detect maximum ambient air concentrations 

of beryllium near ground level. 

2. Ambient air concentrations of beryllium shall be deter­

mined in accordance with methods as set forth in OAR 20-035 

through 20-045. 

H. Monitoring and reports--air sampling. 

l. Ambient air shall be continuously monitored at all moni­

toring sites except for a reasonable time allowance for 

instrument maintenance and calibration, for changing fil­

ters, or for replacement of equipment needing major repair. 

2. Filters ·shall be changed at least· every four days and shall 

be analyzed within 24 hours after collection. 

r 
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3. A written test report shall be made and shall be retained, 

available for inspection by the Department, for a period 

of at least two years after the date of such report. 

4. Test reports shall include, as a minimum, detailed infor­

mation on testing and test calculations, records of opera­

tions, and unusual occurrences that might affect emissions. 

5. A test result on any sample or more than 0.03 ,<lg/m3 or 

the determination of an average 30 day concentration exceed­

ing 0.01 /1g/m3 shall immediately be reported to the Depart­

ment. 
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IV. Emission Standards for Beryllium-Rocket Motor Fi r.ing 

A. Definitions. 

As used in this section, all terms not defined herein shall 

have the meaning given them by these regulations unless 

othen~ise required by context. 

1. "Rocket motor test site" means any building, structure, 

or installation where the static test firing of a rocket 

motor is conducted. 

2. "Beryllium propellant" means any solid propellant incor­

porating beryllium particles as a fuel. 

B. Applicability. 

The provisions of this section are applicable to rocket motor 

test sites. 

C. Beryllium emission standards. 

1. Emissions to the atmosphere from sources subject to this 

section shall not cause atmospheric concentrations of 

beryllium to exceed 75 microgram minutes per cubic meter· 

of air within 10 to 60 minutes, accumulated during any 

two consecutive weeks, measured anywhere beyond the pro­

perty line of such source or at the nearest place of human 

habitation. 
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2 .. If combustion products of motors containing beryllium 

propellant are fired into a closed tank, emissions from 

such tank shall not exceed two grams per hour and a maxi-

mum of ten grams per day. 

D. Test methods and procedures--air sampling. 

1. Compliance with the standard in IV.C.l. shall be determined 

in accordance with this section and IV.G. 

2. Air sampling instruments and sites shall be selected to 

accurately reflect the effect of rocket motor firing on 

ambient air concentrations of beryllium near ground level . 

. Such numbers and sites shall be appro~ed by the Department. 

3. Ambient air concentrations of beryllium shall be determined 

according to methods as set forth in OAR 20-035 through 

20-045. 

E. Test methods and procedures--stack sampling. 

l. Compliance with the standard in IV.C.2. shall be determined 

in accordance with this section and IV.G. 

2. Test methods and procedures for stack sampling in III.D. 

shall apply, with the exclusion of requirements in III.E. 

' ' I 
I 

I 
i 

! 



-29-

F. Monitoring and reports for.air sampling. 

1. Ambient air concentrations shall be measured during and 

after firing of rocket motors and in such a manner that 

the effect of these emissions can be compared with the 

standard. Such sampling techniques shall be in accord-

ance with methods as set forth in OAR 20-035 through 

20-045. 

2. Samples shall be analyzed and results shall be calculated 

before any subsequent rocket motor firing. 

3. A written test report shall be made and shall be retained 

for inspection by the Department for a period of at least 

two years after the date of the report. 

4. Test reports shall include, as a minimum, detailed infor­

mation on testing and test calculations, a record of the 

rocket firing, and unusual occurrences that might affect 

emissions. 

5. A test result exceeding the standard shall be reported to 

the Department on the next business day following determina-

tion of such test result. 
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G. Stack sampling and reports. 

1. The provisions of this section are applicable to moni­

tod ng and reporting beryllium emi ssi ans for determi n­

ing c.ompliance with the standard IV.C.2. 

2. Each release of combustion products to the atmosphere 

shall· be monitored in such a manner as to show the maxi­

mum total emission during a 24-hour period. 

3. Samples shall be analyzed, and results shall be cal­

culated before any subsequent rocket motor is fired. 

4. A written test report shall be made and shall be retained 

for inspection by the Department for a period of at least 

two years after the date of .such report. 

5. Test reports shall include, as a minimum, detailed infor­

mation on testing and test calculations, a record of the 

rocket firing, and unusual occurrences that might affect 

emissions. 

6. A test result exceeding the standard will be reported to 

the Department immediately following· determination of 

such test result. 

'' 
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V. Emission Standard for Mercury. 

A. Definitions. 

As used in this section, all terms not defined herein shall 

have the meaning given thein by these regulations unless other­

wise required by context. 

l. "Total mercury" means the element mercury, excluding any 

associated elements, and includes mercury in particulates, 

vapors, aerosols, and compounds. 

2. '.'Mercury ore" means a mineral mined specifically for its 

mercury content. 

3. "Mercury ore processing facility" means a facility process­

ing mercury ore to obtain mercury. 

4. "Mercury chlor-alkali cell" means any device utilizing 

mercury as a cathode in an electrolytic process to produce 

chlorine gas and alkali metal hydroxide. 

5. "Denuder" means a horizontal or vertical container whii:h 

is part of a mercury chlor-alkali cell and in which water 

and alkali-metal amalgam is converted to alkali metal 

hydroxide, metallic mercury and hydrogen gas in a short­

circuited, electrolytic reaction. 
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6. "Hydrogen gas stream" means a hydrogen stream formed in 

the chlor-alkali cell denuder. 

7. ''End box" means a container located on eath end of a chlor­

al kal i cell which functions as a collection point for mer­

cury, amalgam, and brine. 

8. "Cell room" means. a structure housing one or more mercury 

electrolytic chlor-alkali cells. 

B. Applicability 

The provisions of this section are applicable to facilities 

processing ore to recover mercury, facilities using mercury 

chlor-alkali cells to produce chlorine gas and alkali metal 

hydroxide, and to any other facility handling or refining 

mercury in such a way as to produce emissions of mercury to 

the atmosphere. 

C. Emission standard for mercury. 

Emissions to the atmosphere from sources subject to these 

regulations shall not exceed 2,300 grams of mercury per 24-

hour period (5.0 pounds per 24-hour period), as measured in 

accordance w1th methods as set forth in OAR 20-035 through 

20-045. 
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D. Test methods and procedures--mercury ore processing facility. 

All facilities processing mercury ore shall be tested by the 

applicable method. The minimum sampling time shall be two 

hours, and the minimum sampling volume shall be 50 ft3 as 

measured by the gas meter. For each repetition, mercury 

emission expressed in pounds per day shall be determined in 

accordance with the applicable method. 

E. Periodic emission testing--mercury ore processing facility. 

1. All existing sources shall be tested within three months 

of the effective date of these regulations and at least 

once every three months thereafter. 

2. All sources constructed or re-started after the effective 

date of these regulations shall be tested immediately 

upon start-up of operation and at least once every three 

months thereafter. 

3. Samples shall be taken over such a period or periods as 

are necessary to accurately determine the maximum emis­

sions which would occur in a 24-hour period. In the case 

of cyclic operations, sufficient tests shall be made so 

as to allow accurate determination or calculation of the 

emissions which will occur over the duration of the cycle. 
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4. All samples shall be analyzed, and mercury emissions 

shall be calculated within 5 working days after callee-

tion of samples. A total emission exceeding the stand-

ard shall be reported to the Department immediately fol-

lowing determination of such emission. 

F. Record keeping-mercury ore processing facility. 

Written records of information obtained in V.E. as well 

as other operating data which will allow determination or 

calculation of mercury emissions for a 24-hour period shall 

be established and made available for inspection by the De-

partment. Such records· shall be maintained for a period of 

at least two years from the date of the record. 

G. Waiver of emission test requirements--mercury ore processing 

facility. 

After preformance of initial emission tests, the requirements 

of V.E. may be waived upon 1·1ritten application to the Commis-

sion if in its judgment the installed control system and the 

operating techniques are deemed adequate to ensure the stand­

ard will be met. This waiver in no way prohibits the Commis-

sion from requiring one or more emission tests .. 
I 
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H. Test methods and procedures--mercury cell ch l or-alkali 

plant. 

l. All .facilities operating mercury cell chlor-alkali plants 

shall test their process gases, which are hydrogen from 

the denuders and vent 9ases from the end boxes of the 

chlorine cells, for mercury particulates and vapors using 

the applicable method. The minimum sampling time shall 

be two hours, and the minimum sampling volume shall be 

50 ft3 as measured by the gas meter. For each repetition, 

mercury emission expressed in pounds per day shall be 

determined in accordance with the app l"i cab 1 e method. 

2. These facilities shall test their mercury emissions in 

the ventilation effluents from the cell room using the 

applicable method. The averag'e emissions of mercurv as 

vaoor fro~ lonq, narrow ventilation ducts. square or rec-

tangular openings or fans shall be determined as !liven 

belovt using the applicable method. 

a. Long, narro1•1 ventilation ducts of the cell room should 

be sampled at six equally spaced locations. Use the 

same sample train for all six samples which are taken 

consecutively. The samples should be extracted at a 

rate proportional to the gas velocity at each point. 
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The minimum sampling time shall be 1-1/2 hours, 

and the minimum sampling volume shall be 3.0 ft3 

as measured by the gas meter. The sample shall be 

collected in a manner described in the applicable 

method. 

b. Square or~rectangular openings with an area greater 

than 16 ft2 shall be split into eight sections. A 

sample from the center of each section shall be 

taken as described in the applicable method. Open­

ings with less than 16 ft2 sha 11 be split into four 

sections and a sample taken from the center of each 

section. 

c. Velocities of effluents out of ventilators shall be 

measured with a vane anemometer. 

d. Fans used for ventilation of cell room shall be 

sampled. Fans with uniform discharges out the fan 

housing shall be sampled in the center of air flow. 

Volume shall be determined from the fan curve. Sam­

ple at a rate proportional to the average gas flow 

rate. The minimum sample time shall be 1-1/2 hours, 

and .the minimum sampling volume shall be 3.0 ft3 as 
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measured by the gas meter. Fans with gas discharges 

out of the periphery of the fan housing shall be 

.sampled in the center of the gas fl ow in a manner 

similar to that described above. 

e. Total mercury emitted per 24-hour period from the 

cell room shall be the sum of emissions from all 

ventilators. 

I. Periodic emission testing--mercury cell chlor-alkali plant. 

1. All existing sources shall be tested within three months 

of the effective date of these regulations and at least 

once every three months thereafter. 

2. All sources constructed or modified after the effective 

date of these regulations shall be tested immediately 

upon start-up of operation and at least once every three 

months thereafter. 

3. Samples shall be taken over such a period or periods as 

are necessary to accurately determine the maximum emissions 

which would occur in a 24-hour period. In the case of 

cyclic operations, sufficient tests shall be made so as to 

allow accurate determination of the emissions which will 

occur over the duration of the cycle. 

I 
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4. All samples shall be analyzed and mercury emissions 

shall be calculated within five working days after 

collection of samples. A total emission exceeding 

the standard shall be reported to the Department immedi-

ately follov1ing determination of such emission. 

J. Record keeping--mercury cell chlor-alkali plant. 

Written records of information obtained in V.I. as well as 

other operating data which will allov1 determination or cal­

culation of mercury emissions for a 24-hour period shall be 

established and made available for inspection by the Depart-

ment. Such records shall be maintained for a period of at 

least two years from the date of the record. 

K. Waiver of emission test requirements--mercury cell chlor-

alkali facility. 

After performance of initial emission tests, the requirements 

of V.I. may be waived upon written application to the Commis­

sion if in its judgment the installed control system and the 

operating techniques are deemed adequate to ensure the stand­

. ard will be met. This waiver in no way prohibits the Commis-

sion from requiring one or· more emission tests, 
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L. Test methods and procedures--mercury handling of refining 

facility. 

Test methods for mercury handling or refining facilities 

shall be the same as those required in section V.D. 

M. Periodic emission testing--mercury handling or refining 

faci 1 ity. 

Testing of mercury handling or refining facilities shall 

be performed as required in section V.E. 

N. Record keeping--mercury handling or refining facility. 

Record keeping procedures for mercury handling or refin­

ing facilities shall be the same as those required under 

section V.F. 

O. Waiver of emission test requirements--mercury handling or 

refining facility. 

Procedures for waiver of emission test requirements for 

mercury handling or refining facilities shall be the same 

as those required under section V .G. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item H 3) for October 25, 1972 EQC Meeting 

Kraft Mill Emission Regulation 
(OAR 340, Sections 25-155 through 25-195) 

Background: 

The kraft mill emission regulation, adopted by the Sanitary 

Authority in April, 1969, set total reduced sulfur (TRS) emission limits 

from recovery furnaces at an immediate level of 70 parts per million 

(ppm), or 2 pounds of sulfur per ton of pulp (lb S/t), with a 1975 limit 

of 17. 5 ppm or O. 5 lb S/t, or "such other limit of TRS that proves to 

be reasonably attainable utilizing the latest in design of recovery furnace 

equipment, controls, and procedures." A review and public hearing was 

provided for no later than July, 1973, to review technology and adequacy 

of the recovery furnace emission limits. 

A second important provision of the 1969 regulation required 

mill operators to conduct special studies of other emission sources 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 
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throughout the mill with the objective of establishing a basis for 

specifying more effective control of all kraft mill odor sources. 

Discussion: 

It has become desirable to set definite 1975 limits well in 

advance of the July, 1973 date in order to allow for the two years' 

construction time required for major installations where necessary. 

Also, the technology of controls for both conventional and new genera-

tion furnaces has progressed to the point of allowing limits to be set 

with reasonable certainty, and the importance of "other sources", 

heretofore considered minor, has become more apparent. Accordingly, 

a proposed amended kraft mill regulation has been drafted which 

expresses these developments and also redirects the emphasis of the 

regulation towards total odor control at the mill site. 

The timing and limits in the new proposed regulation would 

be: 

Jan. 1, 1975 

July 1, 1975 

July 1, 1978 

July 1, 1983 

Recovery 
Furnaces (1) 

10 ppm and 
O. 3 lb S/t (2)(3) 

5 ppm and 
o. 15 lb S/t (3) 

5 ppm and 
O. 15 lb S/t (4) 

Lime 
Kilns 

40 ppm and 
o. 2 lb S/t 

20 ppm and 
O. 1 lb S/t 

All Other Sources 

The sum of all TRS emissions 
not to exceed 0. 1 lb S /t, and 
also no vent TRS to exceed 
10 ppm 
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Note: 

(1) New recovery furnaces would be required to comply with the 5 ppm 

TRS limit immediately (after an appropriate, short-term run-in 

period). 

(2) "lb S/t" is "pounds of sulfur, in reduced sulfur gases, per ton of 

unbleached, air-dried pulp produced." 

(3) Mill-site basis, allowing the averaging of all furnace stacks. 

(4) Applied to each stack individually. 

Stepwise limits on lime kiln TRS would be added with deadlines 

of July 1, 1975 and July 1, 1978. Three lime kilns in Oregon consist­

ently report emissions of 10 ppm TRS gases, but precise measurement 

and reliable correlations of emissions with design and operating para­

meters have not been established. It is concluded that the proposed 

limit can be met, but may require considerable testing, evaluation, and 

correlation work. 

In addition, the particulate limit deadline for recovery 

furnaces and lime kilns is being moved up from July 1, 1975 to 

May 1, 1975, to conform to Oregon's State-wide Clean Air Act 

Implementation Plan. The numerical limits are not proposed to be 

changed, but the definition of particulate is modified in order to make 

the limit apply more closely to fly ash and saltcake emissions, which 

can be continually monitored. 
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There is a difficulty in determining whether so
3 

in the furnace 

gases actually forms a liquid particulate in the stack or in the partic­

u1ate sampling apparatus. so3 and H2So4 are to be measured and 

reported by a provision in the Special Studies section. A determina­

tion is to be made in 1975 of the necessity to limit so3 emissions or 

establish a new definition of particulate. 

Under the proposed revised regulation, the mills would be 

allowed to retain conventional recovery furnaces provided they could 

operate with the 10 ppm TRS limit by not later than July 1, 1975, and 

within a 5 ppm TRS limit by not later than July 1, 1978. For the 

1975 TRS limit, where there is more than one furnace stack (for 

example, a new generation and a conventional furnace on one plant site) 

averaging the stacks at 10 ppm would be allowed, provided that no 

furnace stack would exceed more than 15 ppm or 0. 45 lb S /ton , and 

averaging provided no furnace exceeds 10 ppm would be allowed for the 

1978 limit. The 5 ppm TRS limit wou1d apply immediately to all new 

furnaces and after 1983 to all existing furnaces as well as to new 

furnaces. 

These proposed limits are based on emissions averaged over 

each calendar day. Peaks from recovery furnace stacks would be 

limited to four times the average for no more than sixty cumulative 

minutes per day. 

The proposed revised regulation represents, to a degree, a 

shift in emphasis in that the existing regulation concentrates essentially 

entirely on recovery furnaces, while the proposed regulation would bring 
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other odor sources under highest and best practicable control. Continu­

ing to restrict recovery furnace emissions to the point of requiring 

that all recovery capacity be converted to low-odor configurations by 

July 1, 1975 would not only require great expenditures of time and 

money, but would not in itself solve the kraft mill odor problem, The 

other sources, such as pulp-washing systems, lime-mud recovery 

("recausticizing cycles") systems, and black liquor oxidation vents, 

account for as much as O. 5 lb S/ton, or equivalent to a recovery 

furnace at 20 ppm. It is believed that the time and money to control 

these sources would do more at this time to reduce the kraft odor 

problem than would the greater expenditure necessary to convert all 

existing recovery furnace capacity to low-odor configuration. 

"Other Sources" are not uniform throughout the industry, in 

that the strengths and indeed the array of vents present at any mill 

will vary with different types of pulp produced, the wood species pulped, 

and differences in equipment and procedures. Therefore, developing a 

program for compliance with this section of the regulations would 

follow staff inspections and detailing with the mill staffs of sources 

and controls. Some of the sources listed in the definition of "Other 

Sources" (Section A, Definition 7) would be included in the vents to 

be treated in the non-condensible systems or given equivalent treatment, 

namely the knotter and brown-stock washer vents, brown-stock-washer 

filtrate tank vents, and black-liquor-oxidation tower vents. 

If open sewers and drains, and anaerobic lagoons, are shown 

to be significant sources of odors, abatement of those odors may be 
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required. 

A limit would be set on recovery furnace sulfur dioxide at 

300 ppm. At present, under normal operating conditions, few furnaces 

emit as much at 100 ppm so2. However, low-odor furnaces have 

emitted as much as 1000 ppm in their start-up phases. Imposing a 

limit would ensure that so2 control would not be neglected when the 

furnaces are designed and operated, as well as provide a basis for 

regulatory control should problems develop in the future. 

New facilities would be required to be in compliance with 

applicable limits within 180 days of start-up. This requirement would 

apply to new mills or to an added or modified piece of equipment in 

an existing mill. The time limit is somewhat short for start-ups of 

major pieces of equipment, like recovery furnaces, but more than 

adequate for minor units like scrubbers. It is expected that if a mill 

were nearing the 180th day and still had not achieved compliance, that 

the problem and its reasons would be brought to the attention of the 

Department. A need for significant additional time could be presented 

as a request for a variance. 

Compliance schedules would be reviewed from the point of 

view of achieving compliance in the shortest time practicable within 

the limits imposed by availability of materials and by construction 

schedules, rather than emphasizing the compliance deadlines. 

Some further "housekeeping" provisions would be included in 

the proposed regulation. A section would require the installation of 

alternate thermal oxidation capacity to function whenever lime kilns used 
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for incinerating non-condensibles are removed from service or fail. 

This might not be necessary at plant sites using more than one kiln, 

in which case the mill could request a variance if it could be shown 

that at no time would both kilns be out of service at a time when the 

rest of the mill was operating (i.e., exclusive of total mill shutdowns). 

Continual monitoring of particulate emissions would be required as soon 

as practicable. Weyerhaeuser at Springfield is doing so now, and Georgia­

Pacific at Toledo has piloted a project with another non-papermaking, 

company to develop a continuous particulate monitor. A continual 

particulate monitoring system would be more representative than once-a­

month grab sampling and would provide the mill with a rapid indication 

of malfunctions. 

Another review would be made prior to January 1976. This 

would give an opportunity to review the total odor problem and progress 

in solving it, and to review the need or desirability of limiting all 

furnaces to 5 ppm TRS by July 1, 1983, as proposed. 

Director's Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the Director be authorized to schedule 

a Public Hearing before the Commission for the adoption of this regulation 

at the next appropriate Commission meeting, which will allow adequate 

time for public notice and conferences with interested persons. 

CAA:h - 10/18/72 

I 



DEPAHTMENT OF ENVIROJ\TMENTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

October 18, 1972 

PROPOSED 
REVISED REGULATION FOR KRAFT PULP MILLS 

OAR Chapter 340, Sections 25-155 lo 25-·105 are Repealed and 
Sections A through K are adopted in lieu thereof. 

A. DEFINITIONS: 

As used in these regulations, unless otherwise required by context: 

1. Continual Monitoring means sampling and analysis, in a continuous or 

timed sequence, using techniques which will adequately reflect actual 

emission levels or concentrations on a continuous basis. 

2. Depattment means the Department of Environmental Quality. 

3, Emission means a release into the atmosphere of air contaminants. 

4, Kraft Mill or Mill means any industrial operation which uses for a 

cooking liquor an alkaline sulfide solution containing sodium hydroxide 

a,nd sodium sulfide in its pulping process. 

5. Lime Kiln means any production device in which calcium carbonate 

is thermally converted to calcium oxide. 

6. Non-condensibles means gases and vapors, contaminated with TRS 

gases, from the digestion and multiple-effect evaporation processes 

of a mill that are not condensed with the equipment used in said 

processes. 
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7. Other Sources means sources of TRS emissions in a kraft mill 

other than recovery furnaces and lime ldlns, including but not 

limited to: 

a. vents from knot-ters, brown stock washing systems, evaporators, 

bl.ow tanks, smelt tanks, blow heat accumulators, black liquor 

storage tanks, black liquor mddation system, tall oil recovery 

operaJions; 

b. any operation connected with the treatment of condensate liquids 

within the mill, and 

c, any vent which is shown to be a significant contributor of 

odorous gases. 

8. Parti.culate Matter means all solid material in an emission stream 

which may be removed on a O. 3 micron glass filter maintained 

during sampling at a temperature above stack dew-point temperature, 

but less than 600° F. 

9. Parts Per Million (ppm) means oarts of a contaminant per million parts 

of gas .by volume on a dry-gas basis (1 ppm equals 0. 0001% by volume), 

10. Production means tons of air-dried, unbleached kraft pulp, or 

equivalent, produced. 

11. Recovery furnace means the combustion device in which pul1Jing chemicals 

are converted to a molten smelt and wood solids are incinerated. For 

these regnlations, and where present., this term shall include the direct 

contact. evaporator. 
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12. Total Reduced Sulfur (THS) means the sulfur in hydrogen sulfide, 

mercaptans, dimethyl sulfide, dimethyl disulfide, and any other 

organic sulfides present in an oxidation state of minus two. 

B. STATEMENT OF .POLICY 

Recent teclmologi.cal developments have enhanced the degree of malodorous 

emission control possible for the kraft pulping process. While recognizing 

that cornplete malodorous and particulate emission control is not presently 

possible, consistent with the meteorologieal and geographical conditions 

in Oregon, it is hereby declared to be the policy of the Department to: 

1. Require, in accordance with a specific program and time table for 

all sources at each operating mill, the highest and best practicable 

treatment and control of atmospheric emissions from kraft mills 

through the utilization of technically feasible equipment, devices 

and procedures, Consideration will be given to the economic life 

of equipment, which when installed complied with the highest and 

best practicable treatment requirement. 

2. Requir.e degrees and methods of treatment for major and minor 

emission points that will minimize emissions of odorous gases and 

eliminate ambient odor nuisances. 

3. Require effective monitoring· and reporting of emissions and reporting 

of other data pertinent to air quality or emissions. The Department 

will use these data in conjunction with ambient air data and observa­

tion of conditions in the surrounding area to develop and revise 

emission and ambient air standards, and to determine compliance 

t11orewith. 



-4-

4. Encourage and assist the kraft pulping industry to conduct a research 

and technological development program designed to progressively 

reduce kraft mill emissions, in accordance with a definite program, 

including specified objectives and time schedules. 

C. HIGHEST AND BEST PRACTICABLE TREATMENT AND CONTROL REQUIRED: 

Notwithstanding the specific emission limits set forth in Section D of these 

regulations, in order to maintain the lowest possible emission of air contam­

inants, the highest and best practicable treatment and control currently 

available shall in every case be provided, with consideration being given to 

the economic life of the existing equipment. 

All installed process and control equipment shall be operated at full 

effectiveness and efficiency at all times, sueh that emissions of contaminants 

are kept at lowest practicable levels. 

D. EMISSION LIMITATIONS: 

1. Emission of Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS) 

a. Recovery Furnaces 

1) As soon as practicable, but not later than July 1, 1975, the 

emissions of TRS from recovery furnaces shall not exceed: 

a) 10 ppm as a daily arithmetic average and O. 3 lb S/ton 

of production on a mill--site basis, 

b) 40 ppm for more than 60 cumulative minutes in any one 

day from each recovery furnace stack, 

. c) 15 ppm as a daily arithmetic average and O. 45 lb S/ton 

of production from each recovery furnace stack. 



2) As soon as practicable, but not later than July 1, 1978, 

the emission of TRS shall .not exceed: 

a) 5 ppm as a daily arithmetic average and O. 15 lb S/ton 

of production on a mill-site basis, 

, · b) 40 ppm for more than· 60 cumulative minutes in any 

one day from each recovery furnace stack, 

c) 10 ppm as a daily arithmetic average and O. 30 lb S/ton 

of production from each recovery furnace stack. 

3) As soon as practicable, but not later than July 1, 1983, 

the emission of TRS from each recovery furnace shall not 

exceed: 

a) 5 ppm as a daily arithmetic average and O. 15 lb S/ton 

of production, 

b) 20 ppm for more than 60 cumulative minutes in any 

one day. 

4) TRS emissions from each recovery furnace placed in operation 

after the effective date of these reg'ulations shall be controlled 

immediately such that the emissions of TRS shall not exceed: 

a) 5 ppm as a daily arithmetic average and 0. 15 lb S/ton 

of production, 

b) 20 ppm for more than 60 cumulative minutes in any one day. 

b. Lime Kilns 

Lime kilns shall be operated and controlled such that emissions 

of TRS shall be kept to lowest practicable levels and shall not 

! 
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exceed: 

1) By not later than July 1, 1975, 40 ppm and 0. 2 lb S/ton 

of production, as determined by a monitoring procedure 

approved by the Department, 

2) ·By not later than July 1, 1978, 20 ppm and O. 1 lb S/ton 

of production, as determined by a monitoring procedure 

approved by the Department. 

c. Compliance Programs 

Recovery furnaces and lime kilns in operation on or before the 

effective. date of these regulations shall be brought into 

compliance with subsections D. 1. a. and D. 1. b. above in 

accordru10e with specific programs and schedules to be estab-

lished with each individual mill and approved by the Department 

by not later than May 1, 1973, taking into consideration the 

following, 

1) Age and condition of existing facilities, 

2) Geographical location, 

3) Overall control of emissions, 

4) Severity of problems related to emissions from the facility, and 

5) Ease of compliance. 

d. Non-condensibles 

1) Non-condensibles from digesters and multiple-effect evaporators 

shall be treated to destroy TRS gases by thermal incineration 

in a linrn kiln or equivalent treatment. 

i 
i 
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2) On mill sites where a lime kiln or combination of lime 

kilns is used for incinerating non-condensibles, as soon as 

practicable, but not later than July 1, 1975, the means 

shall be provided to immediately and automatically treat 

the non-condensibles in an incineration device capable of 

subjecting the non-condensibles to a temperature of not less 

than 1200° F for not less than O. 3 seconds whenever the 

kiln or combination of kilns is out. of service or otherwise 

incapable of incinerating non-condensibles. 

3) When steam- or air-stripping of condensates or other 

contaminated streams is practiced, the stripped gases shall 

be subjected to treatment in the non-condensible system or 

otherwise given equivalent treatment. 

e, Other Sources. 

1) As soon as pr.:i,cticable, but not later than July 1, 1975, the 

emission of TRS from other sources, including but not 
I 

limited to knotters and brown stock washer vents, brown-

stock washer filtrate tank vents, black liquor oxidation vents, 

and contaminated condensate shall be controlled or limited 

such that the emissions of TRS do not exceed 10 ppm from 

each source and a mill-site total of 0. 1 lb S/ton of production. 

2) Miscellaneous Sources and Practices: 

When it is determined that sewers, drains, and anaerobic 

lagoons significantly contribute to an. odor problem, a program 

for control shall be required, 

• i 
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3) Compliance programs requ.ired by these subsections shall 

be established by not lat.er than lV'uty 1, 1973 with each 

individual mill and incorporated in the Air Contaminant 

Discharge Permit issued for each mill. 

2. Particulate Matter 

a. Itecovery Furnaces 

As soon as practicable, but not later than May 1, 1975, the 

emissions of particulate matter from recovery furnaces shall 

nbt exceed four ( 4) ponnds per ton of production on a rnill­

site basis and from each recovery furnace stack. 

b. Lime Kilns 

As soon as practicable, but not later than May 1, 1975, the 

emissions of particulate matter from lime kilns shall not 

exceed one (1) pound per ton of production on a mill-site 

basis and from each lime kiln stack. 

c. Smelt Dissolving Tanks 

The emission of particulate matter front smelt dissolving tanks 

shall not exceed one-half (~) pound per ton of production on 

a mill-site basis ru1d from each smelt dissolving tank. 

3. Sulfur Dioxide (S02) 

As soon as practicable, but not later than July 1, 1975, emissions of 

sulfur dioxide from each stack or vent in the pulp digestion or 

recovery processes sball not exceed a daily arithmetic average of 300 

ppm on a dry-gas basis except during start--up and slmt···down periods. 
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4. New Facility Compliance 

As soon as practicable, but not later than within 180 days of the 

start-up of a new kraft mill or of any new or modified facility 

having emissions limited by these regulations, that facility shall be 

operated, controlled, or limited to comply with the applicable 

provisions of these regulations and the mill shall conduct source 

sampling or monitoring as appropriate to demonstrate compliance. 

5. Compliance Schedules 

As soon as practicable, but not later than May 1, 1973, each mill 

shall submit to the Department a proposed compliance program, 

including means, methods and a schedule for complying with the 

emission limits of these regulations. The approved compliance 

programs shall be incorporated in the Air Contaminant Discharge 

Per mi ts is sued to each mill. 

E. MORE RESTRICTIVE EMISSION LIMITS: 

The Department may establish more restrictive emission limits and 

compliance schedules after notice and hearing if applicable for different 

geographical areas of the state . 

. F. PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS: 

Prior to constrtiction of new kraft mills, or expansion of production or 

modification of facilities significantly affecting emissions at existing kraft 

mills, complete and detailed engineering plans and specifications for a.fr 

pollution control devices :ind facilities and such other data as may be 

required to evaluate projected emissions and potential effects on air 
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quality shall be submitted to and approved by the Department. All 

construction shall be in accordance wit)1 plans as approved in writing 

by the Department. 

G. MON1TOUING 

1. Total i;teduced Sulfur (TRS) 

Each mill shall provide continual monitoring of TRS in accordance 

with the following: 

a. The monitoring equipment shall be capable of determining 

compliance with the emission limits established by these 

regulations, and shall be capable of continual sampling and 

recording of concentrations of TRS contaminants during a time 

interval not greater than 30 minutes. 

b. The sources monitored shall include, but are not limited to, 

the recovery furnace stacks and the lime kiln stacks. 

c. At least once per year, vents from other sources as required in 

D. 1. e., Other Sources, shall be sampled to demonstrate 

representative emissions of TRS and the results reported to 

the Department. 

2. Particulate Matter 

Each mill shall sample the recovery furnace(s), lime kiln(s) and 

smelt dissolving tank(s) for particulate emissions on a regularly· 

scheduled basis, As soon as practicable, each mill shall provide 

continual monitoring of narticulate matter from the recovery furnace(s) 

and lime kiln(s). 
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3. Sulfur Dioxide (S02) 

Representative sulfur dioxide emissions from the recovery furnace(s) 

shall be determined at least once each month. 

H. REPORTING: 

Unless otherwise authorized or· required by permit, data shall bo reported 

by each mill for each calendar month by the fifteenth day of the subsequent 

calendar month as follows: 

1. Daily average emissions of TRS gases expr'essed in parts per million 

of H2S on a dry. gas basis for each source included in the approved 

monitoring program. 

2. Unless excused in writing by the Department, the number of cumula­

tive minutes each day the TRS gases from the recovery furnaces 

exceed 20 ppm and 40 ppm and the maximum concentration of TRS 

measured each day, expressed as H2S on a dry. gas basis. 

3, Emissions of TRS gases in pounds of sulfur per equivalent air-dried 

ton of pulp processed in the kraft cycle for each source included in 

the approved monitoring program. 

4. Emission of so2 from the recovery furnace(s), mqiressed as ppm, 

dry basis. 

5. Emission of particulates in pounds per equivalent air-dried ton of 

pu1p produced in the kraft cycle based upon the sampling conducted 

in accordance with the approved monitoring program. 

6. Cumulative hours of operation of the lime kiln(s) used for non-condensible 

incineration and the number of cumulative hours of stand-by incinerator 

operations. 



-12-

7. Average daily equivalent kraft pulp production in air-dried tons. 

8. Each kraft mill shall fUrnish, upon request of the Department, such 

other pertinent data as the. Department may require to evaluate the 

mill's emission control program. Each mill shall immediately report 

abnormal mill operations which result in increased emissions of air 

contaminants, in accordance with the provisions of the Oregon 

Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, "Upset Conditions". 

I. SPECIAL STUDIES: 

1. Where warranted by conditions at particular mills, special studies 

of specific vents or air contaminant emissions may be required as a 

condition of issuing an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit. 

2. Special studies shall be conducted at each mill to identify: 

a. The amount of sulfUr trioxi.de (S03) in recovery fUrnace stack 

gases, 

b, The extent of interference from the formation of sulfate ion 

from so3 in wet-collection devices used in particulate sampling 

trains, and 

c, The occurrence of acid mist (H 2so4 in water droplets) in 

recovery furnace stack gases. 

These studies are to be completed by January 1, 19?5, and final 

reports submitted to the Department by July 1, · 1975, The data 

may be used for setting an so3 emission limit and/or changing tbe 

definition of particulate matter in Section A at the hearing required by 

Section K below. 
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J, OTHER ESTABLISHED AJR QUALITY LIMITATIONS: 

The emission limits established by these regulations arc in addition to 

visible emissions and other ambient air. standards, established or to be 

established by the Department, unless exempted therefrom by this 

regulation. 

K. PUBLIC HEARING: 

A public hearing· shall be held by the Department no later than January, 

1976, to review current technology and the adequacy of these regulations 

and to adopt any revisions that are necessary. 
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TERMINAL SALES BLDG. • 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. • PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

MEMORANDUM 

To: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item I for October 25, 1972 EQC Meeting 

Boise Cascade - St, Helens 

Background: 

On May 26, 1972, Boise Cascade presented a proposal for 

complying with the total reduced sulfur (TRS) and particulate emission 

limits for recovery furnaces in the present kraft mill emission 

regulation (OAR 340, Sections 25-170 (l)(b) and 25-170 (2)(a), which 

limit TRS emissions to 17. 5 ppm or O. 5 lb S/ton of pulp, or "such 

other limit of TRS that proves to be reasonably attainable utilizing the 

latest in design of recovery furnace equipment, controls, and procedures". 

The existing regulations also limit particulate emissions to 4 pounds per 

ton of pulp. Further information was requested on July 27, 1972 and 

received on August 8, 1972. During the period since May, 1972, a 

proposed revised kraft mill emission regulation has been developed by 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 
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the Department. In anticipation of tighter limits, the company submitted 

an amended proposal in oral form on October 12, 1972, and in written 

form on October 17, 1972. 

The mill presently is making approximately 890 tons of 

pulp per day, and recovering cooking chemicals with two furnaces of 

nominal 745 tons per day (No. 1 at 295, No. 2 at 450 t/day) capacity. 

No. 1 furnace was installed in the mid-1950 1s, and No. 2 furnace in 

1967. Control of TRS emissions is by means of a combination of 

weak and strong black liquor oxidation, which, under the present over­

loaded furnace conditions, is negated by high TRS emissions from the 

furnaces themselves. 

Discussion: 

The company's present proposal is: 

1. To install a new generation furnace of 700 tons/day 

capacity (67% of projected pulp production as of May, 1975). 

2. To retire the existing No. 1 recovery furnace. 

3. To use the entire existing black-liquor oxidation system 

to treat the liquor for No. 2 furnace. 

4. To control particulate emissions by: 

a) Installing a high-efficiency electrostatic precipitator 

on the new furnace (99, 6% efficiency). 

b) Installing a scrubber for the new furnace's smelt 

dissolving tank vent. 
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c) Replacing or rebuilding the existing No. 3 lime kiln 

scrubber. 

When the new furnace is in operation, the mill will have 

recovery capacity of 1150 tons/day serving a digester capacity of 1050 

tons/day. The existing black liquor oxidation system is considered to 

be one-third oversized and therefore should be able to oxidize adequately 

the amount of black liquor that will be processed in the No. 2 furnace. 

Analysis: 

The company's proposal is essentially a matter of adding a 

700 t/day recovery furnace of the latest design, shutting down one of 

two existing recovery furnaces, and operating the remaining existing 

recovery furnace at reduced loading and improved black liquor oxidation 

efficiency. 

The projected emissions are presented below. The figures 

are based on assuming that the new recovery furnace will average 1 ppm 

of TRS and O. 02 lb S/ton, and that the old furnace will average no more 

than 10 ppm and 0. 2 lb S/ton. Particulate emissions are estimated to 

exactly comply with the regulations, i.e. , 4 lb /ton from furnaces, 1 lb /ton 

from lime kilns, and t lb/ton from smelt tanks. Loading on the 

furnaces is estimated at 700 t/day from the new No. 3 furnace (nominal 

capacity) and the balance of the 1050 t/day on No. 2 furnace, or 

350 t/day. These are compared to the limits in the proposed revised 

Kraft Mill Emission Regulation. 
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1. TRS, Plant-site Average Emissions, ppm 

2. TRS, 

July, 1972 Company's 
Proposal 

61 4 

Reduction: 94% 

Mass Emission Rate, pounds 

July, 1972 

1161 

Reduction: 93% 

Company's 
Proposal 

84 

3. Particulate, Pounds/day 

July, 1972 

a. Recovery 
furnace 

7455 

Reduction: 43% 

b. Lime Kiln 
2090 

Reduction: 58% 

Company's 
Proposal 

4200 

861 

c. Smelt Dissolving 
Tank 

252 315 

Increase: 25% 

d. Overall 

9797 5386 

Net Reduction: 45% 

ProI!osed Regglatoo: Limiti> 
1975 1978 

10 5 

of sulfur /day from all furnaces 

ProI!osed Regulatory Limits 
1975 1978 

315 158 

ProI!osed Regglatorv Limits 

4200 

1050 

525 

5775 
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Conclusions: 

It is concluded that the company's proposal is consistent 

with the proposed revised kraft mill emission limits, subject to: 

1. Demonstration prior to May 1, 1973 of the existing 

black liquor oxidation system's reliability for delivering 

a consistently high degree of oxidation efficiency, 

2. Improving the lime kiln scrubbers as necessary early 

enough to demonstrate compliance with the applicable 

particulate emission limit in advance of the July 1, 1975 

deadline. 

Director's Recommendation: 

The Director recommends that the company's proposal be 

approved, stibject to the conditions described in the conclusions above 

and complying with the Kraft Mill Emission Regulations. 

Attachment - Company letter 
proposal of 10 /17 /72 

CAA:h 10/18/72 



Paper Group 

St. Helens, Oregon 97051 
(503) 397-2900 

Department of Environmental 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Quality 

Attn: Mr. L. B. Day, Director 

Gentlemen: 

. October 17, 197 2 

Described herein is Boise Cascade's revised proposal to achieve 1975 kraft 
mill air emission limits at the St. Helens mill. In view of current re­
view and pending revision of existing Kraft Mill Air Standards, it is felt 
that this proposal will provide adequate means to reduce air emissions to 
meet proposed 1975 D.E.Q. regulations, with the potential of meeting more 
restrictive limits in the future. 

Our original proposal included operation of two existing chemical recovery 
furnaces (with black liquor oxidation) at reduced loading, and installation 
of a 467 TPD new generation recovery unit. Projected TRS emission by this 
plan would have been approximately 90% compared to present levels. 

The revised proposal includes the following: 

1. Install a 700 TPD new generation recovery unit equipped with 99.6% 
efficie~t electrostatic precipitator and smelt dissolver vent scrubber. 

2. Retire No. 1 conventional recovery unit. 

3. Continue to operate No. 2 conventional recovery unit at reduced rates, 
with.fully oxidized black liquor. 

Advantages of the revised proposal are: 

1. The new recovery unit will provide 60.8% of the total recovery 
capacity, vs. 38.5% under the former proposal. 

2. The discontinuance of the older #1 recovery eliminates the particulate 
and TRS problem from this source. 

3. Retention time in existing black liquor oxidation systems will be 
effectively doubled, thereby providing increased system reliability 
to 99+% efficiency at all times. 
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Projected emissions under the revised proposal are as listed below. The 
table shows that a further 38% TRS emission reduction will be obtained as 
a result of the revised proposed recovery installation. 

Present 

T~ 1,700#/day 

% Reduction 

PARTICULATE: 

Recovery 7,455#/day 

Kilns 1,410 '' 

Dissolvers 250 " 

Total 9,105 
,, 

% Reduction 

Proposed 
467 TPD Alt. 

146#/day 

91% 

700 TPD Alt. 

90#/day 

95% 

4,200#/day 

861 " 

315 11 

5,376 II 

45% 

The new proposed 700 ton recovery furnace has a supplier guarantee to operate 
at emission levels below 300 ppm SOz and below 5 ppm TRS. Based on the exper­
ience of other new generation recovery furnace installations, the TRS emission 
will probably be as low as 1-2 ppm, which is actually below the range limita­
tion of existing monitoring equipment and therefore cannot be specified in the 
guarantee. 

At a reduced black liquor firing rate comparable to its original rating, and 
at 99% efficiency black liquor oxidation, the existing No. 2 recovery boiler 
(installed in 1967-68) was able to demonstrate it could achieve an emission 
level of below 10 ppm. With increased retention time in both the weak and 
heavy black liquor oxidation system, the reliability of maintaining this low 
emission level should be greatly enhanced and it would be expected that the 
average mill emission would be in the .5 ppm TRS range once the 700 ton per 
day unit attains continuous operation. Also at the reduced firing rate it had 
been demonstrated that the emission of particulate from the existing No. 2 unit 
can be maintained below 4 lb./ton of production, whereas the new 700 ton per 
day unit will be installed with a precipitator designed for 99.6% efficiency 
or a 4 lbs./ton particulate maximum discharge. 

i . 
i 

I 
I 



Mr. L. B. Day -3- October 17, 1972 

Although the potential of attaining less than 5 ppm TRS from the existing 
No. 2 recovery boiler will be greatly enhanced by the installation of the 
700 T/D unit rather than the 467 T/D unit previously proposed, the final 
determination cannot be achieved on a continuous basis until the period of 
1975-1978. Should the 5 ppm TRS emissions limit be found unattainable, it 
is understood that consideration will be given to the economic life of the 
existing recovery boiler providing it maintains TRS emissions below the 10 
ppni level. 

It should be noted that this new proposal has no effect on the mill waste 
effluent discharge as described in our letter of August 8, 1972. 

A new compliance schedule for installation of the recovery system is 
attached. Although there may be up to a three month delay in the target 
compliance date for the new recovery boiler installation due to delay in 
confirmation of the recovery boiler order, all attempts will be made to 
remain on target. 

RHT/plb 

Attachs. 

cc: Paul Rath - Water Quality 

yery truly yours, 

/,A/"1:~L R. H. T~;ta: v --. 

Resident Manager 

I 
I 
l 
I 
I 
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Submit Concept Report 

*Obtain Approval (Expected) 

*Obtain Approval (Actual) 

Confirm Boiler Order 

Preliminary Engineering 

Construction Engineering 

Delivery of New Boiler 

Start New Boiler 

Install New Kiln Scrubber 

In Compliance Target 

PROPOSED TIME SCHEDULE FOR CO:-IPLIA~CE 

WITH KRAFT MILL EMISSION STANDARDS 

BOISE CASCADE PAPERS 
St. Helens,Oregon 

October 17,1972 

RECOVERY FU&~ACE 
TRS 

May, 1972 

June, 1972 

October 25, 1972 

October, 1972 

December, 1972 

October, 1973 

November, 1973 

February, 1975 

July, 1975 

EXISTING 
RECOVERY FURNACE 

PARTICULATE 

May, 1972 

June, 1972 

Oct.25, 1972 

**May, 1975 

LIME KILN 
P1'.RTICULATE 

May, 1972 

June, 1972 

October 25, 1972 

Jan., 1974 (existing) 

March,1974 (existing) 

January, 1975 

May, 1975 

* Original proposal submitted with expected approval by June, 1972; however, 
Proposed_ Kraft Mill Regulation and new targets for TRS, approval withheld. 
Revised proposal with large recovery boiler presently submitted expected 'to 

due to-review of . 

be approved October 25, 1972. 

** No. 1 Recovery to be retired wi1en new recovery/in operation;. as a result of proposal approval delay 
this target may not be realized. 

'• 
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TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

L.B. DAY 
Director 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
COMMISSION 

B. A. McPHJLLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

EDWARD C. HARMS, JR, 
Springfield 

STORRS S. WATERMAN 
Portland 

GEORGE A. McMATH 
Portland 

ARNOLD M. COGAN 
Portland 

OEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TERMINAL SALES BLDG. • 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. • PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No.Jl, October 25, 1972 EQC Meeting 

Proposed General Services Administration 200-Space 
Motor Pool Parking Facility, Portland 

Background: 

On October 4, 1972, the Department received a letter 

from the Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority which 

delineates their analysis of and recommendation for the proposed 

GSA motor pool parking facility. 

The General Services Administration proposes to construct 

a 200-space underground motor pool ,auxillary to a new Federal 

building which will be occupied by 1525 personnel. The construc­

tion site of the motor pool is bounded by S. ~I. Third Avenue, S. W. 

Madison Street, S. W. Fourth Avenue, and S. W. Jefferson Street. 

It is proposed that the street level of the motor pool will be an 

open area (Federal Plaza). 

The project site is presently occupied by several old 

buildings and off-street parking for approximately 20 motor 

vehicles. These will be removed during construction. In addition, 

the block to be occupied by the new Federal building presently has 

a surface parking facility on it with a rated capacity of 200 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 



-2-

motor vehicles. This facility will also be removed during 

construction. Thus, a net decline of 20 parking spaces (200 

+ 20 - 200 = 20) will result in the vicinity of the proposed 

Federal motor pool parking facility. 

Practically all of the projected 1525 personnel 

scheduled to occupy the new Federal building will be re-located 

from existing Federal facilities in Portland. No commuter 

parking space is being provided for the employees. 

Analysis: 

A. Effect on air quality 

The proposed GSA motor pool would be located in 

CWAPA air quality guides 53 and 68. According to preliminary 

calculations performed by the Department based upon the City's 

transporation control strategy adopted October 12, 1972, grids 

53 and 68 will be in compliance with the carbon monoxide air 

quality standards by 1975. However, the margin of allowable 

error is small and due to the limited accuracy of the calcula­

tion methodology it will be necessary to ensure that any parking 

facilities constructed in this area wi 11 not compromise the 

effectiveness of the transporation control strategy. 

It would seem that the construction of a motor pool, 

with its associated large volume of daily vehicle trips, in an 

area where the achievement of national air quality standards 

by 1975 will be marginal at best, would not be entirely 

consistent with the efforts of the State and local governmental 

agencies to attain compliance with those standards. 
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In keeping with the leadership role of the Federal 

Government in developing active and effective air pollution 

abatement programs nationwide, a study should be made to 

determine if a more suitable location can be found for the 

proposed motor pool outside of the area of concern (downtown 

Portland) and provisions made for shuttle bus service, on 

low-pollution vehicles, to and from the new Federal Building. 

Director's Recommendation: 

In view of the fact that the transporation control 

strategy is predicted to achieve compliance with air quality 

standards in the vicinity of the proposed GSA office building 

and motor pool parking facility; 

The Director recommends that the Commission approve 

construction of the 200-space underground parking facility. 

It is further recommended that the Director request 

the General Services Administration to undertake a study prior 

to construction of the parking facility to determine the 

feasibility of locating the Federal motor pool outside of the 

Portland Central Business Distruct with associa~- huttle 

bus service to and from the GSA office bui 

MJD:l:l0/18/72 



COLUrJlBIA-VViLLAMETn: AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 
1010 N.E. COUCH STREET PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 PHONE (503) 233-7176 

28 September 
SlJte of Oregon 

l f!2f'/,RTl;!ENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALl1lfARD OF DI RECTORS 

Department of Envi.ronrnental Quality 
1234 Southwest Horr·ison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

9 00- re; (rU I~ n \Vl r~ ®" J. lva~c", Chwman D LS lVJ LS U \;} u; ~ C"V of Portland 

n ~ T 4. 1972 ,tet~i~c~~~~~h~~~~~ 
Burton C. Wilson, Jr. 

· Washington County 

AIR QUALITY CONtROl Ben Padrow 
Multnomah County 

Attention: 

Subject: 

Gentlemen: 

Yrr. H. H. Patterson, Director 
Air Quality Control Div:i.sion 

Parking Facility for New Federal 
Office Building 

A.J. Ahlborn 
Columbia County 

Richard E. Hatchard 
Program Director 

On 13 September 1972 the US Government through General Services Admin­
istration, filed a notice to construct a 200-space two-level underground 
parking facility as part of the new Federal.office building complex to be 
located near SW 3rd and SW Jefferson in downtown Portland, 

Technical Review 

. Although the facility is in an area of special concern, an environmental 
impact statemen-t was not requested due to the facts submitted with the appli­
cation and the apparent minimal environmental impact of the proposed parking 
facility, 

After rev.Lew of pertinent information, it has been concluded that the 
proposed parking facility is compatible with the DEQ parking facility rule 
and it is therefore recommended that DEQ allow construction to proceed. 

Major facts upon which the above recommendation is based are as follows: 

1. The proposed 200 space underground parking facility will replace 
2 existing surface facilities totaling 220 spaces, resulting in a net 
decrease of 20 available parking spaces on the property. 

2. The proposed parking will provide space for official government 
motor pool vehicles. No parl<:ing space is being provided for tennants of 
the building; thus the proposed facility will not increase the dependence 
of the urban commuter on motor vehicles for work trips, The facility will 
be conveniently located near existing and future mass transit serv:i.ce which 
should be qui.te a,ttractive to building tennants. 

An Agency to Control Air Pollution through lnter-Governniental Cooperation 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
Page 2 
28 September 1972 

3. Practically all of the projected 1525 personnel scheduled to 
occupy the new Federal building will be "relocatees" from existing 
facilities in the DBD, thus no significant increase in trips to the CBD 
would be anticipated. In fact, by centralization of various federal 
facilities, significant inter-CBD vehicle trips may be eliminated. 

lJ.. The proposed parking structure will be located underground, thus 
minimizing noise and visual impact. 

REB:jkj-

Very truly yours, 
I J;Z (;_ ',./ ' ;-7; /() 1;{;. Cc /; .. v/ , 

R. E. Batchard 



1010 N.E. COUCH STREET PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 PHONE (503) 233-7176 

BOARD OF DI RECTORS 

Francis J. lvancie, Chairman 
City of Portland 

Fred Stefani, Vice-Chairn10n 
Clackam<is County 

G-c:;1;0J::-tl f~PT'~v-.i_C:C~2· _.' 

c:,;::;_.:,_._ (~l;,;1·:_-;('J~' \ L~' L-) 
Burton C. Wilson, Jr. 

Washington County 

- ~-. ·cJTJ -, __ , 
Ben Padrow 

Multnomah County 

A.J. Ahlborn 
y·-_1_~_-... .1.\J_·:.:.1 e~··t; _/:~,, Colurnbi<i County 

Richard E. Hatchord 
Program Director 
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to1:r.:1 I·'oT'+;J_r=t- i.c: . ., 

r·';"a:v· \V8 1)0:~11--:_; 0·1_1t :~;}l_~!.t: \~~!1-8 }_}~co-·pocecl_ .fc:tcil.i:l~:y- is ill -[;he 
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veJJ.iclc.s vrotllc::_ iJc ~l J:<co_ct~j __ cE;.1 st 'oJ.~ :::·c:st ctio~J. of ceI'to.j_11 
sr)ccio.1 101,._r e~:-,_~.·~t ·.re:-L-.i.c}c~~: ~['1):l:· ~:-~cl11s:L\··c-.: C~L~-J t::r:·o.1,;el. J1,. 
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An A9cncy to Control /lit Pollution tl1rough Inter-Governmental Cooperation 



GE~IERAL SEl'<VICES ADMINISTRATION 

GENERAL S!~l'lV!CES ADMINISTRATION 

GS!\ CEl'ITER (I OPG) 

AUBUB.N, WASHINGTON 9.8002 

Mr. Jolin Kowolc:yl< 
Co I uml.• i a-\·/ i I I ~3n~et·i·e Air Pc I I Lit ion Authc:1- i ty 
1010 N.E. Couch. Street 
Portland, OR 07232 

Dear Mr. Kowalc:yk: 

Rc.~ion /(} 

As you kno1.v, the U.S. Government, through General Serv-ices Administration, 
plans to construct iJ FocleriJI Office f'.ui !ding with ,Jdjacent parking in the 
tv10 block area bo_unded by S,\.'l. 2nd ancl 4th Avenues and S.W. Jeffers·on CJnd 
Madison Streets, Portland, Oregon. In connectio11 with the proposed con­
struction of the pa1-kincJ fdci I ity, we enclose a 11 Notice of Construction 11 

for your informai·ion. We also enclose two prints of the si·!·e plan, 
drawing 2- I, •,vh i ch depicts the proposed siting of the bu i Id i ng and pclrk i ng 
faci I ity, including.means of ingress and egress to the parking. 

The parking facility will be constructed on the block bounded by S.W. 3rd 
Avenue, S.W. 4th' Avenue, S.W. Madison Street and S.W. Jefferson Street 
and consist of h!o underground I eve Is of parking tor a tota I of 200 sta 11 s. 
This wil I provicle parking for official Government vehicles only. Pai-king 
is not being provided for employees of the agencies scheduled for occupanc~ 
in the bui I ding as it is our desire to encourage .the use of pub! ic tt-c:ins­
po1-tai"ion faci I ities to the maximum extent possible_. Further, it is not 
the intention of the Government to compete with the exis1-ing or proposed 
privately-rnvned or city-owned parking lots in the area: These faci I ities 
should be capable of satisfying the emplciyee parking requirements. 

Initial occupancy in the bui I ding wi 11 consist of ten agencies and the 
Congressional delegations with a total complement of 1,525 employees.· 
The fol lowing chart summarizes the present locatiohs of the affected 
agencies and the number of personnel at each· loc3tio~: 

\ i t ' ·.~I:°! 1; 1 

\_L:.::'2.'.~-----~---- _J 

:i;- GI 11 bldg, 204 
....... : ·,·, 12 

Enc I. 2 
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Present Locai·ions 

I. Washington Building - 1218 S.\'1. Washington 

2. Pitiock [11ock - 921 S.\'L Washington 

3. Multnomoh Building - 319 S~W. Pi.ne 
4. Georgia-Pacific Building - 900 S.vi. 5th 

5. G i I \ Bui Id i ng - 4-26 S. ~·f. Stark 

6. Federal Building - 511 N.\'I. Broadway 

7. U.S. Cou 1-thou se - 670 S. \'J. Ma i n 

8. U.S. Customhouse - 220 N.W. 8th 

9. Pi onee 1- Courthouse - 520 S, 1,11. Mori- i son 

10. Depadment of Interior, BPf\ - N.E. Holladay 

Additional Personnel 

The enclosed map morn readily identifies the present 
agencies in relation to the locaiion of the proposed 

Personne \ 

128 

10 

527 

35 

20!1 

13 

49 

452 

5 

St. 5 

98 ---

I ,525 

location of the 
new bu i Id i ng. 

Although approval by local governmental entities is not required on 
Federal construction projects, we welcome this opportunity to present 
our plans to- you. The G8neral Services Administration has an active, 
effective, air pollution aba·t~ment program nationwide. You may he 
assured tl1a·t we sl1are your concern for Portland. 

Si nee re I y, 

~~~~ 
ALBERT A. PETER, JR. -·y -
Regional Commissioner 
Pub I i c flu i Id i ng s Service 

3 Enclosures 

- - - . ;::} - -· . -· - . ' ' - - . -::'.!. 

5. G i I I 8 I dg . 20~ 
IV, Llt::!)IU! 1111.-DI/\ 

• ·,·. 1 ). 
Enc I. 2 



"ntion: Columbia-Willa. cte Air Pollution Authority 
.1010 N,E, Couch Street 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

PARKING FACILITY 
NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION o;\Nl:Ll~FBl:;w;<\'.l)cl1}'}EY-Ol£:;\_1'l'R.:OVA'L 

To Construct or Modify an Air Conta1ninant Source 

NOTE : -Afr ~~l= ~ ~~ c!k'US•to obe oobt'&ine<lc. pi-i-01> ~ ~·tFC!c=icOfl;-= = =1'-he 
~oois-...,,\fi;,J,~ *""' =roHttt~="' =filtt.f.=i"'r ~·1ci=H= ~~ oL..J:te= oapp=l=i=t:=i.c0n 
=>ck "·"~cc =Send·=~~ =i==l.a.to~ ct'°" ..ctieo o!F.~ • .q..= =E= ..chei""' =f=i.otia=l= ~= 
=t-o •8'p'.j)':t='EC = ..d"""'f' =ci= yl~c}eci;c;c ="'\no cem>'i~.J.= =i~ os~ = 
""t~ =m&:mri..-,..t~ """'Y'""- =i.-s<preS're& .,,_-c.thiorr ~ ":h>o= ut= =i"Pto ~ otlrios=~~. 

Busi11~ss Name: GE~IERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION Phone: TE 3-6500 

Address of Premises: SVI 4TH AVE. & SvJ MADISON ST. City: PORTLMID Zip: ----
Nature of Business: FEDER/IL OFFICE BUILDli~G 

Responsible Person to Contact: ALBERT A. PETER, ·JR. 

Other Person Who May Be Contacted: D. M. SENSMEIER 

·11 SSIONER 
Title: c'LlflL[C BUILDl~IGS SERVICE 

REG I Cll'IA L 0 I REC I 01<, O"PJ:R=. 
Title: /\TJON/\L PL/\NNJ l>IG STAFF 

Corporation ~' -~ Partnership \~---' Individual c:::J Government Agency \xx 

Leg Owner's Address: GS/\ CE~ITER City: AUBURN, \0A Zip: 98002 
----~----------

Description of Parking Facility and its Intended Use. (Please Include Plot Plan 
Showing Part<;ing· Space Location and Access to Streets or Roadways): 

SEE ATTACHED LETTER 

Estimated Cost: Parking, Facility Only: $ l l~CLUDED IN TOTAL CONSTRUCT I ON PROJECT 

Estimated Construction Date: __ l_/_l.c./_7_3 _____ Estimated Operation Date __ B_/_I_ /_7_4 __ _ 

Name of dtpp.h~ =- Owner o:f: =l'\u:°'ti'!G'S:S-: GENERAL SERVICES ADMll-1] STRATI ON 

ALBERT A, PETER, JR. 
Tit le: REGIONAL COMM I SS .I ONER PUBLIC BU I LO I NGS SERVI CE Phone: TE 3-6500 ----
Signature: _,:~~;Y~~?:_.--- ,A Date: 77 --'-----

App li cab i lit y: This Notice of Construction Requ~ent Pertains 

1. To areas within five miles of the municiple bound'1ry 
of any city having a population of 50, 000 or greater. 

2. Any parking facility used for temporary storage of 50 
or more motor vehiclGs or having t;·~o or more J.evcls of 

·parking for motor vehicles. 

----------------------~-------------------

!:late Kece i ved Grid N/C ./ · 

Enc I. 

- - i . ---· ~·- '--·' ·- -·-~· 

G,i I I fl I dg. 204 
Enc I. 2 
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DoV\i I rtown Portia nd, l:.I reg on 

1. BENSON 
2. CONGRESS 
3, COSMOPOUTAN 
4. COSMOPOLITAN AIRTEL 
5. FLAMINGO MOTEL 
6, HEATHMAN 
7. HILTON 
B. HOLIDAY INN 
9. HYATT LODGE 

10. IMPERIAL 
11. MALLORY 
12. PARK HAVILAND 
13. PORTLAND MOTOR HOTEL 
14. RAMADA INN 

3u i Id i ng s 
,r 'Opose d FOB 

I, .... shington Bldg. 
2, Pittock Block 
3, Multnomah Bldg. 
4, Georgia-Pacific Bldg, 
::>, 'Gi 11 Bldg, 

15. REGENCY INN 28. CQNTINENTAL 
16. RIVERSIDE WEST 29. CORSUN ARMS 
17. RODf::WAY JNN 30. DUNES 
18. SHERATON MOTOR INN 31. EL RANCHO 
19. SWEETBRIER !NN 32. GOLDEN DOOR 
20. THUNDERBIRD MOTEL 33. HOYT 
21. THUNDERBIRD- 34. IMPERIAL "400" 

JANTZEN BEACH 35. JAMAICA 
22. TRAVELODG E----COLIS EU M 36. MIDTOWN 
23. WASHINGTON - 37. PARK AVENUE 
24. BROADWAY 38. PLAZA 
25. CARAVAN MOTOR HOTEL 39. ROOSEVELT 
26. CITY CENTER 40. ROSE MANOR 
27. COLISEUM 41. ROYAL JNN 

Personne I 
I, 525 Convention E3ureau 

I 2f">ortland Chamber of Commerce 
10 

527 
35 

204 

824 S. W. 5th Avenue 

Phone 228-941 1 

42. SAHARAN 
43. SANDS 
44. TRAVELODGE MOTEL 

A. BENSON AUDITORIUM 
8. MASONIC TEMPLE 
C, MEMORIAL COLISEUM 

b. MULTNOMAH COUNTY 
EXPOSITION CENTER 

E. PORTLAND CIVIC 
AUDITOR!UM 

F. NEIGHBORS OF WOODCRAFT 

G. CONVENTION BUREAU 
AND VISITORS SERVICE 

Bui !dings Personnel 

6. Federal Bldg. 13 
7, U.S. Courthouse 49 
8, U.S. Customhouse 452 
9, Pioneer Courthouse 5 

10. Dept of lnt.-BPA 5 

Enc I. 2 

I 
·I 
l 
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TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

l. B. DAY 
Director 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
COMMISSION 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

EDWARD C. HARMS, JR. 
Springfield 

STORRS S. WATERMAN 
Portland 

GEORGE A. McMATH 
Portland 

ARNOLD M. COGAN 
Portland 

DEQ.J 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TERMINAL SALES BLDG. • 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. • PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

MEMORANDUM 

To: En vi ronmenta 1 Qua 1 i ty Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No.J(2),0ctober 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Portland Commons Hotel with 346 Ancillary 
Parking Spaces, Portland 

Background: 

On August 2, 1972, the Department received the report, 

Technical Review No. P-9 from the Columbia-Willamette Air Pollu-

tion Authority, which delineates their analysis of and recommen­

dation for the proposed Portland Commons parking facility. 

Portland Commons, Inc. proposes to construct a hotel 

with 346 ancillary parking spaces in the South Auditorium Urban 

Renewal Area on the block (#115) bounded by S. W. Clay Street, 

S. W. Front Avenue, S. W. Columbia Street and S. W. First Avenue. 

The project site is presently unoccupied. 

The hotel development will include 394 hotel rooms and 

16,000 square feet of restaurant and associated facilities. The 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 
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South Auditorium Redevelopment Plan requires one off-street 

parking space per four hotel rooms. Three hundred and ninety 

four hotel rooms would require 99 parking spaces. The Rede~ 

velopment Plan also sets out parking space requirements for 

restaurants and bars of one space per 100 square feet of patron 

serving area, and for banquet and meeting rooms of one space 

per 56 square feet of patron serving area. This results in a 

parking requirement of 236 spaces. Thus, the Portland Commons 

hotel is required to supply 335 (99 + 236) off-street parking 

spaces as a minimum. 

In a letter dated August 23, 1972, the Department 

requested the. Portland Planning Commission to determine whether 

the proposed Portland Commons development is consistent with 

the planning guidelines for the Downtown Plan. The letter was 

considered by the City Planning Commission at a meeting on August 

29, 1972, and a reply by letter was received by the Department 

August 30, 1972. The City Planning Commission has determined 

that the Portland Commons development is consistent with the pro­

posed uses in the District Guideline Plan and the amount of floor 

space proposed is within the interim density regulations approved. 
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Analysis: 

A. Effect on air quality 

The proposed Portland Commons hotel would be located 

in Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority air quality grid 

number 67. According to preliminary calculations performed by 

the Department, based upon the City's transportation control 

strategy adopted October 12, 1972, grid 67 will be in compliance 

with carbon monoxide air quality standards by 1975. The construc­

tion of the Portland Commons hotel and ancillary parking will not 

adversely affect the effectiveness of the transportation control 

strategy unless some or all of the 346 proposed parking spaces 

are used by commuters. 

An implicit goal of the City's transportation control 

strategy is that 45-50% of the commuter person trips to downtown 

Portland will be by transit in 1975. At the present time transit 

carries approximately 30% of the commuter person trips to down-

town Portland. It should be noted that the Portland Commons office 

building, which will be constructed adjacent to the proposed hotel 

and will share parking facilities with the hotel, has been granted 

approval by the Commission to construct 360 parking spaces for 

approximately 1,000 employees. Under these conditions approximately 
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40% of the 1,000 employees will be induced to ride transit, join 

car pools or seek other parking spaces. This is 5-10% short 

of the goal of the transportation control strategy. Thus if 

some of the 346 parking spaces to be constructed with the Port­

land Commons hotel development are opened up for use by commuters, 

the Portland Commons office development will fall far short of 

the transportation control strategy goal of 45-50% of commuter 

person trips by transit in 1975. 

Conclusions: 

1. The Portland Commons hotel is a new development 

and will require parking in order for it to be an 

economically viable project. The amount of parking 

proposed (346 spaces) is consistent with the guide-

1 ines set forth in the South Auditorium Redevelopment 

Plan. 

2. The Portland Commons hotel is consistent with the 

Planning Guidelines for the Downtown Plan. 

3. The Portland Commons hotel will not adversely 

affect air quality in grid number 67. 
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4. It is imperative that the 346 parking spaces pro­

vided are used only for support of the hotel and its 

associated facilities and that they are not opened 

up for commuter parking. 

Director's Recommendation: 

I recommend that the Commission approve construction 

of the 346 parking spaces ancillary to the Portland Commons hotel 

development on block #115 with the condition that none of the 

346 spaces shall be used for long-term {more than 4 consecutive 

hours) commuter parking before 1979. 

MJD:c:l0/16/72 



S'l'ATEMENT OF THE OREGON EHVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL CONCERNING 
PORTLAND COMMONS - DELIVERED TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

COMMISSION - OCTOBER 25, 19 72 

I am Don Waggoner, President of the Oregon Environmental 

Council. Our offices are at 2637 s. w. Water Street in Portland. 

The Council has been '.tery concerned about the construction 

of the Portland Commons complex. 1\s you may know, the medium 

density which is allowed for the area was included in the Downtown 

Plan as medium rather than low density primarily because of the 

design work that had already heen expended for the structure prior 

to undertaking the Downtown Plan. The medium density designation 

which permits the construction of the co!!'.plex is largely due to 

the "grandfather" status thus granted. 'I'he decision of the Portland 

Planning Commission to permit the parking as a conditional use by the 

City of Portland was appealed to the City Council on August 30. The 

City Council denied the app·- al and one of the main reasons for their 

denial was the prior assurances which the City Council had given 

to the developers. 

On October 4, you gave approval of the 360 parking spaces 

ancillarily to the Portland Commons office building. Since that til!'.C' 

the City's •rransportation Control Strategy has been accepted by the 

City. The Oregon Environmental Council and other environmental groupE 

strongly urged that a parking lid be placed on the parking in 

downtown Portland. We did not argue against parking as such but 

rather requested that an interim maximum total be established so 

that new parking spaces could only be provided following elimination 

of an equal quantity of existing spaces in the downtown area pending 



ad4~tional study of parking needs. Our proposal for the parking lid 

was not accepted by the City and consequently constrQction has 

started on the Portland Commons office building. 

The air pollution alert which we experienced here last week 

brought a d.ramatic. reminder to inhabitants of the City of Portland 

that automobile air pollution is indeed a g:r:ave problem. When Mt. 

Tabor must be temporarily'1bamed Mt. Invisible the time has indeed 

come for action. 

We strongly commend the bu.~ of th,e Portland Transportation 

ccmtrol Strategy and the proposed State Motor Vehicle Inspection 

Prog:ram. These prograins can be exnected to bring a marked improve-

ment. Nevertheless, we submit to you that the approval at this time 

of additiopal parking space for the Portland Commons development is 

inappropriate. 

On page 6 of the City of Portland's Transportation Control 

Strategy, item No. 9 readi:; "Change applicable regulations to remove 

requirement for mipimum off-street parking spaces in downtown." 

This w:l,.l:). mean that the South Auditorium Re-development Plan which now 

requires off-street parking space for Portland Commons will be 

amrnendeq s.o that off-street parking spaces will not be required. 

certainly there will be some parking spaces for new buildings. 

However, the minimum requirement of off-street parking will have been 

E!l:iminated and parking will now have to be justified on the basis 

of demonstrated need. 

Portland Commons is being constructed in an area adjacent to 

two large parking structures. The City parking structure at First 

- 2 -



and Jefferson provides some 788 parking spaces and is located 

diagonally to the northwest from the Portland Commons office building. 

The Crown Plaza parking structure located at First and Clay provides 

640 parking spaces and is located diagonally southwest from the 

Portland Commons Hotel. Consequently, the general area already has 

some of the highest parking space concentrations within the City of 

Portland. The 360 parking spaces which you have already approved 

for the Portland Commons office building brings the total to 1788 
"'----"---., 

parking spaces on the four adjacent blocks. The two large parking 

structures envisioned by the Transportation Control Strategy for the 

retail core area, one between 3rd and 4th providing some 1200 spaces 

and that on 10th to provide 800 spaces for a total of 20Qlprovides 

only a modest quantity in excess of that already constructed or 

approved in the immediate area of Portland Commons. 

The staff report for the Portland commons hotel states that 

the specific grids for the Portland commons hotel will be in com­

pliance for carbon monoxide air quality standards by 1975. However, 

we believe that it is important that we look further before making 
) 

' ' ~,, -: ,; 

a decision. 

One of the most important factors in reducing air pollution is 

the development of mass transit as a realistic alternative to the 

private automobile and providing incentives for its use. Considering 

the large amount of parking already in the area of Portland commons 

it would appear that the Portland commons development rather than 

providing any genuine dis-incentives to the automobile and incentives 

to the use of mass transit will provide a positive incentive for 

- 3 -



continued use of the private automobiJe. 

We would further suggest that it will be extremely difficult 

to monitor the proposed prohibition ag2.inst i.~sing the spaces Nhich 

are being proposed exclusively for the hotel so that they will not 

be opened for communter parking. 

The Transportation Control Strategy as proposed by your 

Director requests the "Director to es·cablish a permanent committee 

to monitor the impact and effectiveness of the Transportation Control 

Strategy." I would hope that one of the functions of this group woulJ. 

be to study parking in a more comprehr sive manner than has been 

completed to date. In addi. ti on, the City of Portland wi 11 be 

studying parking requirements in a more comprehensive manner. 

The Portland Commons hotel is not planned for cons-C.ruction 

until sometime in 19 73. There is, therefore, no need to approve th<~ 

parking for the Portland Commons hotel now. Indeed, there are mc~ny 

reasons which argue against such approval. Once that approval has 

been granted it will be virtually impossible to withdraw, regardless 

of the outcome of the additional parking studies. 

We, therefore, urge that you deny the proposed 346 ancillary 

parking spaces for Portland commons hotel until the parking studies 

now planned show whether the addc.tional parking concentration is 

desirable and consistent with other future developments in dowtown 

Portland. 

Thank you. 
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TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

L, B. DAY 
Director 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TERMINAL SALES BLDG. • 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. • PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

MEMORANDUM 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY TO: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
COMMISSION 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville FROM: Director 

EDWARD C, HARMS, JR,' 
Springfield 

STORRS S. WATERMAN 
Portland 

GEORGE A. McMATH 
Portland 

ARNOLD M. COGAN 
Portland 

DEQ-1 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item K , October 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 

Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority Variance 72-6 
to Page Paving Co. 

Background: 

Page Paving Co., a Salem-based general highway construction 

firm, by letter dated August 18, 1972, petitioned Columbia-Willamette 

Air Pollution Authority for a variance through August, 1973, from their 

emission standards, in order to operate an experimental asphalt paving 

plant near Estacada. The plant uses the drier drum as a mixer for the 

aggregate and asphalt, and is said to have lower emissions than conventional 

plants, although no test data are available. The plant will produce asphalt 

for surfacing the Eagle Creek-Estacada Section of the Clackamas highway 

as part of a test of the applicability of this equipment to the Northwest, 

State and Federal highway officials will be involved in the project. 

CWAPA granted a variance through December 31, 1972, on the 

conditions that 1) a source test of the plant under maximum production and 

maximum expected emissions be conducted by an independent consultant, 

2) hourly operating data from the plant are to be maintained and submitted 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 
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to the Authority on request, 3) a smoke meter with a strip chart recorder 

will be installed in the stack, and 4) operations are to cease when the 

company is notified of an air pollution ALERT, WARNING or EMERGENCY 

conditions. 

CWAPA has forwarded the variance and reference materials 

for Department review and Commission action. 

Analysis: 

There are no source test data available for this type of equipment, 

and CWAPA personnel have not viewed similar equipment in action, so 

there is no way of determining whether or not the unit will exceed CWAPA 

emission standards for grain loading or opacity. 

The unit may have potential for reducing the emissions from 

asphalt paving plant operations, according to the State Highway Division 

and Mr. Page. 

The variance as granted satisfies all Department review criteria. 

Director's Recommendation: 

The Director recommends that CWAPA Variance 72-6 to Page 

Paving Co. be approved as submitted. 

RBS:h - 10/13/72 
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COL1ll'1BIA-1HL!AfiliTTE AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 
1010 N. E, Couch Street, Port land, Oregon 97232 

In the inatter of 

VARIANCE TO: 

PAGE PAVING COMPANY, 

a Corpora ti on 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

No, 72-6 

VARIANCE INCLUDING 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

FINDINGS 

I 

By letter dated August 18, 1972 Page Paving Company by Emerson B. Page, 

President, petitioned Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution'Au~hority for a var:i,-ance 

to and including August 31, _ 1973 to operate a. "turbulen.t mass mixing11 asphalt 

paving plant near Estacada, Oregon, noti;vithstanding that the eini.ssions fron1 

said plant may be in excess of tl1ose permitted by Columbia-Willamette Air 

Pollution Authority. 

II 

The process involved in t"hc. operation of t-:his style ·asphalt plant is new 

in the industry dnd there is no test data available from '\Vhich it can be 

_determined '\V11ether or not the plant will operate in compliance '\Vith the emission 

standards of Columbia-l.J"illamettc Air Pollution Authority rules without additional 

controls. 

III 

It has been represented by the Oregon State High'\vay Division by C. T. Keasey, 

Construction Engineer, that if the turbulent mass mixing process of making 

asphaltic concrete mix is successful, it should result in a considerable saving 

in the cost of the paving stre_e.ts and high1vays in the State of Oregon. 

PAGE 1 of 3 - VARIANCE 
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· CONCLUSION 

Pursuant to the provisions of ORS 449.880 and Colu1nbia-\Villamette Air 

Pollution 1\utl1ority RLtles, Title 23, Colun1b.ia-t~Iilla1nettc Air Pollution At1thority 

has the po'\vcr to grant the requested varia11ce and tl1at said varian.ce sl1ould be 

gi~anted 'for a li1nited period- of ti1ne for expe.rin1ental and te~ting purposes 

subject to certain conditions hereinafter set fort11. Based upon the foregoing 

fi11ding_s of fact and c.oncln.sion_, tl1e Board of Directors makes the following: 

ORDER 

NOW THEREFORE IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that a VARIANCE from the provisions of 

Title 32, E1nission Standards, Columbia-\Villan1ette Air Pollution Authority Rules, 

be granted to Page Paving Company to operate a 11 turbulent mass mixing 11 as-phalt 

paving plant near Estacada, Oregon, for experime11ta 1 and testing purposes for 

<r period of time not beyond. 31 Dece1nber 1972 subject to t11e follo;;ving conditions: 

1. Operation of the pla11t to be lin1ited to t"he location and project 
described in the variance application. 

2. A source test to be conducted by an independent consultant to 
deter1nine the en1issio11s from the pla11t ;;vhile operating at maximum 
production and under conditions (e.g., highest te.mperature) when 
n1aximum emissions may be anticipated. The test scl1edule, n1ethod 
and analytical procedures are to be sub1nitted and approved by the 
Authority staff prior to initial plant start-up. 

3. Operating records are to be maintained and submitted to the Authority 
staff upon request containing the follo-i:ving hourly data: type mix, 
percent minus 200 mesh, aggregate input, production rate in tons per 
110-ur, type asphalt used, temperature of asphaltic concrete leaving 
the a·ryer-mixer and te1nperature of t11c exhaust gases. 

4. A smoke meter \-Vit'h a strip chart recorder will be installed to monitor 
visible emissions from the exhaust stack.. Specifications and locatio11 
of the unit are to be approved by the Authority staff prior to plant 
start-up. 

5. All production and plant operations ;;vill cease 1-vhen notified by the 
Authority staff of an ai.r pollution 11alert11 , 11 1-Varning" or "emergency" 
a_s described in Chapter V, Title 51, "Air Pollution Emerge11cies 11 of 
the Authority Eules. 
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Entered at Portland, Oregon, the 15th day of September 1972. 
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Oi:R!C:<G?ON §YA·ur: 
IXJ~(f;:JM\M AV [i)~V~S~Ot\! 

HIGHWAY BUILDING o SALEM, OREGON 97310 

August 30, 1972. 

Columbia ~Wil1amette Air Pollution Autl10rity 
1010 N. E. Couch Street 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTt1lENT OF ENVIRONMENf:;L QUAUT'f, 

Ibrtland, Oregon 97232 

ATTN: Mr. Wayne Hansen 
Deputy Director 

Gentlemen: 

Mr. Emerson Page, subcontractor on the Eagle Creek-Estacada Section of 
the Clackamas Highway, has asked tlrnt we write to you regarding tl1e proposed trial 
project using a new type of paving plant which represents a radical departure from 
the conventional type plant. 

This method, using tl1e "Dryer Drum Mixer'', is very new, having been 
tried in only a few locations, Our primary interest, of course, is to sec if a satis­
factory paving mix can be produced from this type of plant. If it proves out, we will 
no doubt revi.se our specifications to permit the use of this process, at the option of 
the contractor. 

I have. personally observed one of these plants in full production at Lakota, 
North Dakota, and iliere was practically no visible emission of smoke or dust from 
any part of the plant •. In fact, from a distance of about one-quarter mile, tl1e plant 
did not appear to be operating even while in full production. 

If this process is successful in this State in producing an acceptable asphaltic 
concrete mix, it should result in a considerable saving in the cost of paving our streets 
and highways, as well as practically eliminating any air pollution from tlw plant 
operation • 

.

. r,:;J'IFillr''\11?~.]~~ur cooperation in permitting this operation is requested. 

J]j 'DJ d i1, L~ )J 101 J 11ij . . 
.
,, . ., 1 

1 
..... , !1 Very truly yours, 

S~:.P ..... ':JI~: . ..,... 

COLUMOIA · WILLl\fv',ETTE 
NP P0!.LUTION AUTHORITY 

cc: Emerson B. lligc 
R. A. Heintz Construction Co. 

George M. Baldwin 
Administrator of Highways 

n~/ 
<---··""""y / t C:-..1?""6'/.,,./ 
C. T. Keasey •/··c-7 
Construction Eng·incer 
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SUBJEC"r: 

Gentlemen: 

COtUf\J~GIA-W~ltAMlETIE AHl POllUT!ON AUTMORiTV 
1010 N.E. COUCH STREl:T PORTLAf~D. OREGON 97232 PHONE (503) 233-7176 

T Septernber 1972 

The 2oard of lJirectors 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT Of: ENVIRONMENTl1L QIJAUT'(, 

ffil ~ S~P ~ }1~2rn ill) 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

'Frnncis .J. lv<1ncie, Chairm<1n 
City of Portland 

Fred Stefani, Vice"Chairmnn 
Clackar:nas County 

Burton C. Wilson, Jr. 
Washington County 

Ben Padrow 
Multnomah County 

A.J. Ahlborn 
Columbia County 

Richcird E. Hatchard 
Program Director 

On 18 Att(sust 1972 Page Pavi.11g Company, a prod\lCer of hot mix. 
asrJl1al tic cor1cret~e fo:-: road constructior1, req_l1estcd a varifince fro1n the 
At1thority rL1lcs to constru.ct a·:-id operate ar1 expA:ri1r.entn1 pavtng IJlant near 
Estacada ir1 Clacl:ainas Co11nt:v' utilizing a nei·Jly develoy)ed process. r_rhe process 
if sucCessfi.11, co1J.ld st1bsta.r1tj.ally redl1ce. equiprnerrt cost and t11e nlm1ber of 
poter1tial a.i.r po1111tion emiseio11 poi11ts r1or1na11.-y associated \<Ji t1:1 conventional 
paving plru1t.s ~ 

To evalui:~t,o the X'l~~Jultant product of tbe proc~ess, it is antici­
pated operation of th 12! p.iar1t wil.L iccl1.ide experirnc!1tatio11 1·.Ji th -V'11:'~ous grades 
of asi-•hal t o.r1cl operating pa.ramete1~s · ·i.-,1!1icl1 1nay resu1 t, ir1 errd.ssior1~:::: in excess 
of those alloi.-red by our rtllec. Ir1 ad.di ti or~, val\1abJ.e info!'.1nat..ion presently 
not avai1ab1e a3 re.lated to air pollution n~ay· be o1)tai11ed and evaiuat,ed as 
part of t.he experin101>.tal X'lln. 

I\ecof~nizing the poter1tial overal.1 benefit of this ne1•r r)rocess, 
the Jl._uthori ty ste.ff reconu:iencis a \."aria11ce be grarytcd :from. tl1c Colu.rnbia­
Willamette li.ir Po1llitiorl J\11:tl1ori. ty rules v-1tth the 1·0110'.'r:i..n[; conditions: 

1. 'Iil1e variar1ce be gra11ted m1ti1 l Jar1uar~t 1973; al though the 
req·uested variance period j.s 1 )J.l{;ust 1973, the iti.ithol"i-'.~y staff believes it. 
is possible tl1e pro,jcci:-. could be co21p~.ete¢ tf1is fall 1 c::.nd further. it is 
ar1tic:Lpatecl n.deq_11ate air qus.li t~:l e21i::;sion data rnay l)e fJ.\raiJ.able by 1 January 
1973 so tha-;:;. a f11rtl1er variance ni.sy rlot be _required. 

Ii' v:eat1:1er ccn1d:i ~:.ions CJr other fuctors beyo11d the control of the 
operator arc such thc.t the i_)roject and e;q)erin1e11tati.011 are ln1able to be 
cornpleted b~:l 1 Jant1ar:I 1973, :tht; A11i:J1ori ty .:~tnff v:ot1JC:_ rcconuncnd a re-subn1ission 
of th~ req_11ost after 1 .Ja.i.1110-::J:y· 1~17~) bn.sed or1 the :findir;_cs of the operation this 
fall. 

2., Q-pel'Cit:i.011 of' i,hc~: plarrt to be ltm1.ted to the locatio11 and 
IJI'oject descr~ibed in ·Lhe ·voria.nct: appl.icn.tio11. 

An Agency to CorJtro/ Air Pollution through Inter-Governmental Cooperation 

. ' 
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3~ A f)Ourco t,e.=1t to be cond.11cted b;,."" ar1 indeper1dent~ cons11ltar1t to 
determine c~1nisn:i.or1s frorn tJ1e ~Jla_n.t 1-;:1i_le 01Jorrrtins at n~a:-::iniu;n production and 
tLr:ic1er condi tio11B ( e. t~. , l1j_<·;hr:;-o;t. tt~:n;.Jorctture) i.·JhC'll .-nn.:x.:i 111u;-;1 emissior1s n1ay be 
aiYtici;:i.::-i.ted~ 'i'l1e test sc.h1:."!1i1:i.1t.:, rnct11od CJ.nd .::~:-ia1y-tieal proeedtlres arc to be 

. SllbrnittGd a11d <3.pproved by tl:1.e Ii~uthc)ri t;1 staff pr:i.or ~vo :in i. ti.al plant startup. 

4. Ope.rati11g recorci8 arc to be r:i.a).nta:i.necl and s11b1ni tted to the 
At1thority staf'f llpon requns·:~ conLa,in.i:ig ~J1e 1'01101 .. 1.ing L.01.:Irly dr..ta.: type mix_, 
7; n1irn.ts 200 oesh, ng(;:rcr;:1 ~e t~1;Jut ~ JYrodu.ct:,j.011 rate j_r1 tor;.s pe:r· t101.1Y', type 
asphalt used, tc1npern.-ture of ::Lsr,l1;-J.lttc concrc~te Jeavj_nt_-:; __ t}1e Qr:rer-mixer and 
ternperatt1re of the e>~l-ial1nt gEt.se,;~. 

5. A smol(e roeter 1•.rith a str.trJ c11art rcco:.."'..::ler wj,11 be installed 
to monj_tor visjblr: ernisnicn1s from tJ1e G~l.ha.11st staelc;:. :::,peeificatio11B a11d 
location of t,he Ul1i t tLre to bf:: ap;)ro·vt't1 by the l~l.1tl1or:L·ty ::-::taff prior to plant 
startt1p~ 

6. All r)roduc·tion and .Plan.i~ operation will cease when no-tified 
by t,he Authority sta.f1' of air· po.l.lut:~o;i '1a.lert11 ~ rr,,1ar:nirtg 11 or 1'eriler·ger1cy 11 

as described in Chapter \T) rri tln ~JJ.' "Air Pollu.t.j.or1 j~Jnergf:"!DC1.es !I of the 
4uthority ·rules. 

fiespect,full~l .'3Ubrrti tted., 

REH:whj 
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Present: 

COLUMBIA-WILLAMEITE AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 
1010 NE Couch Street, Portland, Oregon 97232 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 
9:30 a.m., Friday, 15 September 1972 

Auditorium, Portland Water Service Building 

Board of Directors: Francis J, Ivancie, Chairman 
A. J. Ahlborn 

Staff: 

Others: 

Minutes 

Ben Padrow 

R, E. Hatchard, Program Director 
Wayne Hanson, Deputy Program Director 
Emory Crofoot, General Counsel 
Jack Lowe, Administrative Director 
Tom Bispham, Chief of Field Services 
Rich Fitterer, Assistant Engineer 
Jim Close, Air Pollution Specialist 
Dan Bolme, Field Representative 
Carter Webb, Field Representative 

Robert Thompson, Fred Meyer, Inc. 
Harold Nickel, Pacific Sand and Gravel 
Richard Cipriano 
E. R. Ferguson, Gordon Ball, Inc. 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Ivancie and the minutes of 
.the 21 July 1972 Board meeting were approved as submitted. 

Advisory Committee Recommendations 

Mr. Hatchard reported that the Advisory Committee had met on 7 September 
and accepted the 1972 report on the spring open burning period. He added they also 
received progress report>on noise pollution control and the Oregon Implementation 
Plan. He said r~commendations of the Advisory Committee would be presented later 
during the Board's consideration of specific items on the agenda. 

(-~;;:~::~~:'· Reguest - Page Paving Company 

~"?r Mr. Hanson reviewed the staff report dated 7 September and variance 
/""""'' request of Page Paving Company, copies of which were distributed to the Board. He 

#"' stated this company, a producer of hot mix asphaltic concrete for road construction, 
has asked for a variance from Authority rules to construct and operate an experimental 
paving plant near Estacada in Clackamas County, utilizing a newly developed process. 
This process, if successful, could substantially reduce equipment costs and the ni.unber 

.of potential pollution emission points normally associated with conventional paving 
plants. Recognizing the potential overall benefit ofthis new ,Process, the Authority 
staff recommends a variance be granted until 1 January 1973 from the Columbia-Willamette 
Air Pollution Authority rules with specific conditions as outlined in the staff report 
d8.ted 7 September. He added that the Advisory Committee had considered this variance 
request and they endorse the recommendations of the .staff. 

Commissioner Padrow movod, Commissioner Ahlborn seconded and the motion 
carried to accopt the ataff and Advisory Commi.ttee recommendations and grant a 
varJance to Page Paving Company until 1 January 1973. 



Variance Request - Larry Wershey 

Mr. Hanson reported that this variance request to carry on open burning was 
considered at length by the Advisory Committee. Their decision was to recommend 
denial of the variance, at which time the variance request was withdrawn by Larry 
Wershey who stated his company would re-submit the variance request at a later date 
with different conditions. 

Layton Drum Comoany 

Tom Bispham presented a brief resume of the air pollution problems of this 
company which operates a drum reclamation incinerator. He stated the company and 
the Authority have agreed on a stipulation and order which will bring emissions 
from the company into compliance with Authority standards by 25 March 1973· It 
is the staff recommendation that the Board approve the stipulation and enter this 
Order. 

Commissioner Padrow moved, Commissioner .Alllborn seconded and the motion 
carried to authorize the Chairman to sign the order including findings and con­
clusions in the matter of Layton Drum Company, Ore., Ltd. 

Mayflower Farms 

Mr. Bispham reported that the staff has been contacting each of the grain 
operators in the region to obtain compliance with the emission standards of the 
Authority rules. He added the industry as a whole has been very cooperative. May­
flower Farms operates a feed mill at 2613 SE 8th Avenue, Portland. They have met 
with the staff and have agreed on the problem a:ceas of their operation and a 
compliance program. An order has been prepared which requires compliance by the 
Mayflower Farms by 1 July 1974. It is the staff recommendation the Board enter 
this order . 

. After discussion, Commissioner Padrow moved, eommissioner Ahlborn seconded 
and the motion carried to authorize the Chairman to sign the order including find­
illgs and conclusions in the matter of Mayflower Farms. 

Pacific Carbide and Alloys Company 

Wayne Hanson reported that this company operates an electric furnace carbide 
production process at 9901 N. Hurst Avenue, Portland, and two years ago made 
extensive control installations. Now they have agreed on a compliance schedule 
for bringing their carbide packer and screening exhaust stack into compliance with 
Authority rules. This compliance would be attained by l August 1973, and it is the 
staff recommendation that the Board enter this order. 

Commissioner Padrow moved, Comm:i.ssioner Ahlborn seconded and the motion carried 
to authorize 11he Chairman to sign the order including findings and conclusions in 
the matter of Pacific Carbide and Alloys Company. 

Fred Meyer Inc. (Hollywood) 

Mr. Hanson stated that at the 21 July Board meeting, the Board had asked for a 
status report concerning the Fred Heyer Hollywood store which has received three 
civil penalties for violation emissions from their incinerator. Mr. Hanson gave a 
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hist6ry of the air pollution problems of this store and stated that Fred Meyer, Inc. 
installed an approved incinerator in the store in 1970 and since that time 
reoccurring violations have been noted. They have been unable to determine the 
specific cause for these violations and have recently hired a consulting engineer 
to solve their problem, He stated that Fred Meyer and the staff have agreed to 
conduct a 30-day evaluation period, during which time the Authority staff and. the 
store personnel will closely monitor the incinerator operation in an attempt to 
discover why the un_i. t fails to operate in compliance with the rules. At the end 
of this time, if the unit can be changed to bring it into compliance, Fred Meyer 
1-1ill promptly make alterations. However, if not, Fred Meyer, Inc. has agreed to 
undertake alternative disposal. methods. 

The Board accepted this status report and asked the staff to make a further 
report to the Board in 30 days. 

Ormonde Apartments 

Wayne Hanson stated this source was an apartment house with an oil fired boiler 
whose proximity to an adjacent new senior citizens' apartment building has caused 
numerous complaints. Violation of the Authority rules was determined by a· test 
of the stack and the staff has subsequently met witJJ. the U. S. National Bank, 
Trustee for the owner of the Ormonde Apartments and a compliance schedule has been 
agreed upon. It is the staff's recommendation that the Board enter the order 
which calls for the Ormonde Apartments to be in compliance with Authority rules by 
30 November 1972. 

Commissioner Padrow moved, Commissioner Ahlborn seconded and the motion carried 
to· aut.borize the Chairman to sign the order including findings and conclusions in 
the matter of Ormonde Apartments. 

Civil Penal ties 

Mr. Lowe reported that for the period 21 July 1972 through 14 September 1972 
five civil penalties have been imposed, three of which have been paid and two of 
which are the subject of hearings before the Board today. 

Public Hearing - Pacific Sand and Gravel 

Chairman Ivancie convened the public hearing in the matter of Pacific Sand 
and Gravel who are appealing a civil penalty in the amount of $250 for violation of 
Section 32-060 of Authority Rules pertaining to particulate matter. 

Jim Close, Air Pollution Specialist, testified that he visited the plant on 
10 July 1972 to inspect collection equipment which the company had by letter 
informed the Authority had been installed. He stated the equipment had not been 
installed and the operation was in violation of Authority rules. He issued a· 
Notice of Violation. 

Mr. Hatohard testified that he imposed a civil penalty in the amount of $250 
to Pacific Sand and Gravel. 

Mr. Harold Nickel, Production Manager of Pacific Sand and Gravel, testified 
his company had set up a water spray system to control the particulate emissions 
and had not been informed by the Authority that this control was insufficient. 
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He f'urther explained the operation of' the company and stated that since the penalty 
was imposed, the company has completely corrected the dust emission problem. 

After further discussion and. testimony, Commissj.oner Padrow moved, Commissioner 
Ahlborn seconded and the motion carried to reduce the civil penalty from $250 to 
$100 to Pacific Sand and Gravel. 

Public Hearing - Richard Cipriano 

Chairman Ivancie convened the public hearing in the matter of Richard Cipriano 
who is appealing two civil penalties in the amount of $50 each for violation of 
Sections 6.2(2)(a) and 6.2(3)(c) concerning open burning. 

Dan Bolme testified that he issued a Notice of Violation to Steve Chisholm who 
was open burning in violation of Authority rules. Mr. Hatchard testified that he 
imposed two civil penal ties in the total amount of $100. to Richard Cipriano. 

Mr. Cipriano testified that Steve Chisholm, working for him, obtained a fire 
pennit and did the burning, believing that he was burning.legally. 

After further testimony and discussion, Commissioner Padrow moved, Commissioner 
Ahlborn seconded and the motion carried to reduce the total amount of the civil 
penalties imposed on Richard Cipriano from $100 to $25. 

Public Hearing - Gordon H. Ball, Inc, 

Chairman Ivancie convened a public hearing in. the matter of Gordon Ball, Inc., 
who is appealing two civil penalties of $250 each for violation of Section 22-020 and 
32-010(2) of Authority rules. One civil penalty was on the basis that the plant 
was not constructed in accordance w:ith the plans and specifications submitted 
and approved by the Authority; the second civil penalty was imposed on the basis 
that visible emissions in excess of Authority standards were being emitted. 

Mr. Richard Fitterer, Assistant Engineer, testified to the fact that the plant 
was not constructed in accordance with the plans and specifications submitted, and 
Mr. Carter Webb testified that the plant was in violation of emission standards and 
a Notice of Violation was issued. Mr. Hatchard testified that he imposed the 
two civil penalties for these violations of Authority rules. 

Mr. E. R. Ferguson, Vice-President, Gordon H. Ball, me;, testified concerning 
the nature of the company and its operation. He stated that after the Notice of 
Violation was issued, the company was in the process of completing the control 
equipment installation, speeded up its efforts and was j_n full compliance only a 
few days later. They were in compliance when the civil penalties were imposed. 

Af'ter considerable discussion and further testimony, Commissioner Padrow moved, 
Commissioner Ahlborn seconded and the motion carried to reduce the total amount of 
the civil penal ties from $500 to $250. 

MS Rocky Maru 
Mr. Crofoot stated that the civil penalty imposed on MS Rocky Maru has been 

paid and asked the Board to authorize the Chairman to sign a satisfaction of the 
judgment. Commissioner Padrow moved, Commissioner Ahlborn seconded and the motion 
carried. 



Delinquent Civil Penalties 

Mr. Crofoot requested the Board to grant authority for the Chairman to sign 
final orders in the matter of Wilbanks, Inc. and the Maria Xilas, a ship. Civil 
penalties were imposed some time ago, no hearings· were requested and the penalties 
are now delinquent. Commissioner Padrow moved, Commissioner Ahlborn seconded and 
the motion carried. 

Other Matters 

Mr. Hatchard reques·t;ed the Board to authorize a public hearing on rules revision, 
in order that tbe rules mieJlt be modified to include the permit system regulations. 
The Board authorized this hearing. 

Commissioner Ahlborn moved, Commissioner Padrow seconded and the motion carried 
to appoint Mr. Jack Cassidy to the vacancy on the Advisory Committee caused by the 
recent resignation of Mr. Fritz Fleischer. Mr. Cassidy is the manager of Kaiser 
Gypsum Company in St. Helens. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:00 p,m. 
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Present: 

ClJLUJ.'.DIA-\ffLLAML"ITE Aih POLLUTIO;J AUTHOHI'I'Y 
l:JlO I.JE Couch Street, Portland, Oregon ':)'{232 

ADVISORY COi.,'iMI'I'l'2E 1'1EETING 
3:00 p.m., 'l'hursday, 7 September 1')72 

Auditoriwn, Portlar1d i'l1a.ter Service Building 

Advisory Committee: Darrel Johnson, Chairman 
t.·n ~ ... ~State of Oregon 

Staff: 

Others: 

I<inutes 

\-Jal ter iJut·ting, Vice-Chairman 
John Donnelly, J.;. D. 
Walter Goss, l·i. D. 
Charles Baney 
Kenneth Klarquist 
1rh?rnas !':!eador, f·.1 •. D. 
Betty i·ierten 
Carleton hhitehead 
Ed Winter 

R. ii:. B.atchard, Progran1 Director 

DL! 111 'TWil]l1 OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALfT'( 

[fil lliS~P ~ ·~ i~2 ~ ill) 

\~ayr1e :Hanson, Deputy Program Director 
Jack Lovle, ltdministrative Director 
George Voss, ?ublic lnformatior1 Director 

Emerson Page, President, Page Paving Con1pany, Salem 
E. K. l~ooser, Presider1t, World \!leather, Inc. 
Don McAvoy, Washington County Fire District /fl 

'.L'he me·eting v1as called to order by Chairrnar1 Johnsor1 and the 
minutes of the 6 July 1972 Advisory Committee meeting were approved as recorded. 

Chairman Johnson referred to the recent appointment of Advisory 
Co1mni ttee member ci1arles Harl~y to the Departrnent of Environme11tal Q.uali ty' s Advisory 
Committee on·Solid '•Jaste. J•l.r. Eaney commented that he has offered to work on a sub­
committee h~ving to do 1.-Ji tl1 the disposal of wood i.vaste. r-:~r. Johnson thanked r·:ir, 1-Ianey 
on behalf of the Advisory Cormni ttee for his willingness 'to serve on the DE'< Advisory 
Conuni ttee or. Solid l-·iaste. 

Chairman Johnson introduced two of the new Advisory Cammi ttee 
1nernbers, J:virs. .bet ty i'·lerter1, l1ornemaker and I·Ir. Kenneth Klarquist, a ttorr1ey. 

(-=::::: _<=_ J5e_q_u_<:_ s_t,s __ -:, _?_a_g_e _ _P_a_ v_'cng C o_ll1.P..":11Z 

Mr. Eanson reviewed the staff report dated 7 September 1972 
/~ concerni11g the variar1ce request of Page Paving Company, copies of which \.;ere 

/- distributed to the Committee mernbers. Ile stated this compa.."'ly, a producer of hot 
mix asphal ti_c concrete for road construction, has asked fOI' a variance from the 
Authority rules to construct and operate an experimental paving plant near Estacada 
in Clackamas Cow1ty, utilizing a newly developed process. This process, if 
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successful, could substantially reduce equipment costs a11d the nwnber of potential 
a.Lr pollutior1 emission IJOir1ts 11ormally associated with conventional paving plants. 

the Authority staff 
Colw11bia-~.'.-illan1e ttc 
in the staff report. 

l\ecogr1izing the poter1tial overall ber1ef'i t of this new process, 
reconuner1ds a variance be grar1tect w1tiJ 1 January 19?:5 fro1n the 
i\.ir Pol1utj.ou Authority rules with specific conditions llS ot1tl ineci 
dated 7 September 1')72. 

~·~r. \~hi tel1ead, Chai:rrnan of the variar1ce sub-conuni ttee 
1 

stated t .. hat. 
the sub-comn1i ttee ;net prior to the meet:i.ng, considered the variance request and 
endorses the recomn1endati.011s of tl1e staff. 

After discuss-iort arid car'eful consideration of this variance 
request, TJr. 1-ileador moved, .Dr. Do~nnelly seconded and the motion carried to recommend 
to the Board of' Directors that 0he variance be granted subject to the conditions 
outlined in the 7 September staff report, with the explicit understanding that if 
the pavine project will not be completed by 1 January 1973, a request by Page Paving 
Company to extend the variance will be looked upon favorably by the Advisory Committee. 
The request to extend the variance, if necessary, should be submitted to the Advisory 
Committee at their December 1972 meeting. 

~==•=..r-"'~""""""'""=,.-:<O'•i~'<><="'="""'""""--"';•""''"'"c"C'0.<7='~=~·.!.;-,.,="'-"'"'-""'"-°"-'"'-~-"""""'""=~·=""-'~===>~--..>"'--'""""-"~""'"'"'"'""""'e'~-""""""-"""'=--"--=>.-""""~~""""J<-~ 

I·lr. Hanson reviewed the variance request by \forld Weather, Inc. 
and the staff report dated.7 September 1972, copies of which were distributed to 
the Advisory Committee members. He stated the company is asking for a variance from 
Rule 33.015 pertaining to open burning. The request is to conduct limited open burn­
ing of trees, brush and stwnps accun1ulated from a land clearing project, utilizing 
..:l burr1ing teclmique cieveloped by \Iorld !!'leather, Inc. The basic purpose is to 
evaluate the effect of the technique at a proposed burning site located near 202nd 
and sv; \>fright ir1 Aloha~ The general area of the proposed burning site consists of 
cleared land, new housing and homes under construc"tion. 

Mr. Hanson added that the technical aspects.of the proposed 
burning technique are not known to the Authority staff, and they are unaware of any 
experirnental v.rork completed utilizing this method on emissions from open burriing o.f 
"\>food material. rrhe staff submits the variance request for consideration by the 
Advisory Committee subject to the conditions as outlined in the .staff report dated 
7 September 1972. 

l<r Whitehead reported that the variance sub-committee had con­
sidered the request at length, and though the technical aspects of the proposed 
bur11ing methods are unknovm and there is no supportive data concernj.ng this process, 
the sub-committee is willing to recommend the experimental process be tried. 

I-..'.lr. Don I1IcAvoy, Fire I·ii:arshal, ~'ashington County Fire District 
:io. 1, stated stroni:;ly that he felt if experimental burning of this type is to be 
conducted, it should be conducted in an area away from occupied residential dwellings. 

Er. Hanson stated that the intent of the variance conditions 
set forth by the staff is not to allow the company to clear the land by burning the 
debris, bu .. t rnerely to give limited time to try the experimental burning process. 
The time given is not adequate to clear the land, but it would be adequate to test 
"he experimental process. 
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f'•lrs. I1:erten poir1ted out that the citize11s of \·Jashir1gton Cotu1ty 
might not appreciate this large volume of E;1noke i11 an area i1here they cannot bill"ll 
srnall arnom1ts j.J1 t.heir Lack yards. 

. After much further discussion and consideration of this variance 
. request, i•Ir~ E'uttir1g moved, Dr. Dormelly seco11ded and the motion carried to recommend 
to the Board the variance be denied. I•·J>. Johnson suggested that the company submit 
another variance request to burn at a tin1e a_nd place designated in advance and 
approved by the fire departme11t, a place -i,.,1here blITning v.rill ~ot contamin'ate the 
surrounding resider1ces or create a fire hazz~.rd. If a later request \<Ias made, and 
presented as an experimental process to be tested rather than a land clearing project, 
the Corrnni ttee woula recomrnend that a varia11ce be granted. 

would re-subrni t it,. 
showing the burning 

'I'he company then wi thdre·"' the variance request and stated it 
Hr. Kooser then made a short slide C>resentation to the Committee 

technique proposed by World Weather: Inc. 

Spring 1972 Kesidenti.a_1c._Cl_pen Eurning - Staff K_ep~t 

Hr. Hatchard referred to the staff report on the Spring 1972 
Residential Open Burning, dated l'.) June 1972, and asked the Committee if they had any 
c1uestions. Tl1e Sub-committee oh Open Burning had previously considered the report. 
The report concludes that due to the lack of development of acceptable alternatives 
to dispose of material presently allowed to be burned, it is the staff opinion 
domestic open burr1ing should conti11ue to be allowed as set forth in the rules and to 
be reviewed on a yearly basis. The Advisory Committee accepted the report. 

Noi_13_e _ _L.e_gi_sla t_i_o.n_ .- _3taff __ R.epo.r_:t:: 

Mr. Hatchard reported that the Oregon 1971 Legislature granted 
authority for the Department of Environmental Quality to begin an initial program 
in noise pollution. They have several staff' people working on fact finding and 
problem defining activities. The DEQ has power to adopt rules and regulations and 

·to e11gage in corrective action. [-ie added the Envirorlffiental Protection Ageric},. has 
beeri empo1.'1ered to develop a noise pollution program also arid Y.Till prepare national 
standards towards the end of 1973· Hr. Johnsori made available to the Authority a 
draft of a compilation of' noise pollution legislation in the United States aud some 
cases which have been tried dealing with noise pollution. 

l"ir. Lowe reported on the preparation of episode actior1 plans \'lhic.h 
are for emergency actior1 during periods in ltlhich air stagnation results in build up 
of prescribed pollutants, the actions to be taken to hold pollutant levels down. 
J!ir. Lowe read the objective and policy of the episode action plan and stated that 
copies will be prir1ted and rnailed to the Cornmj.ttee me1nbers as soon as possible. He 
stated that part of the Oregon Implementation Plan requirements are to produce 
emission reductior1 plans for every industrial, commercial or governmental source of 
air pollutiOr1 ir1 our region e:ni ttir1g 10 tons or more per year. 'I1he approximately 
95 sources in this region so classified have been notified and are submi ttir:i..g their 
ernission reductior1 plans for staff approval. Emission reduction plans will also 
be pre1)ared for area sources which ir1clude vehicles. I•1ore information on tl1e 
mplementation plar, will be presented to the Advisory Commitc,ec at a later date as 

the plan develops. 
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?<ir. Hatchard stated that the Washington County judge rules that 
the political subdivisions comprising CWAPA should be the parties to the suit. He 
stated that all the participants with the exception of Colwnbia County have agreed to 
be plaintiffs in the suit, anci a meeting is scheduled 8 September in St. Eelens to 
resolve this matter. 

1rhe meeting w1:.ts adjourr~ed at 5 :00 p.m. 
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G5NERAL HIGHWD)Y CONSTRUCTION , .. . , ~.1A1LING ADDRESS: P. 0. BOX 2206. SALEM. OHEGON 97308 

£PARrMtrv State or 
.ERSON B PAGE Pi·]') Nlf? r0F[fVV/RQ~reg0TJ EQUAL OPPORTUNITY 

ARTHUf~ B. WOODS \1Ji/ ri~t::;,Er'f[J (2 ,'i,/[fVJAlQij 
.JEANNF. B. PAGE SE , At. /J!) lE!i 0 w re; •4LJT'f 

rlr:·; 1 1972Le;1J 

Erv1PLOYER 

idJr~ '"'l !J!) 
~:.....~:1. IAl!~y -.. · · .Co,v.,,,,.., 

. '''\Of. 

Colun1Cia-\'/i I lainettc 
Air Pollution Authority 
I Cl I 0 ~:. F. '.~nuch St r1C0t 
Por-tl.and, \...11·r,~;on 1)'7232 

Attention: 

Drar Mr. Hatcliard: 

I I , 1972 

VJe appr(~c i ate d~JpPar i n~3 bPforc thP Adv i S{>r·y Corn1n it.tee 
Sor~F)temb<"r /', 1972., i,·JE-' 1...,iish to ·thunk y<1u f<)r your cooperation 
as \vel I as your recon11nendd.t ion~ 

As regard to t•le recon1me~1dation we arr asl<ing tl1at you 
further explain tc' us in more d~tail pilragraphs 3, 4, and 5~ 
\,le \·/OU Id l i kc to huvc i-::h is i nfo'Prnat ion shoi-~t l y, s i nee )1ou are 
suggesting that we put them in ~ffect in startup~ 

If you wish to contact the undersigned plPasr frPI frpe 
to do so. 

EPJP:nh 

(_ •' 

Yours very truly, 

Emerson F 
Pr>Ps i d·ent 

:::~~~LL:'._',:.!/. "//~~-~-I•' -"'"'"i" 
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GENERAL HIGHVVAY CONSTRUCTION ........ MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 2206, SALEM. OREGON 97308 

l:'..MERSON B. PAGE. Pf1ES_IDENT 

ARTHUR B. WOODS. VicE.PRE:SIDENT 

.JEANNE 8. PAGE. SEC.-TREAS. 

Columbia-Wil lamrttr 
Air Pollution Authoritv 
1010 N.E. Couch Stroot. 
Port I and, 01·pgon 97 ;;;32 

EQUAL OPPOH:TUNITY EMPLOYER 

J\ugusi.: 28, I 97 2 

ATTN: \.'laynp Hunst:'n, Drputy Di r·Pctor 

TELEPHONE 585-2686 

On August 18, 1972 WE' rr>qu<est<'cl a vari<mCE' to produc0 particulate 
matter at a n~w Fmission sou1~c~n Tl1is sourcp is in the [stacada area 
on a test SC'ct ion for- the Ore~1on Si.:c.-rt0 ti i GhWa)1 Df'part1ncnt R 

Wa undprstand from our rPprPsentativP Mr. C.J. Guthrie that you 
would I ike to have the fol lowing facts: 

I. \Vp lvOU Id I i kf' th<' va<' i ancP to rnd Au(:JUSt 31, 197 3. 
We could conceivably complete this projrct this fal I, 
but dpp0nding upon the weather, it could possibly 
end next sum1nc:r .. 

2. The project itself consists of manufacturing and 
placing 55,000 tons of asphaltic concrctr. 

3. We plan to oppratp as much as !O hours per day, 6 
days ppr WE'Pk. This wil I vary according to thr 
lv<'ath PP. 

4. We arc rcquPsting that the Oregon StatP Highway 
DPpartmPnt confirm their attitudP with rpgards to 
this contPmplatFd test section. 

s.· Prior to the OpPration of this facility, WP wil 
submit any drawings or plans which wr may havp 
ova i I ah Ir. 

6. The location of this plant is approximatPly 5 mi !es 
from the city of Estacada with 2 nearby rPsidpnces 
being approximatPly {mile away. 

COLUMO!A · WIU./•.METTf: 
.<111. POLLUTION :\lHHORIYY 



r:;ENEHAL HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION • MAILING ADDRESS: P. 0. 80)( 2206, SALEM. OREGON 97308 

EMERSON B. PAGE, PRESIDENT 

ARTHUR El. WOODS. VIC:f>PRESIDENT 

JEANNE B. PAGE. SEC.-TREAS. 

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY ·EMPLOYEH 

PagP. 2 

7. \•le wi 11 plan to comply and coopp1°ate l>Jith any alert 
situa,cion with re(Ja!'ds to pub I ic health problems. 

TELEPHONE 505-2GBG 

We unde!'stand that the Advisory board wi I I meet September 7, 
1972 at 3:30 p.m. at th<' '<Vat<''' So•vices [uildinH, 1800 S.\l. Sixth 
St!'<'et in Popi: I and. '.ch "'i I I hav<' l'f'pres<"ntat ion th<'re to ansivcr 
any qtJestions you may havP. 

EEP:nh 

-cc:· C .. J. Guthrie 
C. T. Keasey 

Very truly youPs, 

PAGE Pil v,1 NG;-c;m:P(li'IY 
;/ , I j, ) 
' , , ' / /," I 

--)_ 

En1erson p,.. Page, 
Pr<es i dc,nt 
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-:::~Nt:::nAL HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION ... -. , • MAILING ADDRESS: P. o. BOX 2206, SALEM, OREGON 97300 

EMtRSON fL PAGE, PR1:;s10£NT 

Ai<1HllR 13, \'/0005. V1cc:.PrH'.51DENT 

JEANNE 8. PAGE, SEc.-TflFAS. 

EQUAL OPPOHTUNITY EMPLOYER TELEPHONE 5B5-268G 

Col 1un t)i,?.···'-)illtlTitC t t. c 
:~i1~ l'o11llt.j_on J: .. ll .. :_.;1c_)J~it·:.r 
1010 NnE .. Co11ch Street 
]~ortln11cl, Orc[;on 07:~?2 

Gentl8n1cn: 

rne.tter t:.est 
is er1clc.)2ed ... 

l1er·ei)·.l i~,:::(111c~:~t:.:L~1g_ c. -v~-t1~:1c:.ncc to 
data on & new emission source~ 

produce particulate 
(; Lll'"' 'Zc .P f>]_j_ co. t io11 
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DEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TERMINAL SALES BLDG. • 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. • PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

October 4, 1972 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

Subject: Agenda Item L , October 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 

Request for Amendment to Stipulation and Order #72-0610029, 
Steve Wilson Company, White City, Jackson Coun1:y,_ 

Background 

The Steve Wilson Company, in addition to other business 

interests, operates a sawmill at Trail, Oregon for the production 

of finished lumber. An unmodified wigwam waste burner at the mill 

site has been utilized for the disposal of wood waste residues. 

On May 30, 1972, the company submitted to the Department plans 

and specifications for modification of the wigwam waste burner in 

order to attain compliance with OAR, Chapter 340, Sections 25-015 

25-020 and 25-025. The Department reviewed the plans and 

specifications and recommended approval subject to final confirmation 

by the Environmental Quality Commission and the terms and conditions 

as set forth in Stipulation and Order #72-0610029. This 

Stipulation and Order was signed by Steve Wilson on June 14, 1972 

and by the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality 

on June 19, 1972. 

The terms of the Stipulation and Order, among other things, 

called for the modification of the wigwam waste burner in accord-

TELEPHONE1 (503) 229..5696 
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ance with the Department approved plans and specifications and 

for completion of all construction and modification work on or 

before September l, 1972. 

The company by telephone call on September 13, 1972 

and in a meeting with Department personnel on September 18, 1972 

has stated that financial conditions brought about because of a 

federal tax lien by the Internal Revenue Service preclude any 

possibility of company expenditures for modification of the 

wigwam waste burner for approximately four (4) more months. In 

the company's letter dated September 19, 1972, a new compliance 

schedule with a completion date of June 1, 1973 has been proposed 

and a corresponding amendment to Stipulation and Order #72-0610029 

has been requested. The company also submitted a copy of a letter 

from the I. R. S. confirming that, as of September 18, 1972, 

$181 ,155.44 was still due and owing on their Federal Tax liability. 

The company had previously presented to the Department financial 

records for 1971, and 1972 to date, that showed that the company 

was liquidating the tax liability at a rate of approximately 

$50,000 per month and that the initial tax debt of almost $500,000 

had been reducted to approximately $180,000 so far this year. 

Lacking any other means for disposal of the wood waste 

residues generated by the mill operations, the company has utilized 

their unmodified wigwam waste burner since September l, 1972 in 

order to continue operation. 
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Current Program 

Steve Wilson Company has requested an amendment to 

Stipulation and Order #72-0610029 that would allow the use of 

their unmodified wigwam waste burner until June 1, 1973, be­

cause of the company's financial inability to attain compliance 

before that time. 

Factual Analysis 

1. The company must have some means for disposal of 

the residues generated if they are to continue 

their operation. 

2. The company has pursued an active program to sell 

all possible wood residues. Unfortunately, with 

the present market conditions, there is a statewide 

surplus in hog fuel, bark and sawdust. There is 

apparently no demand for these materials as fuel, 

animal bedding, mulch, etc. even on a give-away basis 

due to the extremely isolated location of the mill 

at Trail. The company does not have any site suitable 

for landfilling of the wood waste residues. The only 

alternative left for the company is to dispose of 

this material by burning. 



-4-

3. The IRS, through a tax lien against all company 

income except that required for current operation 

expenses, has established a prior claim on the 

company's monies. Therefore, a capital expenditure 

for the modification of the wigwam waste burner is 

precluded until tax liability, fines and interest 

are paid in full. It appears that this condition 

will prevail until January or February of 1973. 

ij. Because of the tax' liens, loans from a bank or the 

financing of the modifications of the wigwam waste 

burner by companys doing this work appear to be niJ 

at the present time. 

5. The site at Trail is fairly isolated from the 

Medford-White City area in that it is some 23 

miles to the north on State Highway 227 and is 

not visible from the Medford basin. 

6. If the existing terms and conditions of Stipulation 

and Order #72-0610029 are enforced by the Depart­

ment and either immediate modification or phase-out 

of the wigwam waste burner is demanded, the company 

will have to cease operation unless some alternate 

program for disposal in a stockpiling or landfilling 

operation is approved. 
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Conclusions 

. 1. The Steve Wilson Company does not have the ability 

to comply with the existing terms and conditions 

of Stipulation and Order #72-0610029. 

2. No apparent alternative approved methods of attain­

ing compliance in the disposal of wood waste residues 

exist for the company at the present time. 

3. The company appears to have been very straight for­

ward in their disclosure of financial conditions to 

the Department. 

4. The amendment of Stipulation and Order #72-0610029 

to allow for.continued op~ration of the unmodified 

wigwam waste burner until June L 1972, under exist­

ing circumstances, seems to be a.reasonable request 

from both the company's and the Department's viewpoint. 
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Recommendation: 

It is recommended that Steve Wilson Company be granted 

an extension of time for modification of the wigwam waste burner 

until June 1, 1973, and that Stipulation and Order #72-0610029 

be so amended subject to the following conditions: 

1. The company shall notify the Department by the 

fifth day of each month as to the exact status 

of the company's remaining tax liabilities to 

the federal government. 

2. The company shall negotiate a firm contract for 

modification of the wigwam waste burner to com­

mence and complete construction at the earliest 

possible date after final payment on the existing 

tax lien. A copy of this contract is to be sub­

mitted by the company to the Department on or be­

fore January 31, 1972. 

3. The company shall operate the unmodified wigwam 

waste burner in the best possible manner to keep 

smoke emissions to a minimum during all periods 

of operation. 

RAR: c: 10/16/72 



Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
1224 S. w. Morrison St. 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Phone 826-4332 

Re: Stipulation and Order #72-0610029; Application for Revised Date 

Gentlemen: 

This confirms our request to modify the compliance date set forth in 
various communications and at our September 18 meeting in your office. 

A sixty day extension was sought previously because it was believed 
that the logging season would end at or about the end of that time. 
Under the circumstances, with no log deck to cut, no pollution would 
be taking place. The contemplated environmental improvement would 
be made during that time. 

It now appears that more time is needed. Earlier, it had been antic­
ipated that funds for this environmental improvement could be borrowed 
or, alternately, would be forthcoming due to a proposed merger or con­
solidation. Liens, levies, and other procedures of the Internal Rev­
enue Service, in connection with retirement of taxes made overdue by 
disaster, cut off the source of borrowed funds. The move toward mer­
ger or consolidation was suspended abruptly when the key, and only 
fully knowledgeable, executive of the other firm was suddenly stricken 
with termina+ cancer. 

.The proposed compliance program now embodies a new, larger, approved 
burner -- placed in an improved location. Because the market for 
mixed chips has collapsed and because the market for other chips has 
weakened sharply,. approved burners have become increasingly important. 

The revised start-up date is based upon first retiring an obligation 
to the Internal Revenue Service. The agency presently is collecting 
100% of all gross receipts in excess of direct production costs. We 
cannot secure permission to use any part for environmental protection 
devices, or for any other capital investment. The .burner can, ·however, 
be financed when the final payment has been made to the Internal Reve­
nue Service. Following that event, we shall need the actual time re­
quired to secure the finances and proceed with the ordering, construc­
tion, arid erection of the burner. The estimate of time required is 
based upon the following: 

The enclosed copy of an Internal Revenue letter of September 15 claims 
$181,155.44. The average monthly rate of payments to Internal Reve­
nue is $50,000.00. Hence, four months should complete the retirement. 

i ,. 
[ 
l 

! 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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The time estimu.ted between receipt of order and start-up, to be con­
sumed in building and erecting the burner, has been given by the 
prospective supplier as two months to ten weeks. Accordingly,· the 
total time expected to elapse during payment of Internal Revenue and 
completion of the burner installation is approximately six months. 

In view of the foregoing, it would appear that June 1, 1973 would be 
a realistic revised start-up date, Accordingly, application for that 
revised date is herewith very respectfully submitted, 

Please be assured that. we share your desire for full and early compli­
. ance. 'ro that end, we pledge both cooperation and the maximum degree 
of acceleration which. may be possible. 

With very kinc1est regards, we remain 

SOW/c 

Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

STEVE WII,SON CO, 

d};:_J- (/.~~-v--
Steve O. Wilson 
President 

l 
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Address any reply to: 

Do1n: Hi;, Wilson: 

@:lcr~[P)&J0'1.lITVD®01l1.l (o)f/ 1.l[)ucc:, 'lI'D'®&Ji;3C\[]0')':7 
Internal Revenue Service 
333 West 8th St. P .o, Box 490 
Medford, Ore~on 97501 

@)oQ\ll7[J@\l @OlJ'(,,(i,;U@li' 

OU11ftell'Il1l81I lt'letrl!Nil!LJJ® Seruice 
D•t" I In rnply rnter to' 

September 15, 197g. 

Steve Wilson Company Corporation 
8705 Crater Lake Highway 
White City, Oregon 97501 

In t'oply to your earlier request of this date the unpaid 
assessed Federal Tax liability of Steve Wilson Company 
Corporation is· $181,155 .44. This figure includes penalties 
and interest compute·d to September. 18, 1972 as follows: 

_,.,, 

P~ssessed Balance 
Interest through September 18, 

· Failure to Pay Penalty through 
Failur.e to Deposit Penalty 
Lien and Release FBes 

.-:,~ 

1972 
Septmeber 30, 1972 

TOTAL 

.· .. $133,833,42 
18,515.30 
19,885,14 
8,906.58 

15.00 

$181,155.44 

·me daily interest accrual after September is, 1972 «till be 
$21. 26 per day and the .failure to pay accrual will be one half 
of one percent per month or fraction thereof, commencing 
October 1, 1972 

·.I trust. this is the information you requested, 

Sincerely, 

L~~-
G8"orge·s. Johnson 
Revenue Officer 

' 



In the Hatter of 

Steve \1lilson Co. 
11edford, Oregon, 

BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF E~lVIROt)MENTAL QUALITY 
OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

No. 

STIPULATION AND ORDER 
an Oregon corporation 

In lieu of holding a hearing as provided by ORS 449·.815 and in accordance 
with ORS Chapter 183 and Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Division 
2, Section 20-032, Compliance Schedules, the Department of Environmental Quality, 
hereir1aftcr referred to as the 0 Departrnent", and Steve \•7i1Son Co., hereinafter 
referred to as the, :1Resoondent 11

, folloo,ving conciliation, conference and per­
suasion, do hereby stipulate and agree to the following: 

STIPULATION 

Pursuant to Oregon Ad~inistrative Rules, Chapter 340, Section 20-032, 
Compliance Schedules, Respondent has subrni tted its ComplianGe Schedule· to 
the Department vrhich ·is designed to achieve compliance· with Oregon Administrative 
Rules, Chapter 340, Sections 25-015 and 25-020. The Department, after receiving 
the proposed Compliance Schedule, finds it satisfactory to meet the intent 
and purposes of Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter 449, and Oregon Administrative 
Rules, Chapter 340, Sections 25-015 and 25-020. 

Now therefore the Respondent agrees that it shall for the Trail Mill: 

1. Complete all construction and modification 1.vork on the wi~1arn ;,vaste 
burner on or before September l, 1972 in accordance with plans and 
specifications submitted to the Department on May 30, 1972. 

2. Demonstrate to the Department that the modified wigwam waste burner 
can operate in compliance with OA)C, Chapter 340, Section 25-020.on or 
before September 15, 1972. 

3. After start-up of the modified wigwam waste burner on or before 
September 1, 1972, submit the \'1igi.'1am \Vaste. burner temperature charts 
to the Department on a weekly basis for a continuous period of not less 
than 90 days, and on the first of each month thereafter, indicating 
on the chart the date of each work day and any other pertinent visible 
emission du.ta. 

4. Maintain the facility so as to maintain continuous compliance with 
OAR, Chapter 340, Sections 25-020 and 25-025. 

5. Insure that no open burning is conducted on the plant site. 

P<Jge 1 of 2 
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Dated 

Dated 

6. Not dispose of any wood waste residues in a landfill or any other 
solid waste disposal area without prior approval from the Department 
and only if said site is issued a permit from the Department. 

Steve> Wilson Co. 
-'"'-~-'-"-'----------~ 

Respondent 

Department of Environmental Quality 

GZ_-;;~-~· By __ _J,._'.!.: .. J --c--_zt;:']?> ,,_.6 , /_/G. ,,__ __ _ 
Title C11ief, Engineering Services 

IT IS SO ORDERED 

Dated , 19 For the Environmental Quality Commission -----------

Title Director 
-~--~----~-------~-

Page 2 of 2 



Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Control Division 
1224 s. W. Morrison St. 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Phone 826-4332 

Re: Stipulation and Order ~72-0610029; Aoolication for Revised Date 

Gentlemen: 

This confirms our request to modify the compliance date set forth in 
various communications and at our September 18 meeting in your office. 

A sixty day extension was sought previously because it was believed 
that the logging season would end at or about the end of that time. 
Under the circu..mstances, with no log deck to cut, no pollution would 
be taking place. The contemplated environmental improvement would 
be made during that time. 

It now appears that more time is needed. Earlier, it had been antic­
ipated that funds for this environmental improver:ient could be borrowed 
or, alternately, would be forthcoming due to a proposed merger or con­
solidation. Liens, levies, and other procedures of the Internal Rev­
enue Service, in connection with retirement of taxes made overdue by 
disaster, cut off the source of borrowed funds. The move toward mer­
ger or consolidation was suspended abruptly when the key, and only 
fully knowledgeable, executive of the other firm was suddenly stricken 
with terminal.cancer. 

The proposed compliance program now embodies a new, larger, approved l 
burner -- placed in an improved location. Because the market for 
mixed chips has collapsed and because the market for other chips has 
weakened sharply, approved burners have become increasingly important. 

The revised start-up date is based upon first retiring an obligation 
to the Internal Revenue Service. The agency presently is collecting 
100% of all gross receipts in excess of direct production costs. We 
cannot secure permission to use any part for environmental protection 
devices, or for any other capital investment. The burner can, however, 
be financed when the final payment has been made to the Internal Reve­
nue Service, Following that event, we shall need the actual time re­
quired to secure the finances and proceed with the ordering, construc­
tion, arid erection of the burner. The estimate of time required is 
based upon the following: 

The enclosed copy of an Internal Revenue letter of September 15 claims 
$131,155.44. The average monthly rate of payments to Internal Reve­
nue is $50,000.00. Hence, four months should complete the retirement. 



De)?artncmtal of Environr:iental Quality -2- 9/19/72 

The time estinated betwesn receipt of order and start-up, to be con­
sumed in building and erecting the burner, has been given by the 
prospective supplier as t·,vo months to ten weeks. Accordingly, the 
t'ot:al time expected to ela9sa d.urir1g payment of Internal Revenue and 
completion of the burner installation is approximately six months. 

In view of the foregoing, it would appear that June 1, 1973 would be 
a realistic revised s·::art-u9 date. Accordingly, application for that 
revised date is h~tewith very respectfully submitted. 

Please be assured that we sharr= your desire for full and early conpli­
ance. '.!:10 t.l:at end, ;,.;e ple·Jg'3 botl1 cooperation and the maximum d.9gree 
of acc:eleration \.·1hi~:h nay be _possible. 

~1.i.-th very ki1-idest regards, 1.·re :remai11 

SON/c 

Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

STEVE WILSON CO. 

. I I y/ .eiJ;,J [), /t1t~-V--
Steve O. Wilson 
President 



Address any reply to: 

!> 

Donr Ne', Wilson: 

[Q)(.~l[;S)&JG'l\LiliiJ@[]LJli; (,j)(/ flilD@ 'iJ[[@&J~(IJ[(l_:7 
Internal Revenue Service 
333 West 8th St. P.O. Box 490 
Medford, Oregon 97 501 

'o-1Mr:·l'-'"""'i.~r:. io··u"ri~··r=-··1,- ~-­
L':'Jil'~:c..<;!{!.i.0l) Lv" U .. _:,~:/1" 9.:t( 

Date: I In reply refer to: 

197~ September 15, 

Steve Wilson Company Corporation 
8705 Crater Lake Highway 

·White City, Oregon 97501 

In reply to your earlier request of this date the unpaid 
aasesso<l Federal Tax liability of Steve Wilson 'company 
Corporation is- $181,155 .44. This figure· includes penalties 
and interest computed to September 18, 1972 as follows: 

Assessed Balance 
I~terest through September 18, 1972 

· .. Failure to Pay Penalty through Septmeber 30, 1972 
Failure to Deposit Penalty 
.Lien and Release Fees 

TOTAL 

$133,833,42 
18,515.30 
19,885.14 

8,906.58 
15.00 

. $181,155 ~44. 

The daily interest accrual after September 18, 1972 mll be 
$21.26 per day and the .failure. to pay accrual will be one half 
of one percent per month or fraction thereof, commencing 
October 1, 1972 

·_· .. I trust. this is the information you requested. 

Sincerely, 

//· , 
~'. .. ~:;;~ 
G~orge~S·. Johnson 

· Revenue Officer 
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In the Hatter of 

Steve l•iilson Co. 
?,led ford, Ore.gen 1 

BEFOHE THE DEPl\lIT1·IBNT OF E"lVIRmE;IB?lTAL QUALITY 
OF TI-IE STATE OF OREGO)J 

No. 

STIPULATION AND ORDER 
an Oregon corporation 

) 

) 

) 
) 
) 

In lieu of holding a hearing as provided by ORS 449 •. 815 and in acco:?::dance 
with ORS Chapter 183 and Oregon ACl~inistrative Hules, Chapter 340, Division 
2, Section 20-032, Co~pliance Schedules, the Departnent of Environmental Quality, 
hereinafter referred to as the 11 Department", &"'1.d Ste~1e 1t7i1Son Co., hereinafter 
referred to as the aRespondent 11

, follo:.ving cqnciliation, conference and per­
suasion, C.o hereby 'stipulate and agree to the follo1..;ing: 

STIPULATION 

Pursuant to Oregon P:c1"11inistrati 1;e Rules, Chapter 340, Sectiori 20-032, 
Complianc.e Sch3dules, Respondent has submitted its Cofil.9liance Schedule.to 
the D2partrr.ent \·1hich is designed to achiE;ve conyliance ~Jith Oregon Adr.tinistrative· 
Rules, Chapter 340, Sections 25-015 ar.d 25-020. The Depart.r.uent, after receiving 
the proposed Compliance Schedule, finds it satisfactory to meet the intent 
and purposes of Oregon Revised Statutes, Chapter 449, and Oregon Administrative 
Rules, Chapter 340, Sections 25-015 and 25-020. 

Now therefore the Respondent agrees that it shall for the Trail Nill: 

1. Complete all construction and r..odification ~vork on the '"i~'lam ~.'laste 
burner on or before September 1, 1972 in accordance wi·th plans and 
specifications submitted to the Department on f1lay 30, 1972 .. 

2.. Dernonstrate to the Department that the w.odified 1i7ig'>·7am \•1aste burner 
can operate in compliance· 'l'iit11 OA.:.'Z 1 Chapter 3110, Section. 25-020 .on or 
before September 15, 1972. 

3. After start-up of the modified wigwam waste burner on or before 
September 1, 1972, submit the \'1igi;·1am \·Taste burner temperature charts 
to the Depart.-r:ent on a v1eekly basis for a continuous period of not i·ess 
than 90 days, and on the first of each non th ther8af.ter, indicating 
on the chart the date of each .... 1ork day and 2.ny other pertinent visible 
ernission data .. 

4. l·1aintain the facility so as to maintain continuous compliance ";·rith 
OAR, Chapter 340, Sections 25-020 and 25-025. 

5. Insure that no open burning is conducte.d ori the plant site .. 

P.:tge 1 of 2 
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Dated 

6. Not dispose of any woad waste residues in a landfill or any other 
solid \·las te dis9osal area ~1i thout prior approval frora the Department 
and o~ly if said site is issued a permit from the Department. 

Steve Wilson Co. 
Respondent 

Department of Environmental Quality 

~~/( , :, 
By /-r: '·- .-::-:J,,...,. ,_ _ _2.,_,.., _ _,_:( 

Title Chief, Engineering Services 

IT IS SO ORDERED 

For the EnviroTu~ental Quality Cormnission 

Director 
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Steve ~lilson Lu:nber Company, Trail Mill 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Datei September 13, 1972 

'•Ir,· Steve l·lilson, the President of the above coii>pany, 
called this morni11g on the tel•ahone to explain t~at due to 
financial circu:<istcinces he is unable to co:1ply with the provi­
sions of Stipulation and Order 'lo. 72-D6l!J'.l29, dated June lJ, 1972. 

Currently this mill is oaer3tin~ an un~o~ified ~iQ~am 
1·1as te burner for disposal of res idu2s frc; the production processes. 
In accord'3nc2 '//ith agr22~-.,i2nts r23cherl bet1.'le~n ;'1r. ~-lerri11 :-1c~ra•:1, 
pl::int .2ngin22r, '.~r. Day :incl :-1r. Burkitt, the ~,1ig':tCF1 ·..-1ast·~ burner 
v1as to hJV2 b2?n 1nodifi2d prior to S2pt2r:1ber l, 1972, ~·1ith o.,ttain­
rn2nt of ccrn;Jliance on or before Sept2:1ber 15, 1972. 

>Jr. \JilSon stated that 1:? ':!ill confirr:1 the above in 
i·1ritin·r_; toda2/. ,,;t this tin2, St~ve 1-Jilson Company Trail operations 
are in violation of both administrative rules and the above Stipu­
lation and Order. 
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TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

L. B. DAY 
Director 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
COMMISSION 

B. A. McPHILUPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

EDWARD C, HARMS, JR. 
Sprlngfleld 

STORRS S. WATERMAN 
Portland 

GEORGE A. McMATH 
Portland 

ARNOLD M. COGAN 
Portland 

DEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TERMINAL SALES BLDG. • 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. • PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. M, October 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 

Tax Credit Applications 

Attached are review reports for five (5) Tax Credit 

Applications. These applications and the recommendations of the 

Director are summarized on the attached table. 

\,IEG :a he 
Attachments 

October 18, 1972 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 



TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Appl. Claimed % Allocable to Director's 
.l\EJEJ l i cant No. Facility Cost Poll. Control Recommendation 

Empire Building Material Co. T-323 Storm Lfater Control $ 36,849 Def er 
Empire Lite-Rock Division 
Portland 

Tillamook Veneer Company T-333 Wigwam Burner Modification 25,905 80% or more Issue 
Tillamook 

Publishers Paper Company T-366 Higwam Burner Modification 32,971 80% or more Issue 
Tillamook Division 
Oregon City 

Webfoot Fertilizer Co.,Inc. T-377 Fabric Dust Control System 17,894.72 80% or more Issue 
Portland 

International Paper Co. T-381 Strong Black Liquor Oxidation 71,008.18 80% or more Issue 
Gardiner Paper Mill 
Northern Division 
Gardiner 

HEG:ahe 

October 18, 1972 



1. _!'.pplicant: 

State of Oregon 
DEPART!IBNT OF ENVIHONtlENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEI' REPORT 

Empire Building Material Company 
.Empire Lite-Rock Division 
9255 N. E. Halsey, P. o. Box 20086 
Portland, Oregon 97220 

i-\-pp I • 

Date 

The applicant owns and operates an open pit mine and calcining plant 
immediately west of the Sunset tunnel on the Sunset Highway. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

10-3-72 

The facility consists of a settling pond with a chemical mixing tank and 
floating sprinkler system, pumps, etc., for removal of solids from run­
off water from rock quarry. Grading and seeding of the surrounding area 
to prevent the erosion of soil into a nearby creek .is also part of the 
facility. Also included are an outfall pipe from the settling basin and 
by-pass culvert for clean water diversion. 

The claimed facility was placed in operation December, 1971. 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocated to 
pollution control. 

Facility cost: $36,849 (Accountant's certification was submitted)· 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Prior to construction of the claimed facilities considerable sus}?ended 
solids were introduced into Castor Creek from the runoff water leaving the 
applicant 1 s operation. The clai1ned facilities are designed to eliminate 
the suspended solids by treatment of the runoff water and by eliminating 
the sources of the suspended solids. Investigation reveals that erosion 
may still take place .in the future and the facilities may not meet the 
prescribed staridards. Sampling of the receiving stream this winter will 
substantiate the effectiveness of t.11e facilities. Water is released from 
this plant only during times of rainfall. 

4. Director's Reconrrnendation 

It is rec01mnended that action on this application be formally de ferred until 
sampling of the stream can substantiate the effectiveness of the facilities· 

RJN:ak 

\ 



APJlliS:ilD.t 

State of Ore(jon 
DEPf\R'l'l''.EJ:~rr OF El'-J'Jil~.Ot-E'li~J:YrAL QlJl\LI'l'Y 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REViHI REPORT 

T11.i amook Voneer Company 
P. 0. Box 193 
Tillamook, OR 97141 

App( T-333 

Vale 9-24-72._ 

The applicant opc~rates a faci 1 i ty at T"il l amook that produces sanded plyl'lood. 

This application 1·1as 1·ece·ived /\pril 4, 1972. 

J.J.c;.scr_lJ?.!12.n. of _(1 .1 i :nc:.d_F)ci l i ty 
The fac'ility clair.12d i11 t!Jis application is described its a modification of a 
vlig1;am v1aste burner and consists of the fonmrin0: 

1. Top Da:;1rer. 
2. Under-fire and Over-fire air systems. 
3. Igniter system. 
4. Ter:1perature recorct·ing system. 
5. Automatic control system. 

·The facility was completed and put in serviec> in February, 1972. 

Certification is claimecl under tile 1969 Act and the percentage clain1ed for 
pollution control is 100~. 

Faci1 i ty Cos ts: $25, JOS (Accountant's certi f i ca ti on 1·1as pro vi cled) . 

Evalt!_<itto_n of ,~pplicati_cin. 
This i'aci'I Hy 1vas ins tan ed in accordance with an approved comp 1 i a nee program 
and approved plans and specifications. 

The completed modified 11igv1am 11aste burner 11as demonstrated to the Department 
to be capa~le of continuous operation in compliance with OAR, Chapter 340, 
Section 25 .. 020. 

This modification to the 11ig1·mm Haste burne1· has reduced emissions of particulate 
matter by approximately 67 tons/year and emissions of CO by about 1G2 tons/year. 

Con cl i1s ions 
'rhfs-·Tii.cfrTty does ope' rate sat'i sfactorily and did reduce emissions of particulate 
ma.tter and CO by ubout 229 tons/year. 

Director 1 s Recomrnendation 
It is r,!c(i[;1i;1ended ·110tT-a-Po 11 ution Contro 1 focil i ty Cert·J fi cate bearing thr! cos ts 
of $25,905 with 80% or more of the costs allocated to pollution control be issued 
for the facility c·1a·imed in Ta>' Application T-333. 

RAR:ahe 



.t\EJ?.licant 

State of Oregox1 
DEPl\RT1·1ENT OF Er,r~l!RO~:~i<..EHTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICAT!Oil REl/IE\i REPORT 

Pub 1 i she rs Paper Company 
Tillamook Division 
419 Main Street 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

Appl T-366 

Vcite 8/22/72 

The applicant operates a sawmill for the manufacture of lumber at Tillamook, 
Oregon. 

This application was recieved June 14, 1972. 

Descri_ption of Claimed Faci_")_jj;y 

The claimed facility is described to be a modification to a wigwam waste burner 
and consists of the follo11ing: 

1. t4igwam waste burner shell (used). 
2. Top Damper. 
3. Under-fire and Over-fire air systems. 
4. Igniter system. 
5. Temperature recording system. 
6. Automatic electrical control syste.m. 

The facilHy was completed and put into operation in August, 1971. 

Certification is claimGd under thG 1969 act and the percentage claimed for pollu­
tion contro·1 is 100%. 

Facility Costs: $32,971 (Accountants' certif-ication was provided). 

Ev<;iJuation of Application 

This facilHy was installed in accordance v1ith an approved compliance program 
and in accordance with approved plans and specifications. 

The company had an existing wigwam waste burner that did not operate in a manner 
to meet the emission standards. In order to more certainly assure attainment of 
compl i a nee, the company bought the experimental v1igv1am waste burner that had _been 
built and used by tile Oregon State Univers·ity Forest Research Laboratory. Tbe 
existing 11igwam waste burner was torn down and scraped and the company erected 
this modif'ied vligviam viaste burner in its place. 



T-366 
8/22/72 
Page 2 

The completed modified wigviarn waste burner was demonstrated to the Department 
to be capable of operating in compliance with OAR, Chapter 340, Section 25-020. 

This facility did reduce emissions of part'iculate matter by an estimated 112 
tons/year and CO emissions by an estimated 376 tons/year. 

Conclusions 

This facility vias approved by the Department of Environmental Quality and does 
operate in a satisfactory manner. Emissions of particulate matter and CO have 
been reduced by an estimated 488 tons/year. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that .a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
costs of $32,971 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution control 
be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-366. 

R/\R:ilhe 



Applicant:_ 

State of Oregon 
DEPl~RT~·lENT OF EN~.JrRo:;:,IBNrrAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATIOfi RE'IIE\I REPORT 

Webfoot Fertilizer Co., Inc . 
. 201 S. E. Washington Street 
Portland, OR 97214 

Appl'. T-377 
-~---

Va:te. 9-28-72 

The applicant owns and operates a fertilizer-blending facility at the above address. 

'.L'he application was received on June 21, 1972. 

De_:;cription 
The facility is described to be an American Air Filter Amerpulse Fabric Collector, 
size 10-72-944 Serial 500585 with Barry BBC blower, size 245-70 and attached mot.or, 
and a Hopper Rotary Lock:, AAF 12'1 i;vith n1otor. 

·Facility Cost: $17,894.72 (Accountant's certificate was provided). 

The facility was completed and placed in operation on March 1, 1972. 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 act. The ioercentage allocated to pollution 
control is 100%. 

Eyaluation 
This facility controls dust emissions from mixing fertilizer. Previously, emissions 
were controlled by a pair of cyclones, which Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution 
Au_thority found to be inadequate. The Authorit:'f required con:ipliance with its rules 
in August, 1971. Two other alternatives were considered, improving the performance 
of existing cyclones, and installation of a scrubber. The first alternative did 
not indicate that a high-enough efficiency could be achieved to meet the applicable 
standards. The scrubber, on the other hand, would have led to water pollution or 
sewer troubles. Therefore, a baghouse was proposed9 CWAPA reviewed and approved 
the plans, the baghouse was installed in accordance with plans, and the installation 
is complying with the regulations. 

Collected dust cannot be recycled, because to do so would mix different grades of 
fertilizer. Therefore, there is no return from resale of dust. Therefore, it is 
concluded that the installation is not economic. 

Director's Recommendation 
It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility certificate bearing the 'cost of 
$17 ,894. 72 be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-377 with more 
than 80% allocated to pollution control. 

C/\f-\:ahe 



Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTJ.iECJT OF ENVIRO:~;r1J::NTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATIOfi REVIHI REPORT 

International Paper Company 
Gardiner Paper Mill 
Northern Division 
P, 0. Box 854 
Gardiner, Oregon 97441 

Appl T-381 

Va,te. 9··29-72 

The applicant owns and operates an integrated unbleached kraft pulp 
and paper mill near Gardiner, Oregon. 

The application was received on July 21,. 1972. 

Description 
The facility is described to be an installation for oxidizing strong 
black liquor, consisting of an air-sparged tank with pumps, blower, 
motor, piping and auxiliary foundations, etc. 

Facility Cost: $71,008.18 (Accountant's Certificate was provided). 

The facility was completed and placed in operation on October 1971. 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 act. ·The percentage claimed 
is 100%. 

Evaluation 
Black liquor oxidation is one of the principal methods of controlling 
odors from recovery furnaces. Initially, black liquor oxidation was 
practised on weak liquor (prior to liquor evaporation), but as 
experience has accumulated, the oxidation of strong (evaporated) black 
liquor has been found to be necessary for developing the full 
potential of the process, by correcting the effects of reversion, 
a reversal or de-oxidation which occurs during evaporation .. 

There is no economic return on the process, since the value of sulfur 
retained in the process does not pay for the facility and also has 
compelled the mill to change to a chemical make-up system using a 
non-sulfur-bearing chemical in a more expensive system (for which a 
tax credit has been granted). Therefore, it is concluded that the 
facility was installed only for pollution abatement. 

Directors Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate 
bearing the cost. of $71,008.18 be issued for the facility claimed 
in Tax Application T-381 with more than 80% allocated to pollution 
control. 

CAl\:ahe 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

L.B. DAY 
Director 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
COMMISSION 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

EDWARD C. HARMS, JR. 
Springfield 

STORRS S. WATERMAN 
Portland 

GEORGE A. McMATH 
Portland 

ARNOLD M. COGAN 
Portland 

DEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TERMINAL SALES BLDG. • 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. • PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. N, October 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 

Preliminary Recommendations and Proposed Regulations of 
Advisory Committee on Natural, Scenic and Recreational 
Areas 

Background: 

Fo 11 owing adoption of the En vi ronmenta 1 Standards for 

Wilderness on January 24, 1972, the Director appointed a citizen's 

advisory committee to conduct an inquiry into the effects of manage-

ment and use on the quality of our natural, scenic and recreational 

areas. Representative Norma Paulus (Marion County) was chairman 

of the committee, which consisted of the following individuals: 

Committee Member 

Mr. Ward Armstrong 
Mr. David Barrows 
Mr. Wi 11 i am Ba rtho 1 omew 
Mr. Dean Brice 
Mr. Craig Chisholm 
Mr. Martin Davis 
Mr. Frank Gilchrist 
Mr. James Haas 
Mr. Irvin Luiten 
Mr. Edward Maney 
Mr. Robert Madison 

Affiliation 

Association of Oregon Industries 
Association of 0 & C Counties 
State Engineer 
Pacific Power & Light Company 
Attorney at Law 
Oregon Environmental Council 
Gilchrist Timber Company 
Oregon Fish Commission 
Weyerhaeuser Company 
Hanna Mining Company 
Publishers Paper 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-.5696 



Mr. Richard Roy 
Mr. J. Schroeder 
Mr. John Schwabe 
Mr. Ron Schwarz 
Mr. Edward Smith 

Ms. Ann Squier 
Mr. David Talbot 
Mr. Lyle Van Gordon 
Mr. Larry Williams 

-2-

Attorney at Law 
State Forester 
Attorney at Law 
Willamette High Grade Concrete Co. 
U. S. Bureau of Sport Fisheries 
and Wildlife 
Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition 
State Parks 
Pacific Power and Light Company 
Oregon Environmental Council 

Having completed the inquiry, the committee chairman has 

presented a letter of recommendations and proposed regulations to 

the Director. A copy of these recommendations and regulations is 

attached. 

Discussion: 

The Director has taken the recommendations and proposed 

regulations into advisement and the staff is preparing an implemen­

tation plan for presentation at the November EQC meeting. 

Director's Recommendations: 

This report is attached for information purposes and 

therefore does not include any recommendation this time. 

ORA: c: 10/16/72 



HOME ADDRESS COMMITTEES 

NORI\\ PAULUS (MRS. WILLIAM G,) M E:MBER: 

3090 PIGEON HOLLOW ROAO S 

SALEM, OREGON 97302 

JUDICIARY 
NATURAL REsoum::gs 

SUBCOMMITTEES 

MARION COUNTY 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

SALEM, OREGON 
97310 

Mr. L. B. Day, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S.W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear L.B.: 

VICE: CHAIRMAN• 
FISH AND GAME 

October 12, 1972 

For the past six months your Advisory Committee has conducted 
an inquiry into the effects of management and use on the quality of 
our primary natural, scenic and recreational areas in Oregon. 

We have received testimony from the following individuals: 

Name Re12resenting To12ic 
R. Armstrong DEQ General Overview 
R. McHugh DEQ Mountain Lake 

Water Quality 
W.J. Ka vars ten Council of Rural Lane Use 

Governments Planning 
Sr. Hector Macpherson Legislature 

' 
Lane Use Planning 

B. Vladimiroff U.S. Bur~au of ) 
Lane Management ) 

F. deHoll U.S. Forest ) 
Service ) Administrative 

E. Smith U.S. Bureau of ) Practices and 
Sport Fisheries ) Recreation Area 
and Wildlife ) Conflicts 

R. McCosh/R. Potter State Parks and ) 
Recreation ) 

John Rutter National Park ) 
Service ) 

Lee Johnson Attorney General Status of Oregon 
Law 

G. Sandberg DEQ Noise in Recreation 
Areas 

P. Curran/F. Bolton DEQ Sewage in Rec re a ti on 
Areas 

Based upon the testimony received and our persona 1 experiences, 
your committee recommends that: 
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1. Envi ronmenta 1 Standards for the protection of 
Natural, Scenic and Recreational areas be developed by the DEQ 
and approved by the EQC after public hearings. 

2. Following approva 1 of the proposed regulations, 
the DEQ prepare and maintain a list of areas to be designated 
as Natural, Scenic and Recreational Areas; that environmental 
standards be developed and maintained for all designated areas; 
and that the area designation and resulting environmental stand­
ards be approved by the EQC only after a public hearing. 

3. Environmental standards adopted by the DEQ be en-
forced as fo 11 ows: · 

a. The DEQ shall issue permits if necessary to enforce 
en vi ronmenta l standards. 

b. The DEQ shall cooperate with public agencies res­
ponsible for Natural, Scenic and Recreational Areas for 
the enforcement of the environmental standards. 

4. In order to minimize needless environmental degrada­
tion within Natural, Scenic and Recreational Areas of Oregon, it 
is recommended that the managing agencies of all land under public 
ownership or administration deve"lop and enforce a comprehensive 
plan for each designated area. It is further recommended that the 
plan and any modifications thereof be submitted to the DEQ to be 
reviewed for compliance with relevant en vi ronmenta 1 standards. 

5. That there is an urgent need for a comprehensive land 
use plan for the State of Oregon. Therefore, it is recomnended 
that·the Legislature designate a single state agency to direct the 
development and implementation of a comprehensive land use plan in 
close cooperation with local and regional planners. 

6. That the need for control of all surface and sub-surface 
sewage disposal is critical and regarded as an essential ingredient 
of consistent land management for all areas. Therefore, it is recom­
mended that the legislature authorize a single State agency to review 
and approve all surface and sub-surface sewage disposal systems within 
the State of Oregon. 

7. That the problem of incompatible uses adjacent to Nat­
ural, Scenic and Recreational Areas be dealt with by Legislative ac­
tion. 

8. That the Environmental Qaality Commission forward recom­
mendations to the Legislature that there is a need for control of off­
road vehicles and that the Legislature direct the managing agencies to 
designate areas where off-road vehicles are permitted. 

' 

I 
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In addition to these specific·recommendations, our committee 
has proposed regulations for the environmental protection of these 
areas. A copy of these regulations and the minutes of our last meeting 
are enclosed. 

It has been a p 1 easure to serve as Chairman of this committee 
and I am hopeful that our findings and recommendations will be of 
assistance in promulgating regulations to protect Oregon's natural, 
scenic and recreational areas. 

cc: Committee Members 
Mr. Ward Armstrong 
Mr. David Barrows 
Mr. William Bartholomew 
Mr. Dean Brice 
Mr. Craig Chisholm 
Mr. Martin Davis 
Mr. Frank Gilchrist 
Mr. James Haas 
Mr. Irvin Luiten 
Mr. Edward Maney 
Mr. Robert Madison 
Mr. Richard Roy 
Mr. J. Schroeder 
Mr. John Schwabe 
Mr. Ron Schwarz 
Mr. Edward Smith 

Ms. Ann.Squier 
Mr. David Talbot 
Mr. Lyle Van Gordon 
Mr. Larry Williams 

Sincerely, 

ff~rnd/c;;:~.~ 
No/~a Paul us 

Affiliation 
Association of Oregon Industries 
Association of 0 & C Counties 
State Engineer 
Pacific Power & Light Co. 
Attorney at Law 
Oregon Environmental Council 
Gilchrist Timber Co. 
Oregon Fish Commission 
Weyerhaeuser Co. 
Hanna Mining Co. 
Publ.ishers Paper 
Attorney at Law 
State Forester 
Attorney at Law 
Willamette High Grade Concrete Co. 
U.S. Bureau of Sport Fisheries and 
Wildlife 
Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition 
State Parks 
Pacific Power and Light Co. 
Oregon Environmental Council 



PROPOSED 
REGULATIONS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
OF NATURAL, SCENIC AND RECREATIONAL AREAS 

I. STATEMENT OF POLICY 

Natural scenic and recreational areas reoresent a natural resource 

of unique importance to the State of Oregon. As a major µart of the ·cultural 

heritage of citizens of the State, and as a key element in developing and 

maintaining tourism and recreation as a viable industry, the environment 

of natural scenic and recreational areas is deserving of the highest level 

of protection. 

Therefore, it is hereby declared to be the policy of the Environ-

mental Quality Commission to regulate activities in these areas as follows: 

a. The environment of natural scenic and recreational areas 

shall not be altered from the natural state except to the 

minimum degree compatible with reasonable recreational 

and forest management practices. 

b. Activities other than those related to forest management 

shall be conducted in such a manner that environmental 

degradation is virtually imperceptible to persons using the 

area for recreational purposes. 
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11. DEFINITIONS: 

As used in this regulation, the term: 

1. "Person" means the United States and agencies thereof, the State, any 

individual, public or private corporation, political subdivision, govern­

mental agency, municipality, industry, co-partnership, association, 

firm, trust, estate or any other legal entity whatever, 

2. "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission. 

3, "Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality. 

4. "Wilderness" means any area so designated by the Congress of the 

United States pursuant to Public Law 88, 577. 

5. "Wild and Scenic Rivers" means ahy area so designated by the Congress 

of the United States pursuant to Public Law 90. 542. 

6. "Scenic Waterway" means a river or a segment of river, and related 

adjacent land, that has been designated as such in accordance with 

ORS 390. 805 to 390, 925. 

7. "Ocean Shore" means any area so defined by ORS 390. 605(2). 

8, A "Natural, Scenic and Recreational Area" may be any area included 

in the following list: 

a. Any area administered by the U, S. Forest Service and designated 

as a recreational site, special interest area, or national recrea­

tional area. 

b. Any area administered by the U, S. Bureau of Land Management 

and designated as a recreation site. 

c. Any wilderness. 

d. Any wild and scenic river. 
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e. Any scenic waterway. 

f. Any lands administered by the U. S. National Park Service. 

g. Any lands administered by the U. S. Bureau of Sport Fisheries, 

Wildlife Refuge Division. 

h. Any State park. 

i. Any forest park as designated by the State Forester. 

j. Any ocean shore. 

k. County Parks. 

9. "Regulated Areas" include Natural, Scenic and Recreational areas for 

which environmental standards are established by the Department. 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS FOR REGULATED AREAS: 

1. The Commission shall adopt environmental standards for each Regulated 

Area in the State of Oregon to control air and water quality, noise levels, 

solid waste which conflict with the declared policy. 

2. The following activities shall be exempt from the environmental standards: 

a. Forestry and logging. 

b. Activities of governmental employees in the public agency administering 

the Regulated Area. 

c. Activities prompted by a natural disaster or other emergency. 

3. Candidate areas shall be proposed to the Commission and considered for 

adoption after appropriate evaluation. 

IV, PERMITS: 

1. No person shall commence construction or initiate any activity or operation 

within a Regulated Area which may result in violation of environmental 

standards for the area unless such person holds a valid permit issued 
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by the Department. 

2. If a pre-existing activity, or one which has been initiated prior to 

adoption of environmental standards, results in violation of tbe standards, 

the Department mat require the responsible person to obtain a permit 

as a condition to the continuation of such activity. The Department 

shall be under no obligation to issue the permit. 

3. Permits shall be issued by the Department pursuant to the Department's 

published regulations. 

4. Within 60 days after receipt of an application in satisfactory form, the 

Department shall either deny the request or issue a permit unless 

within that time a Commission hearing is scheduled by the Department, 

or unless local governmental action is pending pursuant to paragraph 7 

below. Such scheduling of a hearing or such pendency of local govern­

mental action shall stay the 60-day period. 

5. A public hearing on a permit application shall be held by the Commission, 

or its hearing officer, if scheduled by the Department upon either: 

a. A determination by the Department that the application may result 

in significant environmental impact or public interest; or 

b. The petition by any interested person or group, if such person 

or group has no other meaningful public forum for review of 

questions raised by the petition, provided the petition is not deemed 

by the Department to be spurious. 

6. To inform the public of permit applications, the Department shall 

publish notice of applications in the communities near the Regulated 
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Area in question, at t)le offices of the Department, and by any other 

'effective means for informing the public. 

7. No permit application shall be finally acted upon by the Department 

prior to action upon the proposed activity by the local governmental body, 

if any, with responsibility for. planning and zoning in the Regulated Area, 

unless such body requests earlier action by the Department. 

8. The permit shall be in addition to and not in lieu of other permits or 

requirements of federal, state or local governments. 

V. PENALTIES: 

1. Any violation of environmental standards adopted by the Department 

shall be a crime punishable upon conviction by the maximum fine or 

term of imprisonment or both under the applicable provision of Oregon 

statutory law, and shall give rise to civil liability to the State as 

provided by Oregon statutory law. 

l 
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STATE OF OREGON 

ROUTE SLIP 

TO: 

FROM: 

CHECK ~-Approval 

--Necessary Action 

--Prepare Reply 

--For My Signature 

--Your Signature 

--Comment 

--Initial and Return 

COMMENTS: 

Qo'P1~S ~ISO SetlT To 

81-1211-3007 

--Investigate 

--Confer 

--Per Telephone 
'V Conversation 

___n_For Your 
Information 

--As Requested 

--Note and File 

--Return With 
More Details 

OS~$ 

~I.."" 
Ntl?S 

SrRre 'P.itA!KS 
'5ttttt!A t;(.1.16 

t>Ec. 



TO 

FROM 

DATE 

League of Oregon Cities 
Association of Oregon Counties 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
Bureau of Sport Fisheries 
Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority 
Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority 
Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority 

Department of Environmental Quality 

October 20, 1971 

ENCLOSURES : 1) Proposed Natural Scenic and Recreational Area 
regulation dated October 19, 1971 

1. Enclo.sure 1 presents our most recent draft of the proposed 
Natural Scenic and Recreational Areas regulation. DEQ plans to 
nresent this draft to the Environmental Quality Commission on 
October 29, 1971 to obtain authorization for a public hearing. 
Any further questions or suggestions should be referred to 
D. R. Armstrong in Portland, Oregon at 229-5630 prior to 
October 29. 

• 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

October. 18, 1971 

PROPOSED 
ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS FOR NATURAL SCENIC AND RECREATIONAL AREA 

I. STATEMENT OF POLICY: 

1. Natural scenic and recreational areas represent a natural resource 
of unique importance to the State of Oregon. As a major part of the 
cultural heritage of citizens of the State, and as a key element in 
developing and maintaining tourism and recreation as a viable industry, 
the environment of natural scenic and recreational areas is deserving 
of the highest level of protection. 

Therefore, it is hereby declared to be the policy of the Environmental 
Quality Commission to regulate industrial and commercial activities 
in these areas such that: 

1. The environment of Wilderness areas •shall be maintained essentially 
in a pristine state and as free from air, water, land and noise 
pollution as is possible given the types of recreational uses permitted 
in wilderness areas under- State and Federal .Law and regulations. 

2. The environment of all other natural scenic and recreational areas 
shall be altered from the natural state to the minimum degree 
compatible with reasonable recreational and forest management 
practices. All other practices shall be conducted in such a manner 
that environmental degradation is virtually imperceptible to 
persons using the area for recreational purposes. 

II. DEFINITIONS: As used in this regulation unless otherwise required by 
context: 

1. ''Wilderness" means any area so designated by the Congress of the 
United States pursuant to Public Law 88. 577. 

2. ''Wild and Scenic Rivers" means any area so designed by the Congress 
of the United States pursuant to Public Law 90. 542. 

3. "Scenic Waterway" means a river or a segment of river, and related 
adjacent land, that has been designated as such in accordance with 

ORS 390. 805 to 390. 925. 
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4, "Class A Natural Scenic and Recreational Area" is any wilderness. 

5, "Class B Natural Scenic and Recreational Area" is any area specified 
by the following list· 

a. Any area in, or within 1/2 mile of lands administered by the U. S. 
Forest Service or Bureau of Land Management and designated by 
the Federal Government as a recreational site, recreational zone, 
or special interest area, or landscape management zone. 

b. Any area within one mile of wilderness. 

c. Any Wild and Scenic River or Scenic Water Way. 

d. Any area in or within 5 miles of Oregon Caves National Monument 
or Crater Lake National Park. 

e. Any area in or within 1/2 mile of Fort Clatsop National Memorial. 

f, Any area in or within 1/2 mile of any Hegistered Natural Landmark 
as designated or declared eligible by the Secretary of the Interior. 

g. Any Public Domain Lands as administered by the Federal Bureau 
of Sport Fisheries, \.Vildlife Refuge Di·vision. 

h. Any area in or within 1/2 mile of the following State Parks· 

Name County 

1. Boiler Bay State Wayside Lincoln 
2. Cape Arago State Park Coos 
3. Cape Lookout State Park Tillamook 
4, Cape Sebastian State Park Curry 
5. Cascadia State Park Linn 
6. Champoeg State Park Marion 
7. Collier Memorial State Park Klamath 
8. Ci:own Point State Park Multnomah 
9. Deschutes River State Recreation Area Sherman, Wasco 

10. Detroit Lake State Park Marion 
11. Ecola State Park Clatsop 
12. Emigrant Springs State Park Umatilla 
13. Floras Lake State Park Curry 
14. Fort Stevens State Park Clatsop 
15. Fort Rock State Park Lake 
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16. Hat Rock State Park 
17. Humbug Mountain State Park 
18. Jessie M. Honeyman Memorial Park 
19. Lapine State Recreation Area 
20. Lava River Caves State Park 
21. Loeb State Park 
22. Neptune State Park 
23. Oswald West State. Park 
24. Otter Crest State Wayside 
25. Otter Point State Wayside 
26. Painted Hills State Park 
27. Rooster Rock State Park 
28. Samuel A. Boardman State Park 
29. Shore Acres State Park 
30. Silver Falls State Park 
31. Smith Rock State Park 
32. Sunset Bay State Park 
33. The Cove Palisades State Park 
34. Thomas Condon-.John Day Fossil Beds 

State Park 
35. Umpqua Lighthouse State Park 
36. Wallowa Lake State Park 

Umatilla 
Curry 
Lane 
Deschutes 
Deschutes 
Curry 
Lane. 
Clatsop, Tillamook 
Lincoln 
Curry 
Wheeler 
Multnomah 
Curry 
Coos 
Marion 
Deschutes 
Coos 
Jefferson 

Grant, Wheeler 
Douglas 
Wallowa 

6. "Commenced" ni_eaus that ai1 ow1ier or operator and a contractor to, 
or affiliate of, such owner or operator, have entered into a binding 
agreement or contractual obligation to undertake and complete, within 
a reasonable time, a continuous program of construction or modification. 

7. "Mining and Manufacturing Industry" is an industry, private or public, 
classified as such by the standard Industrial Classification Manual of the 
Federal Bureau of the Budget. 

8. "Sound Pressure Level" means the intensity of a sound, measured in 
decibels (dbA) using a sound level meter having a reference pressure of 
O. 0002 dynes/square centimeter, and the "A" frequency weighting work. 

9. "Ambient Sound Pressure Level" means the total sound pressure level in 
a given environment, usually being a composite of sounds from Jnany 
sources, far and near. 

III. PERMIT REQUIREMENTS AND CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL: 

1. After the effective date of this regulation, no person shall commence any 
new mining or manufacturing activity other than forestry or logging in 
any Class "A" or Class "B" recreational forest area without first 
securing a permit from the Environmental Quality Commission. This 
permit shall not be in lieu of other permits or requirements of other 

Federal, State, or local ag·encies. 
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2. Application for a permit to conduct an activity subject to the prov1s1ons 
of this section shall be made on forms supplied by the Department of 
Environmental Quality. Said application shall be made no less than 90 
days prior to the proposed date of commencing construction or establish~ 
ment of the activity. 

3. All applications for permits required under this section shall be considered 
at a public hearing before the Environmental Quality Commission. At 
least 20 days public notice for said hearing shall be provided to the 
applicant and to all interested parties requesting to be provided notice 
of such hearings. 

4. The Commission shall consider the testimony presented at public hearing 
and shall either approve or disapprove a permit for the proposed activity 
according to the Commission's evaluation of the degree to which the 
activity is consistent with the policy of the Commission as set forth in 
Section I, and with the Environmental Standards as set forth in Section IV 
of this regulation. 

5. In addition to all new mining and manufacturing activities, the Commission 
may also require any such activities commenced prior to the effective 
date of this reguiation to apply for a permit for continued operation. 

nr. ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS: 

L Wilderness 

Within the boundaries of Class 11A11 Natural Scenic and Recreational Areas, 
no person shall: 

a.· Cause, suffer, allow, or permit the emission of air contaminants, in 
any amount or for whatever duration, from any stationary or mobile 
mechanical device not related to emergency activities. 

b. Discharge any sewage or industrial waste into any surface or ground 
waters, or conduct any activity which causes or is likely to cause: 

i) a measurable increase in turbidity, temperature, or bacterial 
contamination;. 

ii) any measurable decrease in dissolved oxygen; 

iii) or any change in pH (hydrogen ion concentration) of any waters 
of the state. 

c. Cause, suffer, allow or permit the emission of noise from any 
mechanical device not related to emergency activities or recreational 
activities allowed under the laws and regulations of the Federal 
Government, which noise causes the peak ambient sotmd pressure level 
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(ceiling value) to exceed 70 dbA at a distance of 10 feet from the source. 

2. Other Natural Scenic and Recreational Areas: 

Within the boundaries of Class "B" Natural Scenic and Recreational 
areas, no person shall: 

a. Cause, suffer, allow or permit the emission of visible or malodorous 
air contaminants from any equipment or activity related to any mining 
or manufacturing industry other than forestry or logging. 

b. Discharge any industrial waste into any surface or ground waters or 
conduct any activity related to any mining or manufacturing enterprise 
other than forestry or logging, which waste or activity causes or is 
likely to cause: 

i. a· measurable increase in· turbidity, temperature, or bacterial 
contamination; 

ii. any measurable decrease in dissolved oxygen; 
iii. or any change in pH (hydrogen ion concentration) of any waters 

of the state. 

Activities related to forestry. or logging shall be conducted in such 
a manner that applicable state water quaiity standards are not vioiated. 

c. Cause, suffer, allow or permit the emission of noise from any 
stationary equipment or activity related to any mining or manufacturing 
industry other than forestry or logging, which noise causes the peak 
ambient soundpressure level (ceiling value) to exceed 80 clbA at a 
distance of 10 feet from the source. 

d. Exempted from the provisions of this subsection are motor vehicles 
operating upon permanent State or Federal Highways. 

e, Mining and manufacturing industrial activities commenced prior to 
the adoption of this regulation may be exempted from the standards · 
as set forth in sub-sections A, B, or C of this section, provided 
that compliance with other applicable air, water and noise standards 
is achieved, 

V. REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITIES: 

1. Reg"ional air pollution authorities established pursuant to ORS 449. 855 are 
authorized to enforce Section IV, Subsections 1 (a) and 2 (a), of this 
reg·ulation in Class A and Class B Nahiral Scenic and Recreational Areas 
within the boru1daries of a regional authority, 
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2. Permits required under Section III of this regulation are in addition to 
any air emi.ssion permits required by a regional authority. In 
considering permits required under Section III, however, the Environmental 
Quality Commission shall endeavor to assure consistency between state 
and regional permit conditions. 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

L.B. DAY 
Director 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
COMMISSION 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnvil!e 

EDWARD C. HARMS, JR. 
Springfield 

STORRS S. WATERMAN 
Portland 

GEORGE A. McMATH 
Portland 

ARNOLD M. COGAN 
Portland 

DEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TERMINAL SALES BLDG. • 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. • PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Di rector 
(~) 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item-¥, October 25, 1972 EQC Meeting 

BACKGROUND 

Knott Pit Sanitary Landfi 11 , Deschutes County 
Application for Construction Grant and Loan 

The Knott Pit Sanitary Landfill, located near Bend, Oregon has 
been recently opened by Deschutes County under a Solid Waste Disposal 
Permit from the Department of Environmental Quality. It is designed as 
a regional solid waste disposal facility to immediately replace one 
substandard disposal site, and in the near future three additional dump 
sites. Long range plans designate this disposal site as a regional 
solid waste processing center to serve all of Deschutes County and possibly 
Crook and Jefferson Counties. 

Deschutes County has applied to the Department of Environmental 
Quality for solid waste management facility construction funding in the 
amount of $136,500 to finance development of the new sanitary landfill. 
The money would be allocated as 25% grant and 75% loan and is proposed to 
be advanced from the State Pollution Control Bond program as made possible 
for solid waste facilities by the 1971 Legislature. 
DISCUSSION 

Deschutes County operates one of Oregon's more advanced county­
wide solid waste disposal programs on an annual $70,000 serial levy which 
barely meets its operating expenses. In order to open the new Knott Pit 
facility the county has borrowed $40,960 from the public works department 
and $5690 from the solid waste operating budget. They are required by law 

TELEPHONE: (503) 2.29-5696 
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to pay back the public works.department, as soon as taxes are collected 
in November, leaving a total present deficit in their solid waste 

' 

operating budget of $46,650. The balance of the funding request, $89,500 
is needed for completion of site preparation and purchase of equipment to 
meet all requirements of their Solid Waste Disposal Permit. 

The Deschutes County application is the first request for solid 
waste construction monies to be received by the Department. The 1971 
Legislature appropriated to the DEQ only one dollar for construction of 
solid waste facilities, however there is potentially $20,000,000 available 
for such purpose. Therefore, to make construction grants and loans at 
this time, the State Emergency Board must approve an increase in the 
spending limitation under the Pollution Control Bond Program. 

In order to meet the construction schedule of Deschutes County 
and the meeting schedule of the Emergency Board as the 1973 Legislative 
session is approaching, the county's request has already been forwarded to 
the Board for inclusion on its meeting agenda for November 9-10, 1972. 

The Short and Long Range Needs Subcommittees of the State Solid 
Waste Management Citizens' Advisory Committee (CAC) has made a detailed 
review of the application, has given it their support and is recommending 
it for approval to the full CAC at its meeting scheduled for November 2, 1972. 
CONCLUSION AND DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 

After careful review of the Deschutes County request it is evident 
that proper development of the site and its ultimate usage as a regional 
solid waste processing center necessitates expenditure of the requested 
funds and the Department supports the county's application for con­
struction monies. 

It is therefore recommended that the Commission authorize the 
Director to request the Emergency Board on November 9-10, 1972 to increase 
the Department's limitation for making solid waste facility construction 
grants and loans by $136,150 and upon approval of the increase to develop 
appropriate grant and loan agreements with Deschutes County. 

EAS:mm 
l 0-24-72 



TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

L.B. DAY 
Director 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
COMMISSION 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

EDWARD C. HARMS, JR. 
Springfield 

STORRS S. WATERMAN 
Portland 

GEORGE A. McMATH 
Portland 

ARNOLD M. COGAN 
Portland 

DEQ-1 

DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TERMINAL SALES BLDG. • 1234 S.W. MORRISON ST. • PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item R, October 25, 1972, EQC Meeting 

Regional Authorities' Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
Program 

Background: 

The three (3) Regional Air Pollution Authorities have 

submitted similar rules for implementation of a permit program. 

Attached are copies of these rules which will be presented for 

adoption at public hearings scheduled by CWAPA on November 10, 

1972, and by LRAPA on November 8, 1972. The rules submitted by 

MWVAPA \qere adopted by their Board on September 19, 1972. 

Also attached are copies of the executed Memorandum of 

Un de rs tan ding. 

TELEPHQNE: (503) 229-5696 

' ... 
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Conclusions: 

The programs as submitted by the Regional Authorities 

are essentially similar and uniform in content, and are acceptable 

to the Department. 

Director's Recommendation: 

It is recommended by the Director that the Environmental 

Quality Commission approve the Permit Programs as submitted by the 

Columbia Willamette Air Pollution Authority, Lane Regional Air 

Pollution Authority, and Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Auth­

ority. 

HHB:c 10/24/72 



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

WHEREAS, the. 1971 Legislative Assembly enacted ORS 449. 727'. to 

449. 741 and ORS 449. 883 providing for the establishment of a permit program 

and system for persons who construct, install, establish, develop, modify, 

enlarge or operate air contamination sources, and vesting jurisdiction and 

authority in the Department of Environmental Quality to require said permits. 

The legislation also grants to the Environmental Quality Commission 

discretion to, by rule, authorize regional air quality control authorities to 

issue permits for air contamination sources. 

The Department of Environmental Quality has authorized by rule 

Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority, Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution 

Authority and Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority to carry out the 

·issuing and surveillance of permits and other functions of a permit system and 

program within their respective jurisdictions, s1;1hject to this memorandum and 

OAR Chapter 340, Division 2, Regulations Pertaining to Air Contaminant Discharge 

Permits, adopted by the Department on July 28, 1972, which are made part of 

this agreement and incorporated herein as if fully set forth. Now, therefore, r 
it is agreed by the parties that each Regional Auth.ority shall: 

1. Initiate and administer a permit program and system in accordance 

with ORS 449. 727 to 449. 741 and ORS 449. 883 and the rules of 

the Department of Environmental Quality adopted pursuant thereto. 

2. Establish a separate account for all receipts related to the permit 

fees and the disposition thereof. The parties by mutual consent 

19/72 
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may make revt.sions and changes in accounting' procedures which 

may be necessary to maintain accurate record-keeping. 

3. Remit on a monthly basis to the Treasurer of the State of Oregon, via 

the Department of Environmental Quality, all oermit fees collected 

during the preceeding month including all uertinent data required by 

paragrajlh 2. 

4. Request apportionments of the fees it has collected and remitted, from 

the Department of Environmental Quality. The fees so received shall 

be used for the administration of the permit program. The budget, and 

each supplemental budget, of each regional authority, shall be filed 

with the Department and shall reflect the permit program. 

The Department of Environmental Quality shall: 

1. Upon request from the Regional Authority, apportion to the Regional 

Authority all of the fees remitted or previously remitted to the State 

Treasurer by the Regional Aut_hority and not previously apportioned, and 

2. Provide an account balance to the Regional Authority following each 

remittance or apportionment. 

This Memorandum of Understanding will be in effect from and after November 1, 

1972, except that it may be terminated or modified, in addition to other provisions of 

law, by: 

1. Mutual written consent of a Regional Authority and the Department of 

Environmental Quality. 

2. Adoption, amendment or repeal of a rule by the Department of Environ-

mental Quality. 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
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3. The Department of Environmental Quality or a Regional Authority 

gi.ving written notice to each other not less than ninety (90) days prior 

to March 1, of any year, of intent to terminate on the next succeeding 

June 30. 

H is further> agreed that modification or. termination of this agreement with 

respect to one Regional Authority in no way modifies or terminates this agreement 

with the other Ref;ional Authorities and the Department. 

Dated and signed in behalf of and pursuant to authorization of the narties 

hereto this ____ day of ________ , 1972. 

Department of Environmental Quality 

Dy ______________ _ 

L. B. Day, Director 

Approved by authority of the Board of Directors, the .zo?.:11day of 

· Oe. r.r:>1itir ti!.. ' 1972. 

Mid-; Willa Air Pollution Authority 

"' r# Approved by authority of the Board of Directors, the ·,.,(') - day of· 

Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority 

By __ \\s~' ~"-=._h==· ='-"-~~· ~~~· ---­
Chairman 

~ 
Approved by authority of the Board of Directors, the :<o - day of 

Pollution Authority 

By_i._~~~l'...--,Ll~~~~~~ 
Vice: -Chairman 

' F 
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COLUMBIA-\IVILLAMETIE A~R POLLUTION AUTHORITY 
1010 N.E. COUCH STREET PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 PHONE (503) 233-7176 

BOARD OF DI RECTORS 

24 October 1972 Francis; J. lvancie, Chairman 
City of Portland 

State of Oregon 
.DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY. 

Fred Stefan), Vice-Chairman 
Clackamas County 

Mr. L. B. Day, Dj.rector 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1231+ Southwest Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

fOlrn@~~wrn~ 
UD OCT 241972 ~ 

Burton C. Wilson, Jr. 
Washington County 

Ben Padrow 
Multnomah County 

.\l;\JR, .QUAUl~'l CONTROL: 
A.J. Ahlborn 

Columb_ia County 

Dear Mr. Day: 
Richard 'E. Hatchard 

Program Director 

In accordance with Section J of the Regulations Pertaining to Air 
Contaminant Discharge Permits, we request approval by the Environmental 
Q;uality Commission of the CWAPA permit program. The following 
information is submitted for review: 

1. CWAPA. Rules, Title 22, Permits 

2. Ordinance No. 7, Sections 2, 4, 7-12 inclusive, and the notice 
regarding the public hearing set for 10 November 1972 

3. Proposed forms for Appli'cation for Air Contaminant Discharge 
Permit and the permit 

4. The Board of Directors of CWAPA approved the Memorandum of 
Understanding during their regular meeting on 20 October 1972 
and also indicated approval of the substance of the proposed 
rule modification which will be heard on 10 November 1972. 

5, Representatives of the three regional pollution authorities 
have agreed on the uniform rules and further, that after 
adoption, the codification of the new rules in Title 22, 
Permits will be made. It was agreed also that any changes 
in the future will be coordinated in advance so that uniform 
administration of the permit system will be continued, 

If the Environmental Quality Commission approves the CWAPA permit 
program during their 25 October meeting, it will be possible to launch 
the permit system and meet the time dates in Section D of the 
Department of Environmental Quality permit regulations. 

REH:jl 
Enclosures 
cc: Mr. Mike Roach 

Mr. Vern Adkison 

Very truly yours, 

12!;, Lft?~ 
R. E. Hatchard 
Program Director 

An Agency to Control Air Po//ulion through Inter-Governmental Cooperation 

rl 
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22-005 

COLUMBIA-WILLAMETTE AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 
1010 N.E. Couch Street, Portland, Oregon 97232 

Permits, General 

Title 22 

Permits 

(1) Permits will specify those activities, opeliations, emissions and 
discharges 1vhich are permitted as i;vell as the require1nents, 
limitations, an_d conditions \vhich must be met. 

(2) The duration of permits may be variable, but shall not exceed 
five years, The expiration date will be recorded on each permit 
issued, A new application must be filed to obtain renewal or 
modification of a permit. 

(3) Permits are is.sued to the official applicant on record for the 
activities, operations, en1issions, or discharges of record and 
shall be automatically terminated: 

(a) Within 60 days after sale or exchange of the activity or 
facility which requires a permit, 

(b) Upo11 change in tl1e nature of act-ivities, operations, emissions, 
or discharges from those of recor~ in the last application, 

(c) Upon issuance of a new, modified or renewal permit for the 
sa111e operation, 

(d) Upon written request of the permittee. 

22-010 Application for a Permit 

(1) Any person wishing to obtain a new, modified or renewal permit 
shall submit a written application on a form provided by the 
Authority. Applications must be submitted at least 60 days before 
a permit is needed. All application forms must be completed in full·, 
signed by the applicant or bis legally authorized representative, 
and accompanied by the specified number of copies of all required· 
exhibits, The name of the applicant must be the legal name of the 
owner of the facilities or his agent or the lessee responsible 
for the operation and mai11tenance. 

(2) Applications which are incomplete, unsigned, or which do not contain 
the required exhibits will not be acceptable for filing and will be 
returned to the applicant for completion. 

(3) Applications which are complete will be accepted for filing. 

1 July 1972 22-005 



(4) Within 30 days after filing, a preliminary review of the applic­
ation will be made to .determine the adequacy of the informatibn 
submitted. If it. is determined that add'itional information is 
needed' the needed information will be promptly requested from 
the applicant. The application will not be considered complete 
for processing until the ·requested infor111ation is received. The 
application may be considered to ·be withdrawn if the applicant 
fails to submit the requested information within 90 days of the 
request, 

(5) In the event thLit final action on an application is not taken 
within 60 days of filing, the applicant shall be deemed to have­
received a temporary pern1it, such permit to expire if \Vithdrawn 
or upon final act.ion to grant or deny the original application. 
The applicant will be notified in writing when final action will 
not be take11 in the 60 day time period and that a temporary permit 
is in effect. Final action on a permit shall not be taken until 
the air contan1inant source covered by the pern1it is inspected .apd 
the status of compliance with applicable rules determined. 

22-015 Issuance, Renewal or Modification of a Permit 

(1) No permit will be issued to an air contaminant source which is 
not in compliance with applicable rules unless a compliance 
schedule is made a condition of the permit. 

(2) The procedure for issuance of a permit shall apply to renewal of 
a permit. 

(3) The Authority may institute modification of a permit due to 
changing conditio11s or standards, receipt of additional infor1nation 
or any other reason, by notifying the permittee by registered or 
certified mail of its intention to modify the permit. Such 
notifi'cation shall include the proposed modification and the 
reasons for modification. The modificati.on shall become effective 
20 days from the date of mailing of such notice unless within 
that time the penni':tee requests a hearing. Such a request for 
hearing shall be made in writing and shall be conducted pursuant 
to .the regu'Iations of the Authority. A copy of the •nodified permit 
shall be forwarded to the permittee as soon as the modification 
becomes effective. The existing permit shall remain in effect 
until the modified permit is issued. 

22-020 Denial of a Permit 

(1) If the Authority proposes to deny issuance of a permit, it shall 
notify the applicant by registered or certified mail of the intent 

·to deny and the reasons for denial. The denial shall become 
effective 20, days from the date of mailing of such notice unless 
within that time the applicant requests a hearing. Such a request 
for hearing shall be made in writing and shal.l state the grounds 
for the request. Any hearing held sh'1ll be conducted pursuant to 
the Rules of the Authority. 

'l July 1972 22-015 



22-025 Suspension or Revocation of a Permit 

(1) In the event that it becomes necessary to suspend or revoke a 
permit due to non.-compliance with the t'erms of the pennit, 
unapproved changes in operation, false information submitted 
in the application, or any other cause, the agency shall notify 
the permittee by registered or-certified mail of its intent to 
suspend or revoke the permit. Such notification shall include 
the. reaso11s for the suspension or revocation. The suspe11sion 
or revocatio1' ·shall become effective 20. days from the date of 
mailing of such notice unless within that time the permittee 
requests a hearing. Such a request for hearing shall be made 
in writing and 'shall state the grounds for the request. Any 
hearing held shall be conducted pursuant to the Rules of the 
Authority. 

(2) If the Board finds that there is a serious danger to the public 
health or safety or that irreparable damage to a resource will 
occur, it inay suspe11d or revoke a permit effective immediately. 
Notice of sucl1 suspension or revoca(:ion must state the reasons 
for such action and advise the permittee that he may request a 
hearing. Such a request for hearing shall be made in writing 
withilt 90 days of the date of suspension and shall state the 
grounds for the request. Any hearing shall be conducted pursuant 
to the Rules of the Authority. 

1 July 1972 22-025 
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COLlfi'iliIA-WILLA.i\IE'rTE AIR POLLUTION AU'I'llORITY 

OiillINANCE NO . 7 

An Ordinance amending Rule ll-015, Sections (16) and (25), Rule 21-005, item 7 of 
'l'able 1, Hule 22-010, Rule 33-060, Section (2) and adopting new and 
additional rules all relating to control of air pollution. 

The Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority ordains: 

SECTION 1. The Board of Directors finds that the 56th Oregon Legislative Assembly at 
its 1971 regular session enacted Chapter 406, Oregon Laws 1971 providtng for a permit 
system applicable to certain i'lir pollution sources; the permit system to be implement­
ed by a regional air quality control authority ;ihen approved by the Environmental 
Quality Commission; that t t is necessary to amend certain existing rules and adopt 
a series of new rules j_n order to implement such a permit system within Columbia­
Willamette Air Pollution Authority and to be consistent with·the rules relating 
thereto previously adopted by the Department of Environmental- Quality and other air 
quality control authorities; that other amendments are necessary to be consistent 
with other Oregon pollution control agencies; now, therefore, Rule 11~015, Section 
(16) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

(16) "Fuel burning equipment" means a device 
1 [eEJ.t<i13meB~ which burr1s a solid, 

liquid, or gaseous fuel the principal purpose of which is to produce heat 
(or.-t1y-irnJj,'7e-et~lleat:=-tFaRafei,-etaeie-tfiaaJ 9cept marine installations and 
internal combustion engines tha:t:_ar'O_!lo~tatio~:r-y gas turbines. 

SECTION 2. Hule 11-015, Section (25) hereby j_s amended to read as follows: 

(25) l]iJ9el'atohRaj "Permit" or "Air Contamina":t Discharge .J'ermi t" means a written 
permit issued by the Authority in accordance with duly adopted procedures, 
whi.ch by its conditions authorj.zes the permi ttee to construct, install, 
modify or operate specified facilities, conduct specified activities, or 
emj, t, discharge or dispose of air contaminants in accordance with 
specified practices, limitations or prohibitions. 

SECTION 3, Rule 21-005, item 5 of Table 1 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

5. Fuel burning equipment, other than smoke house generators, Hhich: 

(a) is used solely for a private dwelling serving four families or 
less, or , 

(b) has a B'IU input of not more than 400,000 BTU per hour, or 
( c) is f_ired solely b;y: natural gas and has a BTU input of less than 

.~~~~~~~~~~"-~~~ 

10 ,000 cOOO GTU p"r hour 

SECTION I+. Hule 21-005, i tern 7 of Table l is hereby amended to read as follows: 

7. Internal combustion engines that are not stationarY- Q~s turbi~ 

(J}ie B:h± e-gaa- =bllFSir-ie e-aR6.-tl et-8n5~ ne s_TJ 

1 Underlined material is new material 

2 [BFaeketed-aBd-±.,ned-etit-mateP~a~ is deleted 



SECTION 5. Rule 22-010 is hereby amended to read as follows: 

(1) Any person wishinf, to obtain a new, modifi.od or renewal permit shall submit 
a written application on a form provideq by the Authority. Applications 
must be submitted. at least 60 clays before a permit is needed. All appli­
cation forms must be completed j.n full, sj.gned by the. applicant or. his legally 
authorized representative, and accompanied by the specified number of copi.es. 
of all require cl exhj.bi ts. The name of the applicant must be the legal name 
of the owner of the faciliites [eP··B~H-e§eB'f:l or the lessee responsible for 
the opera tj.on and maintenance. 

(2) Applications which are incomplete, unsigned or which do not contain the 
required exhibits w:i.11 not be acceptable for filing and will be returned 
to the applicant for completion. 

(3) Applicati.ons which arc complete will be accept€'d for filing. 

(I+) Within 30 days after filing, a preliminary review of the ai)plication will 
be made to determine the adequacy of the information subrni tted. If it is 
determi.ned that adcli tional information is needed, the needed information 
will be promptly requested from the appUcant. The applicati.on will not be 
considered complete for processing until the l'equestecl information is 
recei vedo The appUcation may be considered to be wi thdrmm if the appli­
cant fails to .submit the requested information within 90 days of the request" 

(5) In the event that final action on an applicati.on is not taken withi.n 60 
days of filing, the applicant shall be deemed to have received a temporary 
pel'.'lllit, such penni t to expire if the app].i()_[ltJ.on_is withdrawn or upon final 
action to grant or deny the original application. The applicant will be 
notified in writing when final action will not be taken in the 60 day time 
period and that a temporary permit is in effect" {foiaa±-aetieB-eB-·a-13el"ffi;H; 
eha±;J,-aet-1"e-ot;aJrnrr-BRtl,±-the-ai<>-eeHtam~.RaHt-seB.Pee-eH>1e<>eEl-ey-the-]3el?ffi3't 

is-3'rre13eetea-aea-tl1e-etatBs-ef-eem]3±~aaee-with-a13]3±~eae±e-l?ll±ee-deteF!ll~aect'J 

SECTION 6. Rule 33-060, Section (2) is hereby amended to read as follows: 

(1) No person shall cause to be emitted from any veneer dryer constructed or 
installed after l May 1972, visible air contaminants of an opacity exceeding 
10%. Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason for failure 
of an emission to meet this requirement, said requirement shall not apply. 

(2) Every person operating a veneer dryer existing on or before 30 April 1972 
shall submit to the Authority by no later than {)P-!<laFeJa-±913] 
31 Dece112~~-.l:.'272, a specific detailed comphance schedule employing the 
highest and best practicable treatment and control to comply with Rule 
32-010 ( 20;6 opacity) • Final compliance to be achieved on or before 
31 December 1974. 

No person shall attempt to. comply with the requirements. of this section by 
dilution with outside air or by.otherwise increasing the exhaust gas volume 
above that generally occurring under normal operating conditions. 

SECTION 7. Sections 8 through 13 arc hereby added to and made a part of Chapter II, 
Title 22, Hules of th.e Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority. 
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SECTION ·s. NO'I'ICE POLICY 

It shall be the policy of this AurJ1ority to issue public notice as to the 
receipt of an applica.tion w).thin 15 days after the appli.cation is accepted for 
filing. The public notice slmll allow 30 days for written corrnnent. from the public 
a11d from i11terestecl State and. I11ederal agencies. 

SECTION 9. PEHMI'l' HEQUIHED 

(1) Air contaminant discharge permits shall be obtained for the air contamin­
ant sources, includj.ng those processes and activities directly related or 
associated thereto which are listed in Section 11 (1) of this Ordinance, 
in accordance with the .schedules set forth in subsections (2), (3), ( 4) 
and (5) of this section. 

(2) No person shall construct, install, establish, develop or operate any new 
air contaminant 'source listed in Section 11(1) of thjs Ordinance without 
first obtaining a pern1i t from the Authority. 

(3) After .January 1, 1973, no person shall operate any air contaminant source 
(a) through (1) as listed in Section ll(l) of this Ordinance, or discharge, 
emit or allow any air contaminant from said source except as may be 
authorized by a currently valid permit from the Authority. 

(4) After July l, 1973, no person shall operate any air conta>ninant source (m) 
through (hh) as listed i.n Section 11(1) of this Ordinance, or discharge, 
emit or allow any air contarninant from said source except as may be 
authorized by,a· currently valid permit from the Authority . 

. (5) After January 1, 19711, no person shall operate any air contaminant source 
(ii) through (uu) as listed in Section 11(1) of this Or·dinance, or 
discharge, emit or allow any air contaminant from said source except as 
may be authorized by a currently valid permit from t.he Authority. 

SECTION 10. MULTIPLE-SOURCE PERMIT 

When a single site includes more than one of the air contaminant sources listed 
in Section 11(1) of this Ordinance, a single permit. may be issued including all 
sources located at the site. Such permits shall separately identify by subsection 
each air contaminant source included from Section 11(1) of this Ordinance. 
Applications for multiple-source permits will not be 'recei.ved by the Authority for 
processing without prior written agreement between the Authority and the applicant 
concerning the overall merit of issuing a multiple-source permit for the site under 
consideration. 

(1) When a single air contaminant source, which is included in a rnul tip.le-source 
permit, is subject to permit modification, revocation, suspension or denial, 
such action by the Authority shall only affect that individual source with­
out thereby affecting any other source subject to that permit. 

(2) \<n1en a multiple-source permit includes air contaminant sources subject to 
the jurisdict:ion of the Department of Environmental Quality and a 
Regional Authority, the Departlnent may require that it shall be the permit 
issu1.ng agency. In such cases, the Department and the Authority shall 
otherwise maintain and exercise all other aspects of their respective 
jurisdictions over the pennittee. 
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Section 11. FEES 

(1) Permit fees shall be as follows: 

AIR CONT.AMIJ'J.AIIT SQ1JRCES AND ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE . 

Air 
Contaminant 

Source 

(a) Asphalt Production by 
distillation 

(b) Asphalt blowing plants 

(c) Asphaltic concrete pav­
ing plants 

, (d) Asphalt felts and coating 

(e) Calcium carbide manufac­
turing 

(f) Alkalies and chlorine 
manufacturing 

(g) Nitric acid manufacturing 

(h) Ammonia manufacturing 

(i) Secondary lead smelting 

(j,) Rendering plants 

(k) Coffee roast"ing · 

* (1) Sulfite pulp and paper 
production 

(m) Grain mi 11 products loca­
ted in Special Control 
Areas 

10,000 or more T/yr. 
less than 10,000 T/yr. 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica­

. ti on tlumber 

2951 

2951 

2951 

2952 

2819 

2812 

2819 

2819 

3341 

2094 

2095 

2611 
2621 
2631 

2041 
2042 

Application 
Investigation 
and Permit 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

75 

100 

100 

150 

225 

225 

100 

200 

225 

150 

100 

300 

250 
50 

Annua 1 
Permit 

Compliance 
Determina­
' tion Fee 

50 

75 

100 

100 

150 

175 

75 

125 

175 

100 ' 

75 

175 

150 
50 



Application Annual 
Standard Investigation Permit 

Air Industrial and Permit Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Detennina-

Source ti on flumber Denying Fee tion Fee 

(n) Grain elevators located 4221 
in Special Control Areas 

20,000 or more T/yr. 150 100 
Less than 20,000 T/yr. 50 50 

(o) Redimix concrete 3273 75 50 

(p) Plywood manufacturing 2432 150 100 

(q) Veneer manufacturing (not 2434 75 75 
elsewhere included) 

(r) Particleboard manufacturing 2492 300 150 

(s) Hardboard manufacturing 2493 200 100 

( t) Charcoal manufacturing •2861 200 100 

(u) Battery separator manu- 2499 75 50 
facturing 

(v) Furniture and fixtures 2511 125 100 
100 or more employees 

( \~) Glass manufacturing 3231 100 75 

(x) Cement manufacturing 3241 300 150 

(y) Lime manufacturing 3274 150 100 

(z) Gray iron and steel faun- 3321 
dries 3323 

3,500 or more tons 300 150 
per year production 
Less than 3,500 tons 100 100 
per year production 

( aa) Steel 1·10rks, rolling and 3312 300 175 
finishing mills 

(bb) Incinerators (not else- 100. 100 
where included) more than 
2,000 lb/hr. capacity 
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Air 
Contaminant 

Source 

(cc) Fuel burning equipment 
(not elsewhere included) 

Residual oil 5 mi 11 "ion 
or more btu per hour 
(heat input) 
Wood fired 5 million or 
more btu per hour (heat 
input) 

(dd) Primary smelting and refin­
ing of .ferrous and nonfer­
rous metals not. else1vhere 
classified 

2,000 or more tons per 
year production 
Less than 2,000 tons 
per year production 

(ee) Synthetic resin manufac­
. turing 

(ff) Seed cleaning located in 
Special Control Areas (not 
elsewhere included) 

*(gg) Kraft pulp and 
paper production 

*(hh) Primary aluminum production 

{ii) Industrial inorganic and 
organic chemicals ~anufac­
turing (not else1-lf1ere in­
cluded) 

(jj) Sa\'Jnli 11 and planing 
25,000 or more bd.ft/shift 
Less than 25,000 bd.ft/shift 

(kk) Mill \olork 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica­
tion Number 

3313 
3339 

2831 

0719 

2611 
2621 
2631 

3334 

2810 

2421 

2431 
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Application 
Investigation 
and Permit 
Issuing or 
Denying Fee 

100 

100 

300 

100 

100 

0 

300 

300 

250 

75 
25 

75 

Annual 
Permit 

Compliance 
Determina­
tion Fee 

50 

50 

175 

75 

100 

0 

175 

175 

125 

50 
25 

50 



Application Annua 1 
Standard Investigation Penn it 

.Air Industrial and Perrni t Compliance 
Contaminant Classifica- Issuing or Deter1ni na-

Source tion tlumber Denying Fee ti on Fee 

( 11) Furniture and fixtures less 2511 75 50 
than 100 employees 

(mm) Minerals, earth, and rock 3295 100 75 
ground or otherwise treated 
(not elsewhere included) 

(nn) Brass and bronze foundries 3362 75 50 

(oo) Aluminum foundries 3361 75 50 
(not elsewhere included) 

{pp) Galvanizing 3479 75 50 

( qq) Smoke houses 2013 75 50 

(rr) Herbicide manufacturing 2879 225 175 

(SS) Building board mills (not 2661 150· 100 
elsewhere included) 

( tt) Incinerators (not elsewhere 75 75 
included) 2,000 to 4,000 
pounds per hour capacity 

(uu) Fuel burning equipment (not 
elsewhere included) 

Res i duu 1 oil less than 5 25 25 
million btu/hr (heat input) 
Distillate oil 5 million or 25 25 
more btu/hr (heat input) 
Wood fired less than 5 mil- 25 25 
lion btu/hr (heat input) 

* These source classes included for infonnation only until such time as this 
Authority acquire~ jurisdiction over these classes of sources. 
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(2) All persons required to obtain a permit shall be subject to a three-part 
fee consisting of a uniform non-reftmdable Filing Fee of $25. 00, a 
variable Application Investigation and Permit Issuir,g or Denying Fee and 
a variable Annual Permit Compliance Determination Fee. The amount equal 
to the Filing and the Application Investigation and Permit Issuing or Deny­
ing Fee shall be submitted as a required part of the application. The 
annual Permit Compliance Fee shall be paid prior to issuance of the·actual 
permit. 

(3) '.l'he fee schedule contained in the listing of air contaminant sources listed 
in Section 11(1) of this Ordinance shall be applied to determine the 
variable permit fees. 

(4) The Filing Fee and Application Investigation and Permit Issuing or Denying 
Fee shall be submitted with each application for a new permit, modified 
permit or renewed permit. 

(5) Modifications of existing, unexpired permits which are instituted by the 
Authority due to changj.ng conditions or standards, receipts of additional 
information or any other reason pursuant to the applicable statutes or 
rules and do not require re-filing or review of an application or plans 
and specifications shall not require submission of the Filing Fee or the 
Application Investigation and Permit Issuing or Denying Fee. 

(6) Applications for multiple-source permits received pursuant to Section 9 
of this Ordinance shall be subject to a single $25.00 Filing Fee. The 
Application Investigation and Permit Issuing or Denying Fee and Annual 
Permit Compliance Determination 1''ee for multiple-source permits shall be 
equal to the total amounts required by the individual sources involved, 
as listed in Section 11(1). 

(7) At least one Annual Permit Compliance Determination Fee shall be paid 
prior to final issuance of a permit. 'J.'hereafter, the Annual Permit Compli­
ance Determination Fee shall be paid at least 30 days prior to the start of 
each subsequent permit year. Failure to timely remit the Armual Permit 
Compliance Determination Fee in accordance with the above shall be 
considered grounds for not issuing a permit or revoking an existing permit. 

(8) If a permit is issued for a period less than one (1) year, the applicable 
Annual Fermi t Compliance Determination Fee shall be equal to the full 
annual fee. ·If a permit is issued for a period greater than 12 months, 
the applicable Annual Permit Compliance Determination Fee shall be 
prorated by multi plying the Annual Permit Compliance Determination F'ee by 
the number of months covered by the permit and dividing by twelve (12). 

(9) In no case shall a permit be issued for more than five years. 

(10) Upon accepting an application for filing, the Filing Fee shall be consid­
ered as non-refundable. 

(11) 'rhe Application Investigation and Fermi t Issuing or Denying Fee need not 
be submitted upor1 notice in writing by the permit issuing agency or shall 
be refunded when submitted with applications for modified or renewed 
permits if the following conditions exist:. 

(a) The modified or renewed permit is essentially the same as the 
previous lJerrni t; 

(b) 'J.'he source or sources included are in compliance with all 
conditions of the modified or renewed permit. 

-8-
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(12) When an air contaminant.source which is in compliance with the rules of 
a permit issuing agency relocates or proposes to relocate its operation to 
a site in the jurisdiction of another permit issuing agency having comparable 
control requirements, application may be made and approval may be given for 
an exemption of the Application Investigation and Permit Issuing or Denying 
Pee. 'fhe permit application and the request for such fee reduction shall 
be accompanied by (1) a copy of the permit issued for the previous location 
and (2) certification that the permittee proposes to operate with the same 
equipment, at the same production rate, and under similar conditions at 
the new or proposed locati.on. Certification by the agency previously having 
jurisdiction tl1at the source was operated in compliance· with all rules and 
regulations Will be acceptable should the previous permit :not indicate such 
compliance. 

(13) If a temporary or conditional permit is issued in accordance with adopted 
procedures, fees submitted with the application for an air contaminant 
discharge permit shall be retained and be applicable to the regular permit 
when it is granted or denied. 

SECTION 12. OTHER REQUIREMEtJTS 

(1) No person shall construct, install, establish, modify or enlarge any air 
contaminant source listed in Section 11(1) of this Ordinance or facilities 
for controlling, treating or otherwise limiting air contaminant emissions 
from air contaminant sources listed in Section 11(1) of this Ordinance 
without notifying the permit issuir1g agency as required by ORS 449, 712 and 
rules promulgated thereunder. 

(2) Prior to construction, installation, establishment, modification or 
enlargement of any air contaminant source listed in Section 11(1) or 
facilities for controlling, treating or otherwise limiting air contaminant 
emissions from air contaminant sources listed in. Sec.tion 11(1), detailed 
plans and specifications shall be submitted to ahd approved in writing 
by the Authority upon request as required by Rules 21-010 through 21-035, 

SECTION 13. APPROVAL OF AUTHORITY PERMIT PROGRAM BY EINIRO?JMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

The Authority's permit program, including ·proposed· permits and proposed 
revised pennits, shall be submitted to the Environmental Quality Commission 
for review and approval prior to final adoption by the Authority. 

Each permit proposed to be issued or revised by the Authority shall be 
submitted to the Department of Environmental Quality at least fourteen (14) 
days prior to the proposed issuance date. Within the fourteen (14) day 
period, the Department shall give written notice to the Authority of any 
objection the Department has to be proposed permit or revised permit or 
its issuance. No permit shall be issued by the Authority unless all 
objections thereto by the Department shall be resolved prior to its 
issuance. If the Department does not make any such objection, the proposed 
permit or revised permit may be issued by the Authority. 

If there is an unresolved objection by the Department regarding a proposed 
or revised pennit, the Department shall present its objection before the 
Board of the Authority prior to the issuance of a final pennit. 
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(4) If as a result of objection by the Department regarding a proposed or 
revised permit, the Authority is unable to meet the time provisions of either 
these Hules or those contained in an existing permit, the Authority shall 
issue a temporary permit for a period not to exceed 90 days.· 

(5) The Authority shall give written notice to the Department of its intention 
to deny an application for a permit, not to renew a permit, or to revoke 
or suspend any existing permit. 

( 6) A copy of each permit issued or revised by the Authority pursuant to this 
section shall be promptly submitted to the Department. 

( 7) The Authority shall prepare and submit to the Department a summary listing 
of' air contaminant so=ces currently in violation of issued permit. These 
reports shall be made on a quarterly basis commencing April 1, 1973. 

SECTION 14. Inasmuch as this Ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation 
of the public health, peace and safety of the Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution 
Authority in this: 

In order to achieve uniformity of effective dates of permit programs by other 
regional air quality control authorities and the Department of Environmental Quality; 
therefore, an emergency hereby is declared to exist and this Ordinance shall be in 
full force and effect from and after its passage by the Board of Directors. 

Passed by the Board of Directors the ___ day of 1972. 

·--------· ---·--·--------Chairman, Board of Directors 
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1010 N.l'i. COUCH STHEET PORTLAND, ORf"GON 97232 PHONE (503) 233-7176 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

13 October 1972 
Francis J, lvar>c'e, Chairn1an 

City of Portland 

Fred Stefani, V1ce-Chairrn.::in 
Clackamas County 

NOTICE OF RULF,S !IF.II.RING 

Pursuant to the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes, 

449. 890, a public hearing will be held by the Board of Directors, 

Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority, in the Auditorium, 

Burton C. Wilson, ,Jr. 
Washington CoLinty 

Ben Parlrow 
Multnomah County 

A.J. Ahlborn 
Columbia County 

Richard E. Hatchard. 
Program Director 

Water Service Building, 18oO SW 6th Avenue, Portland, at 10100 a.m., 

10 November 1972, to consider amendments propo'.Jed for adoption by 

the Board to air pollution control rules and standards. 

Interested persons may appear and be heard or present written 

statements concerning the proposed amendments. It is requested 

that persons or agencies who wish to be heard at this hearing, 

notify this agency by 8 November 1972. A copy of the proposed 

amendments may be obtained upon request to this Authority, 

1010 NE Couch Street, Portland, Oregon 97232, phone: 233-7176. 

R. E. Hatchard 
Program Director 

An Agency to Cor.trol Air Pollution t/1ro11gh Inter-Governmental Cooperation 



.JOHN L. LUVAA9 

l-'l,".~.-::i:-1 F. CODB 

JO::; a. RtCHARDS 

ROBE."':T H. FRASE:R 

PAUL D. CLAYTON 

DOUGLAS L. McCOOL 

JERRY W. HE-NDR!CKS 

October 20, 1972 

LUVfHIS. COBB. D.ICHflD.D5 & fll.flSfll. 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

300 FORUM BUILDING 

777 HlGH STREET 

EUGENE, OREGON 97401 

Environmental Quality Commission 
1234 S.W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Re: Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority 
Permit Regulations 

Gentlemen: 

I enclose here~vith the proposed Permit P~egulations for Lane 
Regional Air Pollution Authority, to be submitted to the Board 
for its approval November 8, 1972. 

cc: Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority 
Route 1 Bx 739 .• 

Eugene, Oregon 97402 

\,Tith enclosure. 

TE.LEi"'k-CN~ 
343-0S-C! 

AREA CCCI'{ 

50"3 

I 
i1 

!I ,, 

I 

' I 



LANE REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AliT'riORITY 
Rt. 1 Bo~< 739, Eugene,. Oregon 

ORDiliAi.'ICE No • 

.IJ.i ORDINAi.'ICE amending Rule ll-015 and adopting new and additional Rules 

all relating to control of air pollution. 

The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority ordains: 

Section 1. The Board of Directors finds that the 56th Oregon 

Legislative Assembly at its 1971 regular session enacted Chapter 406, 

Oregon Laws 1971 providing for a permit system applicable to c3rtain air 

pollution sources; the. permit system ta be imple:G>ented by a regional air 

quality control authority when approved by the Environmental Quality Com-

mission; that it is necessaD; to amend one existing rule and adopt a series 

of nelv rules in order to implement such a permit system i;;.vitl1in Lane 

Regional Air Pollution Authority; now therefore, 

Section 2. Rule 11-015, is hereby amended by adding the following 

definition: 

"Permit11 or nAir Contaminant Discharpe Pernit 11 means a' written 

permit issued by the Authority in accordance with dulv adopted procedures,· 

which by its conditions authorizes the pernittee to construct, install, 

modify or operate specified facilities, conduct suecified activit:Bs, or 

er.nit., .discharge or· dispose of air contaminants in accordance i::vith specified 

practices, limitations or pr~hibitions~ 1 

Section 3. Sections 22-001 through 22-055, Title 22, are hereby 

raad.e a part of the l~ules of the Lane Regional 1\ir Pollutioa 1\utl1ority. 

1 un<lerline<l material is ne;;" material. 



. ,. 

Section 22-001 - Peru:it Policy 

1. Air contaminant discharge permits within the jurisdiction 
of this Authority shall be obtained for all air contaminant 
sources ·specified and defined in Section 22-0'.W (14) 
hereof. 

2. ·The fees reqµired to obtain permits shall be in accordance 
with the amounts, terms and conditions set forth in Section 
22-020 (14) hereof. 

Section 22-005 - Notice Policy 

1. It shall be the policy of the Authority to issue public 
no ti.ce ns to the rec:eip t of an application. i:rithir1 15 days after 
the application is accepted for filing. The public notice 
shall allow 30 days for written comment from the public and 
from interested state and Federal agencies~ 

. Section 22-010 ·· Pen:iit Required 

L Air contaminant discharge pe=its shall be obtained for the 
air contaminant sources 3 including those processes and 
activities directly related or associated thereto r11hich are 
listed in Section 22-020 (14) hereof, in accordance with 
the schedules set forth in Subsections 2, 3, 4 and 5 of 
this section. 

z. No person shall construct, install, establish, develop or 
operate any new air. contaminant source listed in Section 
22-020(14) hereof, without first obtaining a peno.it from 
the Authority. 

3, After January 1, 1973, no person shall operate any air con­
tam~nant source (a) through (1) as listed in Section 22-020 
(14) hereof, or discharge, emit or allow any air contam­
inant from said source except as may be authorized by a 
currently valid permit from the Authority. 

--- -- ------·-------------
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4. After July 1, 1973, no person shall operate any air 
contaminant source (m) through (hh) as listed in Section 22-
020 (14) heraof,~or discharge, emit or allow any air 
contaminant from said source except as may be authorized by 
a currently valid permit from the Authority. 

5. After January 1, 1974, no person shall operate any air 
contaminant source (ii) through (uu) as listed in Section 22-
020 (14) hereof, or discharge, emit or allow any air contam­
inant from said source except as may be authorized by a 
currently valid permit from the Authority. 

Section 22-015 - Multiple-Source Permit 

1. When a single site includes more than one of the air contam­
inant sources listed in Tabla A, a single permit may be issued 
including all sources located at the site~ Such permits shall 
separately identify by s·ubsec.tion each air contaminant source 
included from Table A. Applications for multiple-source per­
mits will not be received by the Authority for processing with­
out prior written agreement between the permit issuing agency 
and the applicant concerning the overall nerit of issuing a 
multiple-source permit for the sice under consideration. 

a) ~-lhen a single air contaminant source, which is 
included in a multiple-source permit, is subject 
to permit modification, revocation, suspension 
or denial, such action by the Authority shall 
only affect that individual source without there­
by affecting any other source subject to that 
permit. 

b) When a multiple-source permit includes air con­
taminant sources subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Department and a Regional Authority, the 
Department of Environmental Quality requires that 
it be the permit issuing agency, the Depart:m.ent 
and the Authority shall otherwise maintain and 
exercise all other aspects of their respective 
jurisdictions over the permittee. 

Section 22-020 - Fees 

1. All persons required to obtain a permit shall be subject to a 
three-part fee consisting of a uniform non-refundable Filing 
Fee of $25.00, a variable Application Investigation and Permit 
Issuing or Denying Fee and a variable Annual Permit Co~pli~nce 
D2tertL1.ination Fee~ The amount -equal to the Filing Fee and th£ 
Application Investigation and Permit Issuing o~ Denying Fee shall 
be submitted as a -cequired part. of the application~ T"11e Artrrual 
Permit Compliance Determination Fee shall be paid prior to issuance 
of the 2.ctual permit. 
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2. The fee schedule contained in the listing of air contam­
inant sources listed.in Subsection 14 hereof, shall be 
applied to determine the variable permit fees. 

3. The Filing Fee and Application Investigation and Permit 
Issuing or Denying Fee shall be submitted with each appli­
cation for a new permit, modified permit, or renewed permit. 

4. Modifications of e:d.sting, unexpired permits which are instituted 
by the Authority due to changing conditions or standards, re­
ceipts of additional information or any other reason pursuant 
to applicable statutes and do not require re-filing or review 
of an application or plans and specifications shall not require 
submission of the Filing Fee or the Application Investigation 
and Permit Issuing or Denying Fee. 

5. Applications for multiple-source permits received pursuant to 
Section E shall be subject to a single $25.00 Filing Fee. The 
Application Investigation and Permit Issuing or Denytng Fee and 
Annual Permit Compliance Determination Fee for r:mltiple-source 
permits shall be equal to the total amounts required by the 
individual sources involved, as listed in Subsection 14 hereof. 

6.. At least one 1illnual Permit Coapliance Determination Fee shall be 
paid prior to final issuance of a perm.it~ Thereafter,. the Annual 
Permit Compliance Determination Fe~ shall be paid at least 30 
days prior to the start of each subsequent permit year.. Failur-e 
to timely remit the Annual Permit Compliance Determination Fee 
in accordance with the above shall be considered grounds for 
not issuing a permit or revoking an existing permit. 

7. If a permit is issued for a period less than one (1) year, the 
applicable Annual Permit Cocpliance Determination Fee shall be 
equal to the full annual fee. If a permit is issued for a period 
greater than 12 months, the applicable Annual Per:nit Compliance 
Determination Fee shall be prorated by multiplying the Annual 
Permit Compliance Determination Fee by the number of months 
covered- by the permit and dividing by twelve (12). 

8. In no case shall a permit be issued for more than five (5) years. 

9. Upon accepting an application for filing, the Filing Fee shall be 
considered as non-refundable. 

10.. The Application Investigation and Permit Issuing or Denying Fee 
need not be submitt2d upon notice in t·iriting by the permit issuing 
agency or shall be refunded \-1hen submitted ~rith applications for 
I7!0dified or renewed pemits i£ the following conditions exist: 

a) The modified or renewed permit is essentially 
t11e sa...'T!e as th2 prc~1i-8us perm.it. 
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b) The source or sources included are in compliance 
with all conditions of the modified or renewed 
permit. 

11. When an air contaminant source which is in compliance with the 
rules of a permit issuing agency relocates or proposes to re­
locate its operation to a site in the jurisdiction of this 
Authority, o application may be made and approval may be given. 
for an exemption of the Application Investigation and Permit 
Issuing or Denying Fee. The permit application and the request 
for such fee reduction shall be accompanied by (1) a copy 
of the permit issued for the previous location, and (2) certifica­
tion that the permittee proposes to operate with the same equip­
ment:. at the same production rate, and under similar conditi-ons 
at the new or proposed location. Certification by the agency 
previously having jurisdiction that the source was operated in 
compliance. with all rules, and regulations- will be acceptable 
should t11e previous permit not indic...ute suc1-1 compliance .. 

12. If a temporary or conditional permit is issued in accordance with 
adopted procedures, fees submitted with the application for an air 
contaminant discharge permit shall be retained and be applicable 
to the regular permit when it is granted or denied. 

13. All fees shall be uade payable to the Authority and shall be 
deposited in the State Treasury by the Department of Environmental 
Quality to the credit of the Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Emission Permit Account_ which is continuously appropriated 
for the purpose of funding the air contaminant discharge permit 
program covered by these regulationse 

.• 



14. Peruit fees shall be as follows: 

AIR CONT,',}!INANT SOURCES AND ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE 

(a) 

(c) 

( r.) 

(e) 

Air 
Contaminant 

Source 

Asphalt Production by 
distillation 

Asphalt blo~ving plants 

Asphaltic concrete pav­
ing pl ants 

Asphalt felts and coating 

Calciu;n 
turi ng 

' • I ,... caro1oe n:anurac-

(f) Alkalies and chlorine 
fT!·:inufacturi ng 

( g) 

( i ) 

( j) 

(k) 

(l) 

(m) 

r~itric acid manufacturing 

Jl.mmoni a manufacturing 

Second2.ry lead smelting 

Rendering plants 

. Coffee roasting 

Sulfite pulp and paper 
production 

Grain nill products loca­
ted in Sp2cial Cont1~01 
Areas 

10,0JO or more T/yr. 
less than 10,000 T/yr. 

Standard 
Indus~rial 
Classifica-
tion nur::ber 

2951 

2951 

29Sl 

2952 

2819 

2312 

2819 

2010 Ui, 

334i 

209'f 

2095 

2611 
2621 
2631 

2'}!c 

zn" ,_,-r 

·-- - -- -----·-

,~pp l i ca ti on Annual 
Inves ti qa ti on Pemit 
and Pern1t Co;np1iance 
Issuin'.) or Oet2fi!lina-
!J2nyinrr Fc:v-l 

~~ ti on Fee 

75 50 

lCO 75 

100 l OG 

150 100 

225 , r.1 
! :J'v 

2~-.CJ 175 

100 75 

200 pr 
~J 

225 175 

150 100 

100 75 

300 l~r ;J 

251) 150 
5n ·J SD 



•/ 

Ta~le A continued 

I - ' \ ! ' ) 

(o) 

(~) 

/\ i I 

Conte.<:ii n;rnt 
Sou re~ 

Grain elevators located 
in Special Contra? Areas 

20,000 or more T/yr. 
Less than 20)000 T/yr. 

() ..-1 - • 
h2u11TllX con ere t~ 

Plj\'iOOd m~nufacturing 

Veneer nanufacturing {not 
else~h2re included) 

(r) Particlebo~rd rnanufac~uring 

{~\ 
I C j 

I") I ,. 

(\I ) 

( '.1) 

;-1ardbo2rd m,anufacturi:i~J 

Charcoal manufacturing 

Battery separator i.lanu­
factu'ring 

Furniture and fixtures 
l 00 or sJre ernpl O.J1ees 

Glass manufacturing 

(x) Cement manufacturing 

(y) Lime manufacturi.ng 

(z) Gray iron and steel foun-
dries 

3,500 or more tons 
per year prodt1ction 
Less than 3,500 tons 
per ye2r prodt:ctic~ 

(s_~~) Steel \·:-]rks) roll·!n~; v.r;d 
finis!1ir:g mi Tls 

(~j) IncinerJtors (not else-
\.,,;,1n·1,,:-:i i"rirli•,.~ipd) f'"lr'r,:-i 7'hc::in - - '\ ~ l '--' - . :.v; '-- \.,'. " 

.• 

Standard 
I ndustri J ·1 

Classifica­
tio·n i'iunb·.~r 

4221 

3273 

21~32 

2'1 "lt\ '-r ... )'"r 

2492 

2493 

2851 

2L~9~i 

. 2511 

'1?'11 
..) <-.,.) j 

3241 

3274 

3321 
3323 

3312 

Ap;;lic~tfon 
In'!estig-:.tion 
and Pernft 
Issuing 01 
02nyi r.q Fe2 

"i 50 
50 

75 

15'.J 

7c; 
'~ 

3QO 

2o·J 

201 

75 

125 

100 

300 

150 

30J 

1 no 

Zl10 

1 iJ () 

1\nnua 1 
Pen;iit 

Compliance 
Determi nu­
ii on Fee 

100 
50 

50 

100 

75 

150 

100 

100 

50 

100 

75 

150 

100 

150 

100 

175 

l Oi'l 

I 
I 

I 
I 

i 

I 
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Tab1e A continued 

l\ir 
Contaminant 

Sourc:2 

(cc) Fuel burriing equipment 
(not els2·dh2re included) 

Residual oi1 5 million 
or·r:;ore btu p=t hour 
';-~c.~~~ .;n0ut-) \ •. _._.. i_ l ,-' -

~-,Iaod fi te.d 5 8i 11 ion or 
mo·rp b~u 0°,,... :~·on·r ( j.,_'J.(lf 11,:,_, - i_. , .._I , , ~• ; 1--' • 

input) 

(dd) PrimJry smelting and refin­
ing of- ferrous 2nd nonfer­
rous rnct2.ls r:ot 21s2 1:ih2r2 
classified 

2,000 or more tons p~r 
ye.:ir pro<Juct·icn 
Less t!1an 2,0JO tons 
p2r year prod~ction 

(ee) Synth2ti c resin rr:anufac­
turing_ 

(ff) Seed cleaning located in 
Special Control Areas (not 
elsewhere included) 

(gg) Kraft pulp and 
paper product.ion 

(hh) . Prinary alu:::inu;;; production 

Industrial inorganic and 
organic cheE1ical_s ri.::i.nuf3c­
turing (not els2~1;12r2 in­
cl uch~d) 

-· 

Standard 
Industri3l 
Classifica-
. • '! • 
t.10:1 i'1Uiil02i 

4951 

2611 
2621 
2631 

2310 

.L\ppl ication 
fo11esti gati on 
· and· Pemit 

Issuing or 
Den.~/i ng Fee-

100 

100 

300 

300 

250 

75 
2S 

7;::: , _, 

Annua 1 
Permit 

Compliance 
Determi na~"'~ -· 
tion Fee- -

50 

50 

175 

175 

1?--" 

50 
25 

50 

I 
I 

i' 
t 
I 
L 

I 
f; 
ti 
!i 

' i 
i 
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(' , \ 
\ 1. I I 

(rm ) 

(oo) 

(pp) 

(rr) 

(ss) 

(tt) 

(uu) 
-·- -···---·_; , 

il, ii­
ContJ.rr:i nan t 

So•.irce 

Furniture and fixtur2s less 
than 100 e;;iployees 

~inerals, earth1 and rock 
orciun_d a·r othervti se treated 
(_n.ot el se~·1:1ere included) 

Grass and bronze fou11dri es 

Aluminu~ foundries 
(not elsewhere included). 

Galvanizing. 

S;;;oke houses 

H2rbicid~ mJnufacturing 

~·,,1' b ~ ·1- ( ~ t>U11...!1ng , oaru m1 1 s no'~ 

elsewhere includ2d) · 

Incinerators (not else•:1here 
fnclud~d) 2,000 to a,ooo 
pounds per hour capacity 

Fuel burning equipment (not 
e 1 se;•ihere included-) 

Residual oil less than 5 
million btu/hr (heat input) 
Distillate oil 5 million or 
more btu/hr (heat input) 
~load fired less tl1an 5 mil­
lion btu/hr (heat input) 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classifica-
~ - . 
t..1 on l!ur:;ber 

2511 

3295 

3362 

3361 

3,i79 

2013 

2879 

2661 

4951 

Jl.ppl i cation 
Investiq·ation 
and Pernit 
Issuin9 or 
o.2nyinq Fee 

75 

l 00 

75 

75 

75 

75 

225 

150 

75 

25 

25 

25 

Annual 
Permit 

Cor.ipliance 
Determina-
. ti on 

5() 

75 

50 

50 

50 

50 

175 

100 

75 

25 

25 

25 

Fee 

Ii 

-~------------·-----a-i----~~---~=-·--fl!•l•G~~Hi)·-=---_jj 
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Section 22-025 - Procedures For Obtaining Permits 

1. Submission and processing of applications for perm:Lts and issuance, 
denial, modification, and revocation of permits shall be in ac­
cordance with duly adopted procedures of this Authority. 

Section 22-030 - Other Requirements 

1. No person shall construct, install, establish, modify or enlarge 
any air contaminant source listed in Table A or facilities for 
controlling> treating, or otherwise limiting air contaminant 
emissions from air contaminant sources listed in Table A without 
notifying the Authority. 

2. Prior to construction, installation, establishment, modification 
or enlargement of any air contaminant source listed in Table A 
or facilities for controlling, treating, or otherwise limiting 
air contaminant emissions from-air contaminant sources listed in 
Table A, detailed plans and speci.ficati.ons shall be submitted .to 
and approved in writing by the Authority upon request as required 
by Title 21 of these Rules and Regulations • 

. • 
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Section 22-035 - Registration Exemption 

· . L Air contaminant sources constructed and operated under a 
permit· issued pursuant to these regulations may be exempted 
from Regist.ration as required by Title 21 of these Rules 
and Regulations. 

Section 22-040 - Application For A Permit 

l. Tne Authority's permit program, including proposed permits and 
proposed revised permits, shall be submitted to the Envirorunental 
Quality Colllll'lission for review and approval prior to final adoption 
by the Authority. Each permit issued by the Authority shall by 
its conditions authorize the permittee to construct, install, 
modify or operate specified facilities, conduct specified activites, 
or emit, discharge or dispose of air contaminants in accordance 
-with specified practices, limitations, or prohibitions. 

2. Each permit proposed to be issued or revised by this Authority shall 
be submitted to the Department of Environmental Quality at least 
fourteen (14) days prior to the proposed issuance date. Within the 
fourteen (14) day period, the Department shall give -written notice 
to the Authority of any objection the Department has to the proposed 
permit or revised permit or its issuance.· No permit shall be issued 
by the Authority unless all abjections thereto by the Department 
shall be resolved prior to its issuance. If the Department does not 
make any such objection, the proposed permit or revised permit may 
be issued by the Authority. 

3. If there is an objection by the Department regarding a proposed or 
•evised permit, the Department shall present its objection before 
the Board of the Authority prior to the issuance of a final permit •. 

4. If as a result of objection by the Department: regarding a proposed 
or revised permit, the Authority is unable to meet the time provisions 
of either this regulation or those contained in an existing permit, 
the Authority shall issue a temporary permit for a period not to 
exceed 90 days. 

5. The Authority shall give written notj.ce to the Department of its 
intention to deny an application for a permit, not to renew a permit, 
or to revoke or susp~nd any existing permit. 

6. A copy of each permit issued or revised by the Authority pursuant to 
this section shall be promptly submitted to the Department. 

7. The Authority shall prepare and submit to the Department a summary 
listing of air contaminant sources currently in violation of issued 
permits. These reports shall be made on a quarterly basis com­
mencing April 1, 1973~ 
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Section 22-045 - Issuance, Renewal or Modification of a Permit 

:J-.. No permit. will be issued to an air contaminant source· which 
is not in compliance with applicable rules unless a compli­
ance schedule is made a condition of the permit. 

2. The procedure for· issuance of a permit shall apply to renewal 
of a permit •. 

3. The Authority may institute modification of a permit due to 
changing conditions or standards, receipt of additional in­
formation or any other reason, by notifying the permittee by 
registered or certified mail of its intention to modify the 
permit. Such notification shall include the proposed modi­
fication and the reasons for modification. The modification 
shall become effectbrn 20 days from the date of mailing of 
such notice· unless within that time the permitt:ee requests a 
hearing. Such a request far· hearing shall be made in writing 
and shall. be conducted pursuant to the regulations of the 
Authority. A copy of the modified permit shall be forwarded 
to the permittee as soon as the modification becomes effective. 
The existing permit ~hall remain in. effect until the modified 
permit is issued. 

·sectiqn 22~oso ~·nenial of a Permit 

1. If the Authority proposes to deny issuance of a permit, it 
shall .notify the applicant by registered o;r certified mail 
of the intent to deny and the reasons for denial. The denial 
shall become effective 20 days from the date of mailing of 
such notice· unless within that time the applicant requests 
a hearing. Such a request for hearing shall be made in 
writing and shall state the grounds for the request. Any 
hearing held shall be conducted pursuant to the Rules of 
the Authority. 

Section 22-,055 - Suspension or Reva.cation o.f a Permit 

1. In the event that it becomes necessary to suspend or revoke 
a permit due to non-compliance with the terms of the permit, 
unapproved changes in operation, false information submitted 
in the application, _,or any other cause, the Agency shall notify 
the permittee by registered or certified mail of its intent to 
suspend or revoke the permit. Such notification shall include 
the reasons for the- suspension or revocation. The susnension 
or revocation shall become effective 20 days froCT the date of 
mailing of such notice unlesp i:vithin that time the permitte.e: 
requests a hearing. Such a reque;:; t for hearing shall be raade 
in writing and shall state the grounds for the request. 

' I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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z.. If the Board finds that there is a serious danger to the 
public health or safety or that irreparable damage to a 
resource will occur, it may suspend or revoke a permit 
effective immediately. Notice· of such suspension or 
revocation must state the reasons for such action and 
advise the. permittee that he may request a hearing. Suc:h 
a request for hearing shall be.made in writing within 90 
days of the date of suspension and shall state th~ grounds 
for the request. 

3. Any hearing requested under this chapte~ shall be conducted 
pursuant to the rules of the Authority. 

-· 


