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Memorandum 

To: 

Frorr_l_: 

Subject: 

ENVIRONIIIBNTAL QUALITY COMJ\!IISSION 

Director 

Agenda Item No. I, January 5, 1972, EQC Meeting 

An oral staff presentation will be made at the hearing 
and will include a synopsis of the Implementation Plan, 
a discussion of the proposed rules and regulations, 
ancl a description of changes made since initial release 
of the document. Further amendments may be offered 
at the hearing. 

Commission Members are requested to have available 
their personal copies of the Pl.an for reference during 
the hearing . 

TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 
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MEMORANDUM 

To·: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

From: Director 

Subject: 

Background: 

Agenda Item No. iD January 24, 1972, EQC Meeting 

Public Hearing on Implementation Plan, Portland 
Additional Testimony Received, 

Following the public hearing on the Air Quality Implementation 

Plan held in Portland on January 5, 1972, additional written testimony 

has been received. The staff has considered this testimony in re-

viewing the implementation plan following the hearings in Portland, 

Medford, and Eugene. 

The following are attached for your information: 

1. E. P. A. North Caroline Review, dated 12-30-71 

2. Associated General Contractors, dated 1-11-72 

3. Associated General Contractors, dated 1-5-72 

4. American Institute of Merchant Shipping, 1-6-72 

5. J. Barrett, interested individual 

6. Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority, dated 1-12-72 

DEQ-1 TELEPHONE: (503) 229-5696 



-2-

7. City of Portland, dated 1";-11-72 

8. Automobile Manufacturers Association, dated 1-11-72 

9. Department of Transportation, dated 1-7-72 

10. Sensible Transportation Options for People, dated 1-1-72 



. . 
On D::ce;n:.er 20, 1971, 11e ~eel ved a letter from you reqliesting a 

preliminary review of ttie State of Or'eg~n lrnple:n~ntation Plan by 

Dec.e;nber 31, 1971. hs i"?.quested, '";! are fon1ardin9 this ri:vie111 t.o 

you, 

. , . State?. of Oregon 
OE/'ARTMl:NT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QU/\LITY 

IDJ , ~ wr rft ~ w ~'DI 
!J1) JAN 10 1972 lJJj 

;,;z/~?o/ 7 /. 
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,1~ss1fic2tion o~ RC>Jl_ions (Jti2_Q. D3i 
li,e llorthe1est lntr,1st£1te AQCR is cla~s'ified Prio-ri'ty 111 for p3rt1cu1Dte 
m~tter. However, a ma>:1rnurn 24-hcwr concentration of 156 µg/m~ indicates 
it should be classified Prioritj' JI. 

£2.ntrol Strateqy: Sulfur Oxides and Pilrticu11lte Motter (~420.13) 
A1thot10h this control strategy meets al 1 (if the requir2rmrnts of the 

/wgust 14; 1971, Federal' Reoistcr, It is reco:mm:nrJ2d that det~11ed co11pu-

. tations of growth factors and projected emission t'l:dt1ttions be submitted 

wfth the final plan for at least one county in order that EPA may evaluate 

the me thodo 1 ogy morn pre c1se1 y. 

Control Strateov: 
---~ ,. 

lMs control strategy is confusing s·ince the e::1i£.$ions da.ta inrJicat.s diffor-;. 

ent emission ri::ductions for er; and HC than that specifit!d in th!:! control 

strategy, For example, the control strategy ·consid2rs emission reductions 

from motor vehicles on·1y, /\ssw11ing th~t motor vehicles a1-e t.he only signifi· 

cant contributor to the maximum sit11, then the 31 p~1·cerit redllction calct1'!0ted 

predicted decrease of 59 percent for mDtor vehlcies prosent.ed in the emissions 

data, Th~ appat"'1nt discrepancies in tJiese figur'l"s should be explain~d in the 

finll1 plan. 

Tr~nsportation controls ar2 discussed but tirnetob1es for carrying them out, 

including esti111ated regu16tion adoption dilt.es, are not specifir1d. This 
information must be submitted in the final plan, if the State elects to 

maintain transp(lrt.otion contro.ls .as part of the contro'I strategy. Ai;;o, ·:f 

the final plan does not demonstrate that the AMS will be iJChic;:v~d in 1975 
through the application of the federal Motor Vehicle Emission St1:ndilrds ~nd 

approv,~b1e transportation controls, then 1ega11y enforcl!~b1e control measures 
ltpp1lcahle to stationary sources must be adopted ~nd svllmHted 1n the finill 

plM 11h!ch demonstrate that the W1QS 1<1i l1 D(! achieve<! by 1975. The State 

rnay ri!quest a t11•0 year extension t(l achieve the h.U.QS if it can justif.I' such 

ei:tension in term:; of ~vai 1ab1e control technology and economic impact. 

''"'hr''l''t"~'ci~o;,:F•"•'"t''l;\";>f'?">;\'H '"1!\IO!';'t";'"i'1'i~"i;r.'i7\ ..... V'"- "}'" ;<l<'""'j ~~-;.,...,,.~ .. ~- ... tr."''··'<\ 1)1 i~'- ~"·:i.:i.;.1(-i_>":';~:-~1l~ . .f:t1>;J::,~1~1,~~~:.i'.';i''i,·~'=:'rr?~'>:.",'>',':i-''f•""..:'\f~ll0~'~:1· f''• ·~f,' '. ·~ '\1 
_':'. ;·i!p·:J? 1 '~· ~ . ~ ; ' • ) 
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'~Compliance Schedules (i42Q.:_15) 

There are no co~i;il iance schedules sub:nitfod in tlii.s p1~n. The final 

plan must contain a11 ex1stinq comjJliMce schedules •. lli compliance 

Schedules, regardless of the length of time specifi('d t.o achiove com· 
pHance 11ith the appHcable port·ions of the control 5trategy, must. be 

sub'.n1ttcd to the Ad'Tiinistrator of EPA by the prescrib~d datfJ for sub· 

mHtsl of the first semiannual report. Any compliance schedule e>:t{)nding 

over 1J pcr'fod of 18 or mol'2 months from the date of .its adoption shall 

prov1d?. for periodic inCrern:!nts of progress to11ard co:nplfance. 

P~vent!on of Air Pollution Em?r·oency_ £Pisod~s 1~4;0.J.tl V'~~ 
The plan stipulotes that .;.n alert or· h'cl'nfog e!J·isod;;; for rnotor vehicle 

related contaminants wi11 be called 1f all Of the f(}11Cn>ing condition> 

exist: (l} Criteria contaminant 1eve1s for CO, :w2, or oxidant are 

rollched or e>:cci:ded at one or inore swnpling sites, (2) i.f the next day 
fs not a Saturday, Sunday, or ho1ido\' ·and (3) siinilei.r at;ilospheric 

conditions are forecast for the next 24 hours. For t.his sectfon to be 

approvr.blo in the final plan, the second condition for d2cl<tring iln 
a1ert or 1;•arnin9 must be deleted from one o'f the two episode levels to 

be consistent 1dth the requirem~nts of f.P/1. In the third condition 

24 hours m~st be changed to 12 hours ~t one of the t\'ID episode levels 

to be consistent with the requirem·2nts of EPA and 1t should be changed 
a.t both levels to b£! consistent 11'1 th the prnposed 1"i?9u1ation, Iii r Po11v· 
ti on. tme rgencies_. 

.\ 

. .for Quality Surveillcnce (~4Z0.17) 
.In the Portland Interstate AQCR, the methods for continuous monitoring 

of SOX and Ox are other than the r«ference tneasul'\::nent 11\ethods speci f\ed. 
in the Au9ust 14, 1971, Fed:::ra) Reoister. PQrfot~1lilllCC specifications for 

m<Jthod5 other than the reference nli'thods m1st be submitted in tile final 

plan and they must be equil•a1ent to th0>e specified in the !wgust l~, 1971, 

federal l\eoister·. !11so, thert! an: no ['Mticvlate matter samplers 1oc11ted 

bt the site of m~xirn:11n concentr~tion in the Portl~nd Jnterstatc AQCR. The 

final plan must provide for this. 



1 the HortlHvGst lntr~st«te /1QCR, the nu!f~)er of s<1~npl1;1't fo1' particu1ute 
.'o~ttcr is t1110pproveble beceuse th~ region should be cli1$Sified Priority 

II for particulate nrntter. In Pl'i1wity n region~ :; H'1-VOl·SDmplers 1md 

1 T~p!! snnip ler are requli'i1d, 

Revle1~ of :1e1v Sources and 11,odificbtions (~420. 18) 

Although this section meets a11 of the requirements of t11e August 14, 1!171, 
fedilra1 Reqister, lt is recom:nended th~t the forms vsed for revie11 of new 

~-

sources and modifications be submitted with the final plan. 

0 . 

. Source Surveillance (~~20.19) 

!nclvded as part of this plan at~ legally enforceable pi'OC(edures r'<!qvi 1·in9 
owners and operators of aluminum red~iction pl11nts, f:rc.ft pulp mills, and 
s1flfite pulp mills to mointain and perlooic~11y repori'. fofor.Tlotion c•n th~ 

nature and amount of emhsions fr-om such s t.11ti ona ry S(l(1rces <rnd/or such 
other information ns may be necess~ry to enab1e the Statr: to determine 
wht:ther such sources ar-c in compliance w·ith epp1iceble portions of the 

control st'r~tegy. Ho11·ever, such lega11y enforce1Jbli:: pn\ced11ras must be 
devc1oped for <111 stbt.ionary sovrces. Also, the final plan must include 

detailed information on the f1l::quency of per\odic inspection ond test)n9. 

E.illes and Requlations (~~20.221 
A11 proposed rules and r-egu1ations rnust be adopted by t.he State of Oregon 

before this portion of the plan con be approved. 

Georoe R. Stevens, Chemical Engineer 
l!·:>rthwest Unit. \leste1'f1 St.otcs ·Sect.ion 
Plans Mnn~gernent Branch, SDlD, SSPCf' 
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AIR QUALITY CONTROL 
CHAPTER 

January 11, 1972 

L. B. Day, Administrator 
Oregon Department of Environmental 

Qua 1 i ty 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Day: 

The Environment Committee of our chapter submits the attached 
as suggested amendments to the proposed State plan to implement 
the Federal Clean Air Act. These affect the following: 

Section 2, page 2-9 
Appendix 2-A "arking Facilities and Highways 

in Urban Areas," page 3 
Appendix 2-A "Fugitive Emissions" 
Appendix 2-A "Open Burning," page 2 

Your consideration of these suggestions will be appreciated and 
we are available to discuss them with you or your staff. 

JRK: rca 
Enclosures 
cc: Environment Committee 

John Compton 

Very truly yours, 

~~-~--?, /-) . 
/.~~~~~~ 
' J. R. KALINOSKI, P.E. 

Civil Engineer 
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2.1.3.3. Review and J::r;proval of Parking Facll !ties and Highways In Urban Areas 
Appendix 2:.A-con-talns are-gulatlon proposed for adoptfonas partof-·· 

the Implementation Plan, es tab I ishlnfl park I nu faci l !ties and highways in 
urban areas as air contamination sources for which proposed nevi construc­
tion ls subject to review and approval under ORS 449.712. In ganeral, the 
regulation establishes as State policy: 

1) To promote the development of comprehensive transportation plans 
in urban areas in which environmental considerations play a major 
role, and sped f I ca lly to promote the development of mass transit 
systems VJherever feasible. 

2) To allow only those parking facllltles and hl9hways to be built 
v1hlch are consistent with environmentally sound transportation 
plans, and 1;hich do not interferecN1ith attaining and maintaining 
acceptable air quality, noise levels and quality of life in ur­
ban areas. 

3) To require upon request of the Department, submission by all per­
sons proposing to construct, enlarge, or substantially modify 
any major parking facility or major highway in certain urban ar­
eas to submit detailed plans, specifications, and environmental 
impact studies prior to commencing construction. 

This regulation is intended to accelerate the development of compre­
hensive transportation plans, improve the ability of the Depart~~nt to 
Implement the control strategy for motor vehicles, and assist in main­
taining compliance with ambient air standards once they are achieved for 
motor vehicle related contaminants. 



Ill, APPLICABILITY 

The provisions of this regulation shall apply within, or within five (5) 

miles of, the municipal boundaries of any city having a population of 50,000 or 

greater. 

IV, REgUIREMENTS 

1. No person shall construct any new major perking facility or substant­

ially enlarge or otherwise modify any existing major parking fac1l ity 

or major highway, in any area of the State set forth in Section Ill, 

without first notifying the Department of Env~'ronmental Quality. 

2. The Department may, within 30 days of notification of an Intent to 

construct, request submission of the fol lowing materials: 

a) Detailed plans and specifications of the proposed parking facility 

or highway. 

b)' A statement, prepared by a qualified professional nngineer, arch­

itect, or planner, describing In objective quantitative terms the 

probable impact of the proposed construction upon: 

(i) Motor vehicle usage and air contaminant emissions !11 the af~ 

fected ~rban area; 

(i !) development of mass transit and other publ le transportation 

sys terns; 

(lli)development of, or compatibility with, a comprehensive urban 

transportation plan in the affected area. 

c:) If the information described In th Is subsect I on ls not requested 

within 30 days of notification of intent to construct, the pro­

posed project shall be deemed approved by the Department. 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

November 20, 1971 

PROPOSED ADDITION TO 
OAR CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 2, SUBDIVISION 

FUGITIVE EMISSIONS 

I. INTRODUCTION: 

I. Fugitive emissions, as treated In this regulation, are dust, fumes, 
gases, mist, odorous matter, vapors, or any combination thereof not 
easily given to measurement, collection, and treatment by conven• 
tional pollution control methods. 

2. The application of this regulation shall be primarily directed at the 
prevention of ambient air standards from being exceeded within lncor~ 
porated cities having a population of four thousand (4000) or more, 
within three (3) miles of the corporate limits of any such city or any 
densely populated area of the state designated by the EQC. This 
regulation Is Intended to be generally applicable In other areas only 
when the need for Its application, and practicability of control 
measures, are clearly demonstrated and after corrective measures are 
ordered by the EQC. 

For the purposes of this regulation "nuisance conditions" shall mean 
unusual or annoying amounts of fugitive emissions traceable directly 
to one or more specific sources. In determining whether a nuisance 
condition exists, consideration shall be given to all of the circum­
stances, Including density of population, duration of the activity In 
question, cost of control measures, and other applicable factors. 

II. PARTICULATE MATTER: 

No person shall cause, suffer, allow, or permit any materials to be handled, 
transported, or stored; or a building, its appurtehances, or a road to be 
used, constructed, altered, repaired or demolished; or any equipment to be 
operated, without taking reasonable precautions to prevent particulate 
matter from becoming a nuisance. Reasonable precautions, as determined In 
view of all of the circumstances, may include, but not be limited to the 
fo I l owl ng: 

a. Use of water or chemicals for control of dust in the demolition of 
existing buildings or structures, construction operations, the 
grading of roads or the clearing of land; 

b. Application of asphalt, oil, water, or other suitable chemicals on 
unpaved roads, materials stockpiles, and other surfaces which can 
create airborne dusts; 



<:. Full llcr p11rtlal 1111ele>s1.1ra of materl11h istockplles In C:SH!S wh11re 
11pplll;etlOI! of ell, W111t11r • or cllemlc11h are not s11fflelt1nt to prevent 
p11rtl¢ulat11 matt111r fr'"' be-Ing airborne; 

d. l11sti!ill11tl!ln and u:se of hllOih, f11ns, 11nd fabric filters to ench:ise end 
v11nt the h11ndlln9 of dusty mat11rl11ls; 

e. Adeqlillte l:Ontlllllml!>nt durln9 i;11ndblHtin9 or oth1.1r similar opentlo11111 

f, Coverin!fl, lilt all times when In ll>Otlon, &pen bodied trucks transporting 
llllaterl11is llk11l11 to become airborne; 

9· The P.l"omJ:lt r-val from paved streets of earth or other mat1trlal which 
bll <Ir may II~ airl:Hllrne; 

Em:!o1111re within 11 properly ve11tli11ted !1111ldln9 of equlp.lllent or 
procetses which produce fugitive 11111Ilsslons and which would create ii 
nul::in;::e or violate any re!jUlatlon of tile Department If dhcl111r9ed to 
opi;n a Ir. 



Open burning of land elearfng debris, 
exempted by law, IS prohihfte d after 
boundaries of Special Control Areas, 

111, REGULATION OF A!JTHOR!ZEO OPEN BU M'11NG: 

other than that otherwise 
y 1, l within the 

I. Open burning not spedfic<1lly lbited by this regulation may 
be subject to re9ul11flon by the Department shall conducted 
within time periods and In accordance with burning requirements 
designated by the Department. 

2. No open burning shall be conducted on any day when the Department 
advised fire permit issuing agencies to not issue permits because 
of adverse meteorological or air quality conditions. 

FORCED-AIR PIT INCINERATION: 

l. When no other reasonable <ir economically feasible alternative to 
open burning exists, forced-air ptt Incineration will be approved 
prov i d!ld it Is demonstrated that the installation Is designed, i 11-

s tall ed and operated Im such a manner visible emission st.mdards 
set forth in Oi\R Chapter , Section 21-l , are not exceeded. 

2. Authorization to establish a forced-air plt Incineration facility 
shall be granted only after e Notice of Construction and Appli­
cation for Approval ls submitted pursuant to OAR Chapter 340, Sec-
tion 20-020 to or corresponding regulation of a regional 
authority. 

\/, OAR Chapter , ilhlsion 2, iv!slon ;, Sections 23-006, 23~0ll, 
and l6, are ~epealed. 



STATE11ENT OF J.R. KALlllDSKI CONCEPJllNG OREGON 
EMVlf\ONMEtlTAL COMMISSION rr.OPOSED CLE!ltl AIR ACT 

January 5, 1972 

Mr. Chairman, Commissioners, Mr. Day. 

My name is Jack l\alinoski. I am here today representing the Oregon-
Columbia Chapter of The Associated General Contractors. 

As everyone is m,1are, the construction industry in Oregon is by any 
measure a major industry. That alone "1ould explain the industry's 
interest in appearing here today to comment on the Departci<"nt's 
proposed new regulations; but beyond that, those familiar with the 
industry 1·ii 11 at once reco0ni ze hov1 directly sone of the proposed 
regulations may affect the industry, and in turn affect" the public. 

Y/hi le we speak of "the industry," vie are in reality talkin0 about 
people--generally speaking, citizens of this state. As such, 1ve are 
vitally interested in protection of our ~nvironment. Let there be 
no mistake of that. Hov1ever, tv10 basic truths must be reco9nized: 
(1) As vie extend governmental control, 1•1e must do so in a rational, 
realistic.manner by adoption of rules and regulations that address 
themselves to the serious problecis and which do not cause dispropor­
tionate obstruction or frustration of legitimate activities. (2) Rules 
promulgated for control of activities deemed detrimental must be. clear, 
concise--in a word, understandable--and applicable in a fair, even­
handed v1ay. \.le arc, after all, a-government of lav1s and not of men, 
and 11hat is permitted and vJhat is prohibited r1ust be clearly defined 
and not subject to the capricious ,,,him of some government inspector 
who might assume an officious attitude. 

Against these standards, vii th 1·1hich v.1e feel no fair-minded person 
will argue, we have examined within. the short time available to us 
most of the proposed regulations that directly affect the construction 
industry. P.egrcttably, vie cannot recommend their adoption in their 
present form--not because vie find fault with their objective, but, 
first, because in their present form they do not establish clear and 
intelligible guidelines, and, second, because th~y seem not to keep 
the problems in the proper perspective. './hi le perhaps it is ideal is tic 
to be! ieve that regulations can ever be dravm covering every conceivable 
situation and problem, there can be little dispute that the present 
regulations can be vastly improved" and must be. In our opinion, if 
they are adopted in their rresent form, they ,,,ill be the source of mis­
chief, controversy, and injustice, ,and in the lon9 tcrrn may do unneces­
sary harm to the program for the protection of the environment. 

Time does not perrnl t extensive discuss ion of the regulations, but some 
examples will demonstrate our point. 

The proposed addition to 01\R Chapter 3110, Division 2, Subdivision 3, 
regarding oren burning, provides in, paragraph IV: 

0 



"IV. FOHCED-tdR PIT ltlClllERATIOll: 
1. Forced-air pit incineration may be approved 

as an alternative to open burning prohibited 

" 

by this re~1ulation, provided it is demonstrated 
that: 

A. No feasible or practicable alternative 
to forced-air pit incineration exists; 

Note first the prerequisite condition to approval, i.e., demonstra­
tion that "no feasible or practicable ulternative exists." 

t~O\'Ihere are vie told to v1hom, by v1ho111, or in ~'-1hat .manner such facts 
must be demonstrated. More importantly, we are not told whether 
"feasible" or "practicable'' are to be understood siniply in the sense 
of physical possibility, without regard to economic factors, or whether 
practicability is to be determined vii th consideration for the costs in-
volved. Further, it should be noted that the regulatiori does not say 
forced-air pit burning 1\1ill be approved" v1hcn no other alternative 
exists, but that it "rnay~approved." In short, this proposed re9-
ulation is a classic.example of poor draftsc1anship. !Jo one, and par­
ticularly not a contractor vrnrking under 'pressure of estimating costs 
and submittino a bid, could possibly discern from this regulation 
0hat would be required of him; indeed, what mi~ht be required of him 
could vary greatly, depending upon tl1e attitude of sor;ic inspector v1ho 
may be totally ignorant of construction techniques and practices. 

/lnother example ll'ay be dravm from the proposed regulations regarding 
so-called "fugitive emissions." The regulations begin by vaguely de­
fining the term 11 fugitive emissions 11 as contaminant emissions 11 not easily 
oiven to measurement, 11 v.d1atever that may rneun. Curiously, after this 
attempt at definition of the term, the term "fugitive emissions" never 
again is used in the regulations. Instead, the regulation shifts abruptly 
to adoption of the age-old idea of "nuisance," a term borrov1ed from a 
legal doctrine that has never been defined successfully. It is difficult 
to see the advantage of defining today's standards in the terms of 
yesterday's rather a'ih,1ard legal phraseology. Perhaps, though, this is a 
quibble, since the proposed regulation finully comes dovm toil prohibi­
tion of "unusual or annoying amounts of particulate matter or odors 
traceable to a specific source," ;ihich in any event is not the equivalent 
of "nuisance" in the legal sense. If all of these unnecessary definitions 
and misapplied definitions v1ere not enough to compel redrafting of the 
rules, consider these additional points: The ref1ulation, so it says» 
shall have primary application i.n "populated are<is of the state." \>.'e knov1 
of no area of the state that is not presently populated in tl1e broad sense, 
though sorne areas are more densely populated thiln others. The rule pro­
ceeds to say that a nuisance con di ti on shall be decried to exist v1henever 
property--not people-- is exposed to "unusual. .. amounts of particulate rnat­
ter.11 One v1oul,d surpose that an "unusual amount 11 is any amount greater 
than usual. But does that mean more than is usu11l ly the result of the 
particular activity being conducted, or more than \'/ould be present if such 
activity were ~ot conducted 11t all? Consider, for example, a contractor 
constructing a road. Presum<ibly any dust c~used by his operation is more 
than 11ould be present if he v;ere not building the road, i .c., it v1ould be 
an unusual amount for that partitular area. Is he in violation of the 
regulatio~ even though the amount of dust he creates is no more than nor­
ma l fa r s u ch an opera ti on? 



AGC ENVI ROlHIErlT COMMITTEE STATEMENTS Oil PROPOSED OREGON DEPARTMENT 
OF ENVlROMMENTAL QUALITY - AIR QUALITY COIHROL DIVISION REGULATIONS 

JANUARY 1972 

PROPOSED Al1EllDMEIHS TO OAR CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 2, EXCEPTlntlS tJOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION 

Under the proposed amendment to Subsection 4 of Section 20-003, the 11ord "agri­
cultural" is added to the exception for .land clearing orerations. \le don't un­
derstand the necessity for a distinction bet1-1een agricultural land clearin~ op­
erations and other land clearing operations. Actually, site clearins for construc­
tion is a less undesirable clearing operation frori a pollution standpoint than 
agricultural clearing >:ould be. There are relatively frn·1 ac·res cleared for high­
way and site developrient in any area in a year. This clearing is a one-time op­
eration to remove thegrounc.l cover, after 1,11hich tiric there is usually no re-9ro\'ith 
of material causing fui:ther disposal probler1s. 

PROPOSED ADDITIOM TO or'R Cl!l\PTER 3110, Dll!ISIOil 2, SlJ8Dl\llSION 3, nrrn BURUING 

In Section II, Prohibited Practices, Subsection 3, GEQ proroses the follm,Jing 
language: "Open burning of land clearing debris other than that othen·;ise ex­
empted by lav1 is prohibited after July 1, 19711, viithin the boundaries of spec­
ial control areas. 1

i 

These special control areas cover a very large area of Oregon and a majority of 
the sites of construction activity in the state. ~.doption of this prohibition 
of open burning th,roughout these areas \·ti 11 siqnificantly increase construction 
costs to the taxpayer and rn·mers of construction sites. This increase in cost 
\·Jill bring a very minor benefit in reduction of pollution, a benefit not in line 
with the l1igh cost. 

The clearing of construction sites represents a scial I volume of burning i.h the 
state e~cn year. Furthermore, this clearing and burn.inn is a one-time operation 
to remove .the gn:iund cover from a construction site. 

The merchantable tir,,ber on any construction site is sold rather than disposed 
of by burning. This reduces significantly the amount of material, from a vol-
urne standpoint, that requires disposal by burning or other means. It riay be 
that a regulation requiring that rierchantable timber be harvested and sold 
rather than burned would be of value in reducing the necessary burninn. 

Disposal of the slash from clearinn 9perations, that is the 1 imbs, leaves and 
stumps, as we] 1 as brush, by burn ins is by far the cheapest method of disposal. 
Alternatives are very much more expensive and in SOf'le circas may not be possible 
at all. These costs, we estimate, are in the $ADO to $1000 per acre ran~e and 
1·1e doubt this added cost to the public vmuld be viOrtb the small reduction of 
emissions. 

To relate this extru cost to the c:ost per mi le of building a hi0hv1uy for in­
stance, a rough average of the area of clearing per mi le in country that re­
quires clearinci \JOUld probably be in excess of 20 acres per mi le. Therefore, 
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Alv'tERICAN INSTITUTE OF /\11ERCHANT SHIPPING 
'!120 Connecticut Avenue, N.\V., Suite 930, \.Vash'1ngton, D. C. 20036 
Phone: 202/833-2710 

Pacific Regional Office 
635 Silcran1cnto Street, Suite 300, San Francisco, California 94·111 
Phone: 4·15/362-7986 

Hr. L. B. Day, Director 
Dept. of Environment.al Quality 
~eerrni11al Sales Bu . .ilcJ.i11g 
123'1 Se \1J ~ 1'1.or·risc)r1 Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Day: 

I once again would like to thank you and the members of 
the Commission for the opportunity to present the views 
of the steamship industry in regard to Oregon's Air 
Quality Implementation Plan. 

l1ttached is a copy of our statement, together with pro­
posed amendments as requested by Chairman, B. A. McPhi llips. 

We are in the process of rounding up copies of other State 
laws on this subject and will forward them to you as soon 
as they become available. In the inte:d.m, should you de­
sire any ot;'ler information, please feel free to write this 
office or contact Hr. Walter Gadsby, States LinG, Portland 
representative for AIMS. 

PS :mjb 
Attachment: 

Sta.t:ernent a_nc1 1'\1nendn1e1-its 



STAT1mr,NT OF fll.lERIGAN INSTITUTE 01' MERCHANT SllIPl'ING ·· PACIFIC REGIOC! 

Before The 

OREGON ENVIRONHl~NTAL QUALITY CO:-rMISSION 

PROPOSED /\DDITIO:-!S TO OAR CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 2, SUBDIVISION 2 

SULFUR CONTENT OF FUELS AND EMISSIONS STANDArms 

(IHPLENENTATION PLAN FOR FEDERAL CLEAN AIR ACT) 

At 

PUBLIC llllARING JANUARY 5, 1972--PORTLAND, OREGON 

1-lr~ Chairman, rrten1bers of the Co:111nission, rny na.n1e is Philip Steinbe.J:g and I 

am Region2l Vice President of the Amer.i.can Institute of Merchant Shipping. A. I.H. S., 

which is an acronynt for our association, represents the n12jo:r:ity of Atnerican ship 

operators and U.S. flag tonnClge. Since many of our n1en1bers' vesse_ls regularly call 

on ports ·in the ColuE1hia River system> we hnve a vital interest in your propos~d 

i.mplch1entation plan for .nir quality and appreciate the opportunity to present our 

cornrnents and rcconunenc!ations regardi113 this p_l::in. 

We ask that the proposed implementation plan, requiring use of fuel oil 

containing 2.5 per cent or less sulfur by weight effective July 1, 1972, and 1.75 

per cent or less sulfur by weight after .July 1, 1973, be revised to e:~eme._t:_i~_l._~_'3.ed. 

Ex v~ss.<c:l__s_ for the fol lowing reasons: 

'l'o~~9_3..i~~-~~:!_b., there· is a vital need for uniforrr1ity of vessel regulntion 

necessit.nting Federal pre-emption in this arcCI. 

Sec:ondl:y_, there is precedence for excn~pting vessels fro:n state S02 

emission requirements as evi<ler1ced by recent actio11s in New York> 

New Jersey, and Delnwnre. 

Th_ird_ly_,iL is unrcnsonablc to expect ve.ssc:ls to con1ply \-.1 ilh S0'.2 cn1is.sion 

limit:s \.;hic.h require the use C!f low SL;lfur fuel not rcndily av.J.ilal.1) c 

t6 vcs~1cl.s at mo.st ports t.hrou.:;hout the \.:orld. 
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Finally, should this proposed plan be implemented, it would have an 

adverse impact on ocean shipping and the ports served by such shipping. 

NEED FOR UNIFORMITY OF REGULATION AT FEDERl\L LEVEL ·-----· 

Uniformity of regula.tion, which can only be provided at the Federal level, 

is essential to the operation of merchant vessels due to the nature of their opera-

tions which cause them to serve many different ports ·in the United States and ports 

in other maritime nations throughout the world. 

Recognizing this need for uniformity, a Federal court in Florida recently 

held that jurisdiction over maritime vessels.is granted exclusively to the Federal 

Government under the admiralty clause of the consitution. The decision in this c<ise 

stated that "in a territorial" sense that jurisdiction covers all -waters navigable in 

interstate or foreign- corruncrce, including state ,,1aters. :t-faritime law· gOverns virtually 

every fac·et of the shipping industry from the design and construction of vessels to 

the regulation of their day to day operations and the transactions in ~vhich they engage. 11 

This court decision was aimed at preventing the destruction of the principle of uni-

formi.ty in respect to maritime matters which the constitution was designed to establish. 

Additionally, although the proposed plan is supposed to implement the Federal 

Clean Air Act as amended (Public Law 91-604), there is nothing in the language of that 

act to indicate that the Federal Government or Congress desired to relinquish their 

jurisdiction over 01erchant vessels or to grant any such authority to the states. 

Should Oregon implement this plan for vessels, it can readily be seen that 
\ 

a captain of a merchant vessel calling '1t various ports would be 'faced with the problem 

of choosing which particular law would apply to his vessel and whether or not ho whuld 

be in violation of the ·law should he enter the Colu1d,ia River system. 

In recognition.of the need for uniformity, the lack of readily available low 

sulfur fuel., and tl1c need to nvoid co11flictinJ stnte laws witl1 their adverse effect on 
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shippinz;, New York, New Jersey, and Delaware have recently exempted ships from their 

sulfur d:Lox.ide en1is.sion regulations. 

GENERAL NON-AVILABILITY OF LOW SULFUR FUEL FOR VESSELS AT PORTS THROUGHOUT THE WORLD - -

Aside from the need to have vessels regulated uniformly at the Federal level, 

the important question remains as to whether or not vessels could reasonably comply 

with the prdposed limitations of sulfur content in fuels. 

Recent stucHes by industry suppliers and users reveal that vessel fuel 

meeting the sulfur requirements of the proposed impl<'.mentation plan is not available 

and will not be available by the prescribed date in sufficient quantities at ports 

\\1herc vessc.ls n1ust. be rebunkered. At many ports lo1v sulfur bunkers are not purchasable 

at any price. Since ships must usually bunker to reach their next port of call, especially 

in the Pacific area, they have no choice but to take on the quality and sulfur content 

of fuel which is available. It is therefore not feasible for vessels entering the 

Colu1nbia lliver system fron1 other. ports not having lox,1 sulfur fuel available to be 

operating with low sulfur fuel i.n compliance with the proposed implementation plan. 

For exan1ple, ships in the TransR·Pacific trade n1ust be rebunkered in Far East ports 

prior to returning to the United States, Fuel oil available at these ports usually 

contains about 4 per cent or higher sulfur by weight. 

Even should sufficient quantities of low sulfur fuel be available locally 

in the near future, without the opportunity for replenishment with like fuel at ports 

on the vessel's trade r6ute, it is doubtful that these lo1v sulfur bunkers \vould remain 

in reserve due to a vessel 1 s need to burn and transfer oil in order to maintain neces~ 

sary propulsion and stability. At present there is no reason for users to believe 

that local distributors can supply sufficient quantities of fuel, guaranteed to contain 

2.S·per cent, let alone 1.75 per cent, sulfur content to meet the demands of all vessels 

in port. Considering the fast turn-around time (2?; hours or less) for· tankers and 

many n1o<lern cargo ships ~vhich are bunkering nncl londing sin1ultaneously, the supply 

and J.03istics problems would be horrendous. 



-l, .. 

ADVERSE HIPAGf ON SHIPPING AND orrnco;~ PORTS - - -· 

The detrimental effect tl1e proposed regulation would have on the operation 

of ships.) in n1nny instances cnusins thco1 to fore:?,o calls at Oregon ports, is not in' 

the least offset by any significant reduction in sulfur dioxide vented to the air. 

While we do not have data to indicate the proportion of emissions from vessels to 

the total daily emissions in the Columbia-Willamette area,. studies conducted by air 

quality boards in New York and San Francisco indicate that about l per cent of all 

heavy fuel burned within the city originate from fuel burned by ships. 

In view of the proportionately small amount of emissions attributable to 

vessels, it is hardly in the public's interest to adopt vessel emission regulations 

·inconsistent \·1ith those in effect in other port cities at \vhich these san1e ve.ssels 

call, Such regulation can only impede ·the operation of merchant vessels and the flow 

of commerce to and from the ports affected by these regulations. The welfare of these 

port communities, in the form of jobs, payrolls, and revenues, is dependent to a great 

Qegree upo11 ocear1 COffi!Tl_erce. 

In sumrnation, due to the need for uniforn1ity of vessel regulation nccessi_tatin3 

Federal pre-emption in this area, the lack of readily available low sulfur fuel, and 

the infeasibility of vessel compliance 1dthout drastic impact on vessel and port opera·· 

tion, we respectfully request that fuel used by vessels be eo<empted from the provi-

sions of the proposed implementation plan. 



RECOM!lENDED AHENDMSNTS 
to 

OREGON DEPARTM::rnr OF ENVIRONHENTAL QUALITY PROPOSED ADDITIONS 
to 

OAR CIJAl'TEl\ 340, DIVISION 2, SUBDIVISION 2 
TO EXEMPT VESSELS FRON Tllll EFFECT OF PROPOSED REGULATIONS 

Sulfur Content of Fuels 

Part II Residual fuel oils 

After the word "wei8ht" in both Section 1 and Section 2, 

delete the periods and add. the follm1ing; 

"except that no person shall be prohibited from 
selling, distributing, osing or rnaking available 
foi· use, any such fuel fo1· the purpose of operating 
vessels. 11 

General Emission Standards for Sulfur Dioxide 

Part l Definitions, subparagraph 2 

Delete the period and add the following: 

11 \vith. the exception of fuel burnin~ equipu~~nt 
insta]_led on, co11structed on) or modified o~ 
vessels after January 1, 1972." 
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COLUMBIA,.WILLAMETTE AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 
1010 N. E. COUCH STREET PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 

12 January 1972 

L. B. Day, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 Southwest Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr, Day: 

PHONE (503) 233-7176 

BOARD OF DI RECTORS 

Francis J. lvancie, Chairman 
City of Portland 

Fred Stefani, Vice-Chairman 
Clackamas County 

Burton C. Wilson, Jr. 
Washington County 

Ben Padrow 
Multnomah County 

A.J. Ahlborn 
Columbia County 

Richard E. Hatchard 
Program Director 

The Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority has reviewed 
and evaluated the Implementation Plan for the State of Oregon including 
the Addendum I and II and the modifications to Section 5, Air Quality 
Surveillance, that are being prepared based on discussions between our 
staff and DEQ. We believe the plan generally· meets the requirements of 
the 1970 Clean Air .Amendments, PL 91-604, and provides an effective state­
wide plan. 

There are a few recommendations of particular interest to the 
Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority which we offer for your con­
sideration. 

!P.2.endi~ . ..S Proposed New Environmental Quality Commission Rules 

Parking Facilities and Highways in the Urban Areas 

Section I:'{ Requirements 

For the review of proposed parking facilities and highways, we 
recommend that CWllPA Notice of Construction procedures be used to 
perform the evaluation of the effect on air quality, etc. Then the 
region would submit to DEQ a recommendation f'or action, i,e., approval, 
disapproval or recommended modifications. Chapter 4119. 712 ORS allows 
60 days to complete the review and evaluation of the plans and 
specifications. We suggest your regulation allow the region 21 days 
to complete its evaluation and subrni t the recommended action to m;;Q., 

Sulfur Content of Puels 

Section II-(2) 

We understand that there is some concern about the 
for a sulfur content of l. 75% in fuels by 1 July 1973, 
agreed that this date could be changed to 1 July 1974. 

requirements 
We have 

We have also agreed that mobile sources (ships) may be exempt 
from this rule, and in addition, to exempt any source that can meet 
the emission standards of 1000 ppm of so2 • 

An Agency to Control Air Pollution through Inter-Governmental Cooperation 
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~cti_9_rl III Adequacy of Control Strategy 

In addition to meeting the national ambient air standards, we recommend 
the Implementation Plan also provide for restoring and maintaining acceptable 
visibility. We believe the improvements in the visual range resulting from 
compliance with the particulate emission standards, the reduction of open 
burning and the anticipated reduction in motor vehicle air contaminant sources 
will not create enough improvement in visibility to gain public acceptance. 
We further believe that there are circumstances and reactions that need to be 
identj_fied and documented in order to develop an adequate control strategy, 
We believe the Irnplemenation Plan should include this requirement. 

Hay we express our appreciation to the Environmental Q,uality Connnj_ssion, 
its Director and staff for developing substantial changes in the Implementa­
tion Plan which we believe have resulted in an improved overall document. 

For the Board of Directors. 

Sincerely yours, 

&t,vkcdJ 
H. E. Hatchard 

Rh"'J-l:jl 



LLOYD ANDf:'.FISON 
CITY COMMISSl()NE'.R 

CITY OF PORTLAND 

OREGON 

January 11, 1972 

Mr. L. B. Day, D·irector 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 SW Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Day: 

DIZPAnTME:N'I' Of·" PUBLIC WORKS 

ROOM 4111, CITY HALL 

1ZZO S,W . .5TH AVENUE 
PHONE.22.8"6141 

I offer the following in response to your request for 
comments on the draft Clean Air Act Implementation Plan. 

The City has long been concerned with the problems of 
air pollution and efforts to control pollution. The plan 
reflects the City's consistent view that air pollution is 
mainly a regional problem and regional solutions are required. 
We have supported the effective effort of the Columbia 
Willamette Air Pollution Authority. We will continue to rely 
on this agency as the principal means to achieve air pollution 
control. We appreciate the recognition of this role by the 
Department of Environmental Quality. 

The problem of air pollution from motor vehicles has 
been recognized by the Federal government as one of national 
scope. The principal thrust of Federal regulation has been 
for "on-board" emission control for the individual vehicle. 
The data in your report indicates successful control of this 
source is expected in the Portland area in seven or eight 
years. Some supplementary measures will be required to meet 
Federal deadlines of 1975. Your plan proposes a regional 
vehicle inspection ~ystem of emission control devices to be 
administered by the State that will achieve about one-half 
of the required additional reduction of emissions by 1975 and 
all of the reduction needed by 1977. I believe this is an 
excellent proposal. 
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Additional measures will be required for a period of 
one or two years. Your plan suggests certain transportation 
and traffic control measures. Two of thes~ measures have 
already been initiated. Tri-Met's 1975 Bus Plan and the 
City computer controlled signal improvements, according to 
your data, will accomplish 9.5% reduction in emissions. Thus 
these measures plus the proposed State inspection program 
will achieve compliance with Federal ambient air quality 
standards within the City by 1976. 

The City will be required, by your proposed regulations, 
to prepare by September 1, 1972 specific implementation plans 
to achieve the national ambient air quality standard by 1975 
and also an emergency plan to respond to very occasional 
emergency atmospheric episodes. The Columbia Willamette Air 
Pollution Authority, working with the City's Transportation 
Coordinator, will prepare these plans for the City's approval. 
Supplementary measures beyond those mentioned above will be 
required to meet the Federal standards for one or two years 
after 1975. These measures will be included in the plan. 

Your plan lists certain transportation measures to be 
applied to achieve the required reductions in motor vehicle 
emissions. Many of your proposed measures will have a dramatic 
impact on other aspects of the life and functioning of the 
City. Specifically the measures to restrict or control parking 
and mobility without substantial replacement may well have a 
depressing effect on downtown property values. The very 
consideration of these restrictions in this public document 
may have an adverse impact and is not necessary to achieve 
the goal of better air quality. 

The plan further proposes to require a permit from your 
agency for construction of parking facilities and highways. 
Further, it states this permit will only be issued if the 
project affirmatively supports certain goals established by 
your agency including not only better air quality but also 
noise levels and quality of life. These should not be 
included in the air quality plans. 

The City is committed to action to improve air quality. 
We look forward to working with you, the Columbia Willamette 
Air Pollution Authority and the counties in a constructive 
program to improve our area. 

WSD:jt 

Very truly yours, 

jz/'~ ci:>c, '-/ j') VA( 
William S. Dirker 
Transportation Coordinator 
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Hr. L. B. Day, Director 
State Department of Environmental Quality 
Terminal Sales Building 
1234 SW Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 9 7205 

Dear Mr. Day: 

In the development of any state ambient air quality implementation 
plan, the Automobile Manufacturers Association believes that cer­
tain principles should be considered as the plan relates to mobile 
sources. 

We respectfully submit the enclosed general principles and request 
that they be made a part of the official. hearing record re Oregon's 
air quality implementation plan. 

If you have any questions regarding these points or wish any 
additional information, please contact us. 

CEH: eb 

Encl. 

~;;~~~1&<~/ 
Western Representa,tive 

i/ 



STATEMENT 
OF 

AUTOMOBILE lf.tANUFAC'.l'URERS ASSOCIATION 
regarding 

STATE IM.PLEMENTATION PL'\.NS 
for meeting 

l\IA'.l'IONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDZ\RDS 

The Automobile Manufacturers Association (AMA) has 

reviewed several state implementation plans for national 

ambient air quality standards as they affect mobile sources. 

Although we concur with many of the actions proposed in 

these plans, we note that some inappropriately penalize the 

motor vehicle. 

AMA urges periodic review of state control plans. 

The geographic and temporal distribution of new and exist-

ing pollution sources as well as the emission characteris-

tics of those sources are subject to constant change. As 

older vehicles in the populat:Lon are replaced with newer, 

lower emitt:Lng vehicles, it may be possible to relax traffic 

restrictions imposed for air pollution control. E'urther, 

- more -
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continued air quality surveillance may show that either more 

oi: less control is required than suggested by current 

estimates. 

Accordingly, the AMA urges the states to consider 

the following comments as related to. motor vehicles. 

EMISSION CON'rROL SYSTFJVi INSPECTION, E.MISSION '.rESTING 

AM.l\ long has supported the concept of periodic motor 

vehicle inspection in the belief that it offers positive 

safety and maintenance values to the vehicle owner and the 

public at large. Moreover, we believe that periodic inspec-

tion of emission control systems on the millions of regis-

tered vehicles in the U. s. can significantly reduce auto-

motive pollutants. Such an inspection should ensure proper 

installation and adjustment of the system. 

While AMA recognizes the need for regular equipment 

checks, we question the practicality of a testing program 

to measure tail pipe emissions. Admittedly, a tail pipe 

test of brief duration (e.g. at engine idle) could detect 

gross emitters. However, a quick tail pipe test system 

that adequately represents emissions of vehicles in use on 

the road has yet to be devised. Furthermore, unless such 

- more -

I 
I 
I 
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a test correlates with Federal Certification tests, it would 

pass some cars that fail the Federal test and, conversely, 

fail some vehicles that pass the same test. 

Automobile manufacturers are required to qualify the 

emission control capability of their vehicle designs on the 

basis of the comprehensive Federal test before the vehicles 

are offered for sale. Since the Federal test requires 13 

hours, it would be impractical as a vehicle inspection test 

at the conmimer level. 

Accordingly, AMA advocates periodic inspection of 

emission control systems and equipment to detect any cor­

rectable cause of high emissions by these systems and equip­

ment in a gi"lren vehicle. Making those corrections will then 

ensure low emissions within the capability of the individual 

vehicle at that time. 

MODIFICA'.rION OF MOTO]. VEHICLE FUELS AND FUELING SYSTEMS 

Some state implementation plans deal with fuel modi­

fication - such as low lead or unleaded gasoline. Included 

are proposals that would prevent the flow of leaded gas 

from a filling station pump into vehicles that operate on 

unleaded fuel. In our judgement, fuel and fueling system 

- more -
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modification can best be handled on a nationwide basis. 

Motor vehicles travel intrastate and interstate. If 

one state adopted a unique fuel tank filler design and 

a nearby state required a different design, the motorist 

crossing into another. state might not be able to purchase 

fuel. 

FLEET CONVERSIONS 

AMA supports in concept the conversion of large, 

gasoline fueled motor vehicle fleets to special types 

of lower emission systems. However, careful testing is 

necessary to prove that the conversions emit less pollu-

tants than current mass produced vehicles. It should. 

also be determined that emissions will remain low for 

the life of the vehicle. 

Commonly considered conversion systems include 

use of liquefied petroleum gas (LPG, usually propane) 

or natural gas. These systems typically reduce emissions 

on older vehicles -· those with no controls or those with 

limited controls. careful design and development may 

be necessary to ensure that these gaseous type fuel 

systems emit less pollutants than production vehicles a 

model year or two in the future, 

-more-
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Comparison of the emissions of the conversion system 

also should be made with vehicles that will be produced 

during the few years after the conversions have been com­

pleted. The cost of the conversion could so boost the total 

cost of the vehicle and reduce its resale marketability that 

a fleet operator would have little choice but to retain his 

vehicles - possibly while newer vehicles with even lower 

emission levels are available. 

When considering a type of .conversion system, it is 

important that the system not impair the ability of the 

vehicle to perform and respond safely in urban traffic -

and that the syste.m be economically acceptable. 

Provisions in imple.menta'cion plans that would 

restrict motor vehicles from certain designated areas should 

be carefully evaluated. Any proposed regulation should 

answer this question: Will it bring relief to a pollution 

problem? If the cause of the pollution primarily stems from 

stationary sources, restriction of motor vehicle traffic is 

not the answer. In those instances where motor vehicles are 

a major contributor, the proposals should consider the best· 

- more -
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methods of reducing pollutants at the least cost and incon­

venience to the public. 

We suggest that state frnplementation plans which 

include strategies for attracting au.to commuters to transit 

also include provisions for improved highway traffic control 

measures. Uninterrupted traffic flow would achieve positive 

results in improving air quality by reducing those motor 

vehicle emissions which peak under stop and go, idling and 

slow moving conditions. In addition, a better traffic 

control system would go far in providing other obvious bene­

fits to the motoring public. 

CONCLUSION 

The AMA urges that these comments be considered and 

stands ready to offer technical assistance that might be 

helpful in achieving air quality goals. 



Director 

DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

~R QUALIT'i CQNIRO.Ll 

SALEM, OREGON 

January 7, 1972 

Mr. L. B. Day, Director 
Department of Environmental 

Quality 
720 State Office Building 
Portland, OR 97201 

Dear Mr. Day: 

Proposed Amendment to 
OAR Chapter 340, Division 2 

• 97310 • Phone 378-6570 

Last Tuesday, at our request and through the cooperation of 
your staff, the Department of Transportation secured those 
portions of the proposed rules that might affect transportation. 
Since you are working under a deadline imposed by Federal 
requirements, and notwithstanding my own limitations, I have 
hastily prepared and submit for your consideration the following 
comments and observations: 

1. Consider allowance of more time for affected state 
and local agencies to review, analyze and comment 
on the proposed rules. 

2. Omit, or define more precisely, some of the 
criteria or terms used in the proposed amended 
rules. 

Specifically, for example, I refer to the following paragraphs 
setting forth a portion of the policy of the Environmental 
Quality Commission: 

"It is therefore the policy of the Environ­
mental Quality Commission: 

1. To allow only those parking facili­
ties and highways to be built which 
are consistent with environmentally 
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sound transportation plans, and 
which do not interfere with 
attaining and maintaining 
acceptable air quality, noise 
levels and quality of life in 
urban areas. 

2. To promote the development of 
comprehensive transportation plans 
in urban areas in which environ­
mental considerations play a major 
role, and specifically to promote 
the development of mass transit 
systems wherever feasible." 

Persons charged with official responsibilities to plan for and 
proceed with highway and parking facility construction, as well 
as members of the Environmental Quality Commission and the 
interested public, would be uncertain, it seems to me, about 
such standards or criteria as "environmentally sound transporta­
tion plans," "quality of life" and "comprehensive transportation 
plans ... in which environmental considerations play a major 
[emphasis supplied] role.'' 

In addition to requesting your review and consideration of the 
above, I also wish to point out that agencies, both state and 
local, having responsibilities for highway planning and construc­
tion are not only vitally interested in the content of the pro­
posed rules but are equally interested in their application and 
implementation. Perhaps it would be worthwhile and appropriate 
if the members of the Environmental Quality Commission and the 
members of at least those other state boards and commissions 
having transportation-related responsibilities could meet to 
discuss their mutual interests and their interrelationships in 
the performance of their public responsibilities. 

At a meeting of the Ports Commission last Wednesday those members 
present expressed their general concurrence with the comments 
contained in this letter. 

Sincerely, 

xt~.,((/~ 
cc: Members and administrators of 

the Aeronautics, Highways, Mass 
Transit and Ports Commissions 

Director 



SENSIBLE TRANSPORTA'rION OPTIONS FOR PEOPLE 
( S'.l.10P) 

12th Floor, The Bank of California Tower 
Portland, Oregon 

January 11, 1972 

Environmental Quality Commission 
State Office Building 
Portland, Oregon 

Gentlemen: 

Reference: Addendum to Sensible Transportation 
Options for People (S'I'OP) statement 
at hearing. 

On January 5, 1972, Mr. Michael Crawford, representing 
Sensible Transportation Options for People (STOP), presented a 
statement concerning our position on proposed changes to the 
Department of Environmental Quality 1 s administrative rules pre­
sented as part of ~.regon 1 s :lmplementation plan. 

'ro supplement that statement .• we respectfully request 
that the following comments be inserted in the record. 

One portion of the proposed regulation on parking facil­
ities and highways in urban areas is unclear. Section 4 dealing 
with requirements as presently drafted does not make clear that 
obtaining a permit from the Department of Environmental Quality 
can be made a condition precedent to construction of' any new park­
ing facility. We suggest that in your drafting of' the regulations, 
you consider adapting ORS 4-49. 712 (2) in order to accomplish this 
result. '.l'he fj_rst part of subsect:Lon (2) of Section 4 of the regu­
lation would thereby read as follows: 

112. The Department may within thirty days 
of notificat:Lon as a condition precedent 
to the construction, installation, estab­
lishment, or modification of a parking 
facility requ:LPe submission of the follow­
ing matePials: . . . " 

We hope you will give this recommendation due consideration. 

Y.our .. s vepy tPuly, ( 
<ft.... p () () ,t· 

... >(~. D\ A-c)tv 
/ 

S'l'EVEN R, SCHELL, 
President 



OREGON 0 DIVISION 

3J;::nak llttltnu iGrngur nf Amrrirn, 3Jur. 
DEFEMDER OF SOIL, WOODS, WATERS AND WILDLIFE 

James A, Potter, President 
1505 Cornell Avenue 

Gladstone, Oregon 97027 

STATE OFFICERS 

James I<. Belknap, Vice President 
"1400 S.W. 84th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97223 

Roderick J, Munro, Secretary 
3300 S.W. Ridgewood Road 

Portland, Oregon 97225 

Ralph E. Bergerson, Treasurer 
Timber Route 

Vernonia, Oregan 97064 

January 12, 1972 

State of Oregon 

D ~- t f En . t l Q aliD~EPARTMENT OF ENVIRO·N. MENTAL QUALITY epar wuen o vironmen a · u 
Terminal Sales Building D ~ @ [g 0 l/!J ~ ml 
1234 S.W. Morrison Street , lQJ 
Portland, Oregon 97205 .JAli 1J1972. 

Dear Sir: 
AJR. QUALITY CONTROL 

Submitted herewith is a statement of the Oregon Division, 'Ihe Izaak Walton League 
of America to the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality for the record of the 
public hearing, 11Clean Air Act, Implementation Plan for Oregon". 

It is not the practice of the Oregon Division to be tardy in submitting a prepared 
statement, however, due to the tight schedule and the number of people presenting 
statements on the hearing date, our statement.was not presented• 

Your kindness to malce this a matter for the record will be appreciated. 

Kindest regards. 

JP: 

Encl. 

Sincerely, 

Oregon Division 
The Izaak Walton League of America, Inc. 

If"~ 
James A. Potter 
President 

Statement of Oregon Division, 
Clean Air Act, Implementation Plan For Oregon 

CC: Dr. David B. Charleton, Chairman, 
Air and Water Pollution Committee 

Mr. Harold Maiken, Committee Member, 
Air and Water Pollution 



STATEMENT OF THE OR.OOON DIVISION, IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE 
OF AMERICA TO THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY FOR THE RECORD OF THE PUBLIC HEARING, 11CLEAN 
AIR, IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR 0REJ}ON 11 • 

JANUARY 5, 1972 

Speaking for the Oregon Division of the Izaak Walton League, I am pleased to 

present a statement relative to the Clean Air Act and the plan to implement it in 

Oregon. 

Fifty years ago the founding members of the League declared 11it 1s time to call 

a halt" in the destruction of our natural resources or to use the modern term, 

environmental degradation, 'lhe concern then was with wildlife habitat, water pollution 

and forest practices and the slogan which attracted people to our ranks was "Defender of 

Woods, Water and Wildlife". A few years later, Soils was added to the slogan and we 

became active in conservation education. Our pioneering work in the fight against litter, 

which Life magazine recognized editorially in 1953, was also a factor in the founding of 

Keep American Beautiful in that year. 

Coming now to air, our current policy statements direct attention to the 1970 Clean 

Air Act and its amendments which provide new opportunities for citizen involvement on the 

basis that effective expression of public aspirations for clean air is vital. 

After many years of public indifference to the natural environment and the basic 

resources upon which life on earth is dependent, it is encouraging to see the public 

awakening which develoved momentum in only the past few years. 'lhe goals, with respect to 

air, in the form of National Air Standards, and in current federal legislation regarding 

water, are being set very high. Let us hope that they are possible of attainment without 

serious effect on our business econonzy-. 

Waltonians have frequently criticized and prodded your predecessor agency, the State 

Sanitary Authority into more aggressive action. lb.is is perhaps an appropriate time to 

say that we are pleased with operations in recent years, especially in the significant 

abatement of pollution in the Willamette River. We also recognize the abatement of air 

pollution now occurring as a result of air quality programs by the Department and by the 

regional authorities. 
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Your Department is to be commended for the great amount of work required in the 

development of a plan designed to meet the rigid national standards and to do it 

in the very short time set by the Jihvironmental Protection Agency. 

Coordinated and approved by: 

Oregon Division, 

Dr. David B. Charleton, Ph.D. 
Chairman, Air and Water Pollution Committee 
Oregon Division, Izaak Walton League of America 

Izaak Walton Walton League of America, Inc. 

,~4~ t/ ~~~~~-,A~~Potter 
President 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMElllJ\L QUAL!W 
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~JR ~UALIT'l CONTROL 

SENSIBLE TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS FOR PEOPLE 
(STOP) 

12th Floor, The funk of California. Tower 
Portland, Oregon 

January 11, 1972 

Environmental Quality Commission 
State Office Building 
Portland, Oregon 

Gentlemen: 

Reference: Addendum to Sensible Transportation 
Options for People (STOP) statement 
at hearing. 

On January 5, 1972, Mr. Michael Crawford, representing 
Sensible Transportation Options for People (STOP), presented a 
statement concerning our position on proposed changes to the 
Department of Environmental Quality's administrative rules pre­
sented as part of Oregon's implementation plan. 

To supplement that statement, we respectfully request 
that the following comments be inserted in the record. 

One portion of the proposed regulation on parking facil­
ities and highways in urban areas is unclear. Section 4 dealing 
with requirements as presently drafted does not make clear that 
obtaining a permit from the Department of Environmental Quality 
can be made a condition precedent to construction of any new park­
ing facility. We suggest that in your drafting of the regulations, 
you consider adapting ORS 449.712(2) in order to accomplish this 
result. The first part of subsection (2) of Section 4 of the regu­
lation would thereby read as follows: 

112. The Department may within thirty days 
of notification as a condition precedent 
to the construction, installation, estab­
lishment, or modification of a parking 
facility require submission of the follow­
ing materials: . • . " 

We hope you will give this recommendation due consideration. 

SRS:mp 

Yo.urs very tr?)ly,J(· 

. R.r~tJt 
J. . . 

STEVEN R. SCHELL, 
President 
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l11ri' '!0 1~.t- Dtr<-<:lor 1 D~:=tMunr:nt of 
Eiivir,•niT,c:nk! Qual1tv, 

~;~~~:i·;_rgt,g~~;:~\2~~~11:r;t_p: ;1~1~-~s~~r r_~{;~ 
ll"•l' Uer,01·1rr.c:lt 01. l.:0'·!,'.0.11~\on."I 
Qu-}lfi\'. T•;L;-,1inol :>.:'11'l· J_c,1n.,J1,1,1, .1~34 
S.'o/>'. i'.\'.HT1~n;,, /-<'.r11;,,,.j,, fJragoci, 
9J'.i0' A(.:di11Qnc:!l1'1 cw:''~ o1 t.-i:~, cr;1(1-
r1:.1~' nl<0•1 a1111. rulr:-'., c,-,, ilv0i1'.::,.'e Jor 
!~~p~·c'ncn rJI rnc; foil•Yu1;;9 1.,r;,,t1on5: 

l DepartrJu1t .of Er1vlrnnmcntrtl 
c>u.~llTY, 11J-l s.w, Mnrrl"0n, f'on­
land, OrH1on 

2. Df.'rarlrll~l'I of l1wl1011mental 
wu0oirv, J'H Stelle Gr1•C"' bu11U,r1v, 
LU'.!llB, Ofi:\-,Jn 

'.!. Dtr<arlrnEnt oi . f"-nviror,mcnlal 
Quality, l';L':1 S.f-, Sl~p:ie;;'i, R<JSe· 
r,ur9, OreQ:>n 

3. [)faJ;>rirnu1t _nf Envi~ori.:1~ntol 
[;iu<;\ll·t, :,(12 S.L 6tll, ! enolelon, 
Qrl·r1011 

<i. Dcr:iariml'nt ot En;!n,nrn~rdnl I 
Gu<il1lv, .16! E. Gre.cn\1·.,od, Bend, l­
Lt•CJ2ne, Or~.;:c.n I, 

D~i'~~?lfiis rn dav of No_V';Ol)"rb-2r, 19?1. 
!>. Peparlm~n1 of t;;11v11or:nwmal 

LB. Doy 
Oirfclor 

----------~------ -

Jn the ·------------Court of the State of Oregon 

for the County of Jlllultnonrnh 

Plaintiff 
vs. 

Defendent 

A.ffidavit of Publication 
ST A TE OF orn:GON 

County of Mullnom<ih 

.I. being first duly sworn deµosc 8nd 

say that l 11m tlle Princip<il Clerk Of The Publisher of The Orcgoninn , a newspaper of genernl 

circulntion. O\S defined by ORS 193.010 <md 19J.020. published in the City of Portbnd. in l\1ultno~ 

mal1 County. Oregon'. tlrnt tlie <H1vertiseinent. a printed copy of whkh is hereto Bnne.xcd, w;;s published 

without interruption i11 Lhc entire and rt:'gu!ar issues of TJ1e Oregoni<in for __ T~V\cl_Q~------

.succcs~ivc UDd consecutive ---~I_S~S~J,JE~,S~--- Dn the followin;' dates: 

DECJ\MBl~B 4 A ND 6, Jo 

' 
'1 

' 
I" 
' ' i 

I 

i 
:: 



l NO'.\'H'f·~ ----------

1 
nF:Fnr:_;'. T!lE ])i;:r'1\HTi\lFNT 

01'' IO:N\:1fil1N'.l'iEHT.'\I, Ql_iAL.!T\' 

I 
nv Tl!F ,ST/\ Tr: o~" nrnx:un 

i'H)'i'lCE OF r>1T1';HUT<ll :\CT!ON 
f:JO:(j,\liDl:'iC PJ-:Ol'n~:1;n n-,;-1•1.,v- i 

I
I [l,JF;;\'T1iTlUN_ Pl./':'<' l!,\'DlCfl TllJ·:1 
Fi<UFR:\l, l'l,EAN ,\[!-\ AC''f', i\SI 

I'\ Mi·_: l'; u 1;: n .. ·\,'Hl J>nopcis~:n, 
'· !_)0!'T!Ol\' Ol·' n l•'.LA'rl·'.Ll l-i!TLEJi' 

)'._} Hl•:c;ULATIONS 
.. 'Jn ,J .11t11<1n· :1. Hl'1'.', :oi 10-no c:.111., [ 

'·'"' pnll]1c i1•-i1ri:ie \\'iH IH" \"OllVC'llCd, 
[in tllP ~nrJ ilool' iJL1d1H,riu,11. 1'\!lilH'' 
I ~-:cn·w(• P.uild111;:, :'~'.il ~~.W. lith. five· 

l 1n1e. l'01\l;:1;(i. On·1:n11 .. 11nd 011 J:-in­
u,1n' 7. JD'<':~. ;d 1:,:11 n.111 .• ;1 public 

I 
hc!!ri.n!'. wiit hr 1·,n·,1·r·riccl in· Ille 
.J.a,ck~0n C.n11nlY. C'ol.nlhu~1:,c ;1•.1.di· 
1o:·;u1n, :Hf'flfurd, Orr:i:t>n, !!; cnn-

l 

l>lr'cr ;1c\D·]."Jl IP11 .ol :1n 111lpk1.·rw11lrttH111 
pl;in )Wc-.;cnht:d 11t1der liie J"cclcra\ I 
Ch:;1n Air Ad. a.~ <n'•{·il\lf'rl. ;ind 
11le <1c:opl10n u[ ndes n:·1;,11n1; tlwre· 1 
ln. I f'L \Jl ·Gil-I l 

I The prup1,,;pfl irnpkrrl\'nl;iinu pl;i." 
proptl."C'~ Io ,1.:lc•r•; 1Jt'•1· r Ilks '11'{1 

I .1n.;c11d ;ind J'('llC''11 f'Xisti111; n1\05 l'L"" I 

I
' l<ttlng 1o •ncl.ll:"·t<.·\2.l ;i11\i. 1·0n•_;n.crcicrll',.· nir cnutamin~<ni C'<ll11'<'C'~. ~l1lt11r cun· 

le;il of fu<'lc open hur111n,:. 8ll1hienl 
air ~(nnrl;ucls. "l•ile ~1ud lnl";Jl 
gr)·\·~r111 1 w11l_ ~~:lwn ,10 rvdliC'e 1;10tnrl 
vc-h1dc rm1.<:.1ons m ;.,rLns 01 the. 
stc:tr'. and :i1r pnllulJOn emcrgrn<.'Y 
ronlroh. I 

,\dclilitin;.!iv. thf.' irnplerncnln1ion I 
p!r>1'1 ~('\_c forth lllL' :Jl(',l_l\S l)~c which. 
lht.: o;!:1lc oi Oregon pro~1(1~;e:-; In meet' 
ledt:.l'<il requirement>- IC'r::;1rdl1it-' ;dr I 
c111;illly 0-1:P·cillat1Cc, 1'111!>'' iunc. .'\I\"· I 
vc1llance.. e1.loi·t.:c1••<'nl of ruh~,, ;ind I 
regulation~. Rncl air po1lulio11 cmcr· 

I 
gccH'IC~. 

Intcl"E.~tC'd 1Her::on~ rn;:iy p1·e:;cnl 1 
th<?ir \')('\'.'S, s(;ttcrncri!~ or com-' 
inrc>its. eillw1· '"r,1!i_v or in W>iting, I 

I al :lie dfm·('s~,i(i l1c;;1·111g~. or ~u'ot111t1 
lheir written ~u1u~me111" prior t" the i 
hc:ou:ino; to the Dir<::rlor .. Deparl1ncnll 
of Ell\'il"Ot1ll1c>ntal Qi.1:it1lv. 

Copic-s oi " sun1n1a1·:-· of !he pro· , 
po.sell lrnp\cment_8ll011 plan ;md rdcs: 
ll18Y be obla!ncn upon rcquesl fl'om' 
!he D·c. p~.•l'tment .. of EnV!l"(Jnl!ter~lal'I, 
Qualilv, Tcrnim:il Sale>. Building, , 
1:;,')-I S \V r-.rnrri.~011. f'p1·t\;rnrl, Ore· : 
;;on. fl'/2.ll.1. 1\dd1l1trn~-illy, ("opic.~ o[, 
the ~Olllplclc l'l·in ?lid l'Ule:" ~re 
~vaiJ;1lJ]r tor ln~\WC\!Cln ~11 tllf' fol· 
;win~ locali1ms: 
l. llcpcirlmenl o[ Environrnenl<.11 

quality, 12.:JJ ::: .. \\'. Jvloui~on, 
Por\l.'lnd. Ore.c:nn 

2. Dt>r12rt111ent 0f Lil\:iro11111c11!;tl 
Qu;ili1c-·. ;)(I~ S!;~te Offic•< f3uild· i 
ing. 1::u1:c11c, On•;<on j 

,). Dep~lrt.1nc11t, ur ,, E:1vironlf,cn'.cil I 
Qu;1,1t;,, li.\h) ••. E.. Sli>pf1c11s, 
Ho.;eburg, Orcs01, 

4. Dcp;n·tn1cnt of E:11viron111cnli>l i 
Qunl1t~·. ;;ft'.! S.E. nth, Pen·' 
cllc\on. OJ'cg1•11 I 

5. Dcrnrtm"t:nt of En\'i1·onmcn!ill 

I 
Qllc\\1\\", ~111 E. Gn·enwoocl, 
Bend. Orcl:':C1n 

I 
1 9~i~tcrl lhi~ 18 G<i.v of Novcrnbcr.

1 

L. B. Day I 
Direclor ·------ -=-

AiP O!JAIJ',Y1 fJ)c
1l~TROl .----'"""' - .. S u·e"i3t'"~ rcgon, 

SS. 
County of .Jackson 

1. ·--------·············----~~-~-§..h. ___ M_?:Y..~.~-----·--···--·-·····-·······-···--····i being first duly 

sworn, depose and soy that I on1 t-l-1c ...••.•..•... J?.l"";_inGJ~.P.8:.J ...... C:.l.er.L<.-- --·-----···----· 
(OWNER, ~DJTOR, PUilLlSHJ';I~, MANAG£R. 

.11.DVERT!SJNG MANAGtll1 Pll!NC!I'AL CLERK, PRJNTER on PRIN"XEil1S FOREMAN! 

of Medford /\\oil Tribune, a newspaper of general circulation, as defined by ORS 193,010 

and 193,020; printed and published at W1edford in the aforesaid county and state: 

··--······---··-~------··-------·····--·-··-·-------··------: ........................................ -~ ............... , a printed 
copy of which is hereto annexed, wos published in the entire issue of said newspaper 

2 . . davs · for ................................ successive and consecutrve ............... ~L ........................ tr1 the 

.. ,,,,,~ ,,,, •..... ,;;.1!.;'0;;;;·r';~"e'J"""'";.o;·~;'~ T 
.$~~·.:'<,c.c~J.~!7~c:~.---·--··· 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this_ 9th d::iY. of_~D~O~· ~C~---i 191L 

- ~1??;;;: 177,({~a"'=f.,, '----~_,../. llO;rAnY pufiLIC FOR OREGON 

16th ocfc. My CommissiOn expire>------'day ofc__ ______ _ ' 19--1.2. 
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PHOHE (503) 345-1~.51 

EUGH--lf., OREGOM S'740l 

Le9t1i 
t>foHco 

C:LFIF! O'DFLL 0 T c-arshoaf' Notice 

6 

l_!F'.P 1~~-~nLi\~r~r.i 1r 

n.l.J AJ--'Irry 0 

J.2~1[ 8,\,1. 
• LI Duplica!e A(fidm·il 

STATE OF 
COUNTY 

f,_11JP,n. I.:,()}_] ,sr1 1 f{]~RT-

o r; r:u () ~,J :.1'/2 o 1) 

/\FfJ[),L\\tlT 
ORcGOH, ) 

OF LANI:, ) 

Or PUi·lLICATION 

r' 1 ''' "f'.::?v<:~rl 
I, _ _c___... ---------------·--·-

• 

being first duly sv1orn, depose ond say thal I orn ihe Advcrti!:ing 
tlf1onager, or hi" principal c!t;r-k, of the Euqcn(l RBgistcr··G·vard, a 
nevvf.puper of genern! circulotlon c1s defined in ORS 193.010 and 
l 93.020i pub!isf1ed at E~igene ir1 the aforetc-iid counl·y and ;;tCl\'(~, 
ihat the 

n;.i. ;rr.-;.r, '~Jnn 
i~ here~·o annexed, vvos published in the 

entire issue of said ncwspc;iper for ____ 2___ __ successive and 
consecuiive Yveeks in the fo!!ov.'ing issues: 

fl Pc r.:' ~~1 }, 0 .,,, J 1 '.'.l ·n j____G_r_UJ_l_ _____________ _ 

1·1rE1:·~\~~~~\.~:i r~~;-:Q?.i~ ~\'.:·1 
i QlJ.,\Lf1-1' 
I OF THF. S'l_,-,:f.E OF n:!i-:(~n:~ 
1 1\0.J'J(.i--' OF l''l'i-t:':<:)l-.l) 

I /\(TIO>I iu::.r~,\F;(\T:;\; 
: I'HOPOS~D 1:"u~1.L··;··_:,· (.'.-\ 1c1;~ 

'i 1°L,\N T_;;.,;r~El~ T\it: _•-.•_,":ici-:1\L 
, CL°l-f\;-.'./1lJ<,\t_·1, 

:I /\,~; 1\<1\t,:~ .. [l)L-:11. 

I ANI> PP.OPOSF.D .\DOJ-'T;O:-: 
01-'' RELATLD F'lilT .. '.: i 

,j AND H.EGULAT!O~S j 

i\ ~~-:~~-- -~~~1!~~7~~t~l'.0~1;:i·'.~i~~,:-~:.'.\~~~~~ 
1; con1·encd in the ~11d t:r,.-1r au•':,). 
;i riurn, Publir. .<>crv:cc >3uil•ling, 
:· fl:?IJ S.V/, iith A1•t·;1u0, Ponl~1nd, 
1[ Oregon, and 011 J~.nn:ny 7, HJ'/_~, 
:: ;;l J :3<) p.m., a puhlw lic•;-1nng 
'I will be convtcni:d ill ti:c J<'-c:.;:;on 
: C(11111ly Courthousl' anditorinrn, 
i, 2\Ie·'.forcl, Oregon, fo c:on5idt'r 
,: '1dup:ion of an i!11plerne11tC1tion 1 

,I pbn prcscrlhc·d nndC'r the F<:·clcr- 1 
:r <JI Cif:an Air _,\cl, J.; nn1cncic:d, I 
I! ;mrl th.o adop/1on 0f rules rcht- ,' 
:1 i:ig there-to. (PL Dl·tilll) ! 
~I Tile propo~r.d 1m11krnentatitJ11 i 
: r•'.m-. prcipo~·cs lo ad'JPl rww r11Jcs ; 
'I dn1! arnemi ar.d rrp('<-ll f'Xistitl6 : 
, 1 u!Ps relating lo ind!Vilri::il <>nc\ ' 
: co1n1ncrcial a i 1 contan1inant , 

]· ~ources, su!fut content of fuels, ! 

i open hurning, amb1t'nt air s\Jnd-; 
-. arch, state a11d Jocni ~overnmcnt, 

lH:tion to reduce 1notor v1,]1icle i 
c·rni,;siono; in areas oi the state, I 
awl <dr pollution emprgl':ncy con­
troL 

Additionnlly, the implementa­
tion pl'.ll1 sets foi·th tl1e n1eans 
by which lhe stale of Oregon 
pl-op-oses to rnec.t federal require­
ments reganling air ql1ality sur· 
veidancf:!, e·rni.~siort:-; stirvrill<.J.nce, 
enforcemen! of rul<os and regula· 
tirms, and c.ir polluticm en1£•rgicn-

! ci;-;l~ercstdl persons may pfE'S('ll\ r·· -
their views, stat•:menL; nr com- \ 

i 1:;1e-;1r:~-;-e-fff!Cfcifa-lly or i.n \1'r!t· 
ii"' al lhe a[oresa~d hcarmgs, or 

· ~~"'o'rnil thelr writtt·n slate1nenu 
f•r\or lo lllc hearing to tl-•.8 
Direrlor, DqK1rtnw11t of E11v1· 
ru11nwntsl Qucility. 

:· cooies of a snmmnry of U1c 
1 pr~pl1scd im1,H1r.tnUtion P 1 an 
· :::ud rules in;,i_y b•o o\1t:.dned uron 
· rcqu05t fro;11 tlii' D:.'pctrLrnen~ of 
, Enviro1~mt·11L;ti Qt:ahly, Tcrnl11rn! 

i ;~;;\~~· "P~1:~\\~\~:~ :, 'O ;.:~:;/01~· ~~·20:~;~ 0 :~'ci: 
: ,-iicic.nally, cn~~i·;·-; .ot' lhC' c0mPlC<tr. 

rb:1 and 1L1:c0 ~; are av:illable tor 
in;pcctinn at the fo\towi11g loc3_­
t:ons: 
1. Department o-f Environrnt:nt::ll 

Quality, l:!·~-i .'i.\V. Mornsein, 
I Portl:-ind, O~·cg•_111 
) 2. Dc'\nrtnt~nt oi EtH'!E'"HlnJC·~t~I 

i' ~~~;;{t,\~;~),:~'.?~'."i{i,';;~;;;;,,;'. 
\ Hri:.cl1n12, O~·c'.'.':'><1 
, -L DL:pii:·~ll;,.nl or L·:11viror,_m0nl:1l 

Qu~.Jity. ,:(·:l S.E. !ith, iJenil:,-,­
t•11~. o:-c:-<··n 

· .5. D,'p,11·tmd1i o: r:,~\·!ronnv~nl.d 
Qtwiit.v .. J1il F. Grecw.1·r;';,J, 
1_~~11(« fi;,_, 1-:<11! 

: D:itcd tLh r,th day of Novernbn, 
H•il, 

L.B. [.1.-t'/ 
• li1 •·rt··.i 

::, "· i:; I"/- - 11. ':. G, I 'li! 

!. 
J! 
l1' 
L 



l"!c:-'·:.,,-,E TV-1! 0 

oc-;-_;;; .~-/i-,i-"' H'f,() ~ 
r· HV! ~O!l\k,\':[.:"f /1.L C!Uf\L!'fY 

Ci:" ·1 !-:i;: 
STf.\T~: (q~ f)l·~El!H.JN 

!llO"il'~r: r''; 
I r·J1'1~: i'J f"1 f-~; ., '.·1·:-.~-f ~ O t~ 

l"!'.l'.;G/\t~Dl;·'(:, ~ 0 RCF'(l:)Ef} 

lf/\F!o ENi '.'_: 0!"f'f','!' IQN 
r·ct\l·l i}1-~c,1;;;;u 

TML FEPl:!~fl.L 
t:.LE/U--1 Id~-;·_ }\i.:T, 

/.\ ~; f.\?.-'\ r,:: t -) ri :·_· ~.,, 
A~-H_'.l f 0 :->COl·'f)~~;~~l 

,td)O\-'"i'H'.'-\M ( 1 ('-' 

f?.r.:.Li\Tt-:·11 \'i.i.tl.\:;$ 
{l._f-.:D f•'.f'.GIJL.f-i.T!Ol·l5 

On J2rn1£\ry 5, l'i'/;i at H1:00 
a.n1., u t:iUt.ilic iiC\~1-ing will be 
conv<!ned in 11te ~nd floor 
~HJdiiori1.1m, l'-'ublic Servicf' 
nuilclii1~, 9?0 S.\V. 6lh Avenve, 
PortliH;ci, Oo:c;on, ~ind on 
J~<nwary 7, l\!72, ot 1:30 p.tn,, .1 
public \l;~LH"inry ,.,.11_1 ~'=" C"<:-.r1vcncd 
In the Jucko.,o:-, Cou1liy Court­
house i<U(lituriurn, f./\r-:dford, 
Oi"e9on, to (.On»i·:kr todoption of 
,,n irrq1l01-.>cnta1lo11 pl~n 
::ire~'cribecl 1mr_;':r 11·1'.o Fcdt;1:13J 
(.lp;:,n /'.\ir r-,cl, ;:s tJmrnded, and 
1r1e <Jc1c·nt1nn z1f till~~' rel0tlng 
lht.•o:lo .. (f''I. ?l-MM) 

l he propo",•_'.·(1 irnpit~mentation 

~~ :~~:• J;'::r~1,~~-~>;c'~ 1~-~~ ''t-1~;~},;::> ~""~~ i~ ¥/r~Z 
t«lc-,; tel.:iiino )(1 iniJusirial a11d 
,:vrnnicrcial i.'ir cc:r1t'Jn-;l11,:<i-11· 
:o,,-,1•rc0~,, >.ullur <_onic;n!- ol fuels, 
c,pc,n burnin,.1, ambient air 
1;[~1nl-!_;1rcis, ~i.;:t"! anrJ loca! 
i;:ovcnfrnent '"-:lion to rE;'{iuce 
nH.11'or vziticle C.itli~-sions !n are.o:s 
of lhe st;11'e, c::·,d u!r pollution 
emer£•e:i1cy c011trols. 

P..clc1itioni-llly, the in1-
plefflE'nl<itiu11 Pi.'1n seLs fcirth H·,e 
1ne0ns by v-1hkh U-1e s1o'fe of 
Oregor1 prc,prVi"·s to rnec-1 fecieri.'11 
requiren1er;')s rel1'"'"dlng tiii­
quality c,ur·vr-,UlnfK~-, <>rnissiont. 
surveillanc2, r:'tilorcer11ent of 
rules end n~·:JiJlaiiDns, ani:i o)ir 
pollution cn•.;rt1:~nd8s. 

lnle1-·3c,f(;d !:i2rso11s n1CJy 
p1'escnt their views, ::;i~terni.:·nh; 
or c()rr:rr-1c-nts, (fllti~T o,-allv o,- in 

.-iti:iq ct ilv, Dfni·e.-:~~Jd 
-,.:--_. - ·-. .,,~ ><«-.i·in;i'!, ';i~-~·:r;1~1u_~f1<cir wr-i:tc.~~ 

f;~a i~;~~ '~~;'1:;r2/;:?,' 6:~.,~,i:;;/~~~'.1f; ir;;~1 

E~~~~f~~~~/1t,~t! os~;~r;_1i}1:~:Y 0f lh0 
p1-oposed ini;;ikmcnt..-itivn plc.n 
<ind nJles rncy lit:' obL1ln;od u01),1 
r1..'QU(;'St ft·or,« ill(' c.sv,1rtr11en-r of 

. F1:P1iro11rnc·nLd C!'.J11lity, Ter­
minal Stiles E\uik!'inn, 1'.>'J,l S,V·/. 

· A!\orri~on, Pc,r.1101Hl, 0re1;on, 
: ~1 7205. Additiorwil'f, copies oi ·11iro 
;' cornpk·te plan and rl.1!1~;. <HT. 

<:ivailab!e f•)r iiYQe,~-nvn at t)",c· 
!ollowin~ locDlir:ir1's: 

1. D8DC;ri!n~:nt Of En-
vironmenfol Qu~1liJy, 1234 S.'N. 
1\·\orrison, Portland, Or£,~Jon 

2. Departrncnt of r::n-
vironinenlil! 8u-:i1i\y, 302 Stcir1~ 

•
1 

Office B1!ilding, F:ugenu, Oreg(m 

i 3. Dc•pa1·tn1ent of En-
vironrnentDI C!uzii\ly, 10CO s.;::. 
S1epl1cns 1 l<osebu1·g, Or~'~JOn 

4. D<:ti<.rl-:-ne-n1 ot Fn-
yironmenlil! QuLi!iiy, 302 S.t:. 
6th, Pencllelon, Oregon 

5. D2pril"frnent Of r-;n. 
vlronnH1 nta! Qualily, 461 E'.. 
Greenwc0d, Bend, Oregon 

Dated lhis rnth day of Hovernb<:r, 
l?ll. 

L.B. [)f\ Y 
310-l-C 

STA'rE 01i· 01t:Eco1\r~ COUN'rY OF l)Efic1ruTEs, - ss. 

Y, £.1.n.cy lvfanning, bc-.ing fiI':.<t duly U\VOTU, dep-o-.xi lh!J_ f"1)'. tL:it i t>.>:l1 \h•.I 
Priuc.tpnl Cle::rk of the I'ubli<;heu of 'fhn Bulletlu, a l10\\'!ilx11x~r o[ Hr:-•J:>,l'J.l elr(-.-d:-1tfo11 

pdu!.erl and 1:rnbHsh0d. a.t }J-end in tlH~ !Uo;;esnid o.11.111ty 111td 1.lahJ 1,~i d1:flnrd by 
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Eugene h8-s br.C'.n added to lhe 
list of cities where fornicd pub­
lic hearings will be held on the 
FCderal Clean Air Act iinple­
n1cntation.plan for Oregon. 

'fhe additional hearing; \Vas 

scheduled Bfter the Lalle Re" 
giona! Air Pollution Aulhority 
(LRAJ?A) and other reg·ional air 
pollution boards fron1 around 
the state lit1._d an inforrnal n1ccln 
inr, \Vcd11csr1:i_y '.1.t the Sweetbrier 
Tnn, nc;:ir Portland, with repre· 
· r:nlativr.-s of f:he Environr11ental 

~"·h, 
~ ,._.,,, 

\'\ (\[\'it' 

C:,)r'"C,J' ''''""''' ,,;'.;/'"'"'"''"'''''''"' 

Quality Con1111ission a11d Dcparl­
n1cnt of Enviror1111ental Quality, 

\Vickes Beal, LRAPA chair. 
n1an, said the hearing will be at 
8 p.n1. on Friday, Jan. 7, at 
l{arris Ifall. 

Originally, the DEQ had sched­
uled only two hearings on the 
ilnplen1entation plan -- at 10 
a.in. on Jan. 5 in .Portland and 
at 1;30 p.n1. on Jan. 7 in l\1edQ 
ford. Ivrrs. Beal said, ho\vever, 
that LRAPA sought a hearing in 
Eugene also because of the high 
Jnlcrest-in this area. 

f . 
IOJL 

'i"'l 

lj4 TI T< r,cf c::11rii (F'.\, 
e-1.-~ t!,,,;,'.,l';,:,_, J~_,,. ), !l Z~ ._, 

'A special LRAPA n1ccting to 
explain ti1e in1ple111entation plan 
to the public has been scheduled 
for 7:30 -p.1n. Monday in the 
Eugene Public Library's n1eet~ 

ing roonL J\1rs. Beal said 
0

Joe 
RiGhards, LRAPA attoriicy, \viii 
outline the in1plen1cntation plan 
and there \vill be ,an opportunity 
for questions 3-nd answers. 

Oregon is one of the first 
stntes to con1plete an in1plcn1enw 
talion plan, which, according to 
the Clean Air Act, inust he 
.subn1itted by each state by Jan. 

JO. Thls plan n1ust show how a 
state plans to reach .n<ttional air 
qu-ality standards by 1975. 

The new regulations \Viii af~ 

feet the construction of parking 
facilities and highways in urban 
areas, will set up action ·guides 
for air po!tution e1nergcncies, 
and \Vill prohibit Open burning 
of industrial w<1stes anywhere in 
the state. 

Copies of the bulky 750-page 
plan are available. for inspeclion 
at the stafe DEQ office in Eu~ 
gene, the Eugene and Spring­
fiq!d public libraries, ~ind the 
Un i v e rs i t y of Oregon La\v 
School Library. Extra copies of 
sun1n1aries of the plan i11so arc 
available at the Jaw school Ji. 
brary. 

I\1rs. Beal said it is in1portRnt 

for the. public to rcal"lze !hat the 
plan will provide a whole new 

structure of air po!lutlon Jaws in 
the st<1te. 



MINUTES OF THE P~BLIC HU ON 
OREGON'S AIR QUALITY :m:::=MPLEMlION PLAN 

Eugene, Oregon January172 

A Public Hearing on Oregon' = Implewn Plan prepared for 

the Environmental Protection Agency as requir the Federal Clean Air 

Act as Amended was held in Harris ::JF-Iall, adjato County Courthouse, 

in Eugene on January 7, 1972 before L. B. Ddrector of the Department 

of Environmental Quality, as Hearing- :==i Officer. vironmental Quality 

Commission Member, Storrs S. Wat~ :rman joini B. Day shortly after 

opening the meeting. 

Approximately 115 persons a. ttended rephting themselves as private 

citizens, air pollution authorities, E1:3--v-ironmentrefense Council, League of 

Women Voters, Law School, Sierra ~J.ub, Coun1n.d City government, 

schools and educational institutions, :iir:i.dustry, intrial associations, and E. P.A. 

L. B. Day opened the Hearilln.g at 8:07 r. and after introductions 

acknowledged the receipt of written tE3sti:mony fr< 

a. Asphalt Pavement AssocI.ation of Orin, Mike Huddleston, Manager: 

Mr. Huddleston stated that the membership he rEesents produces over 75% 

of the asphalt used in the State. He related to ti progress made by the 

industry; to figures representing the industry's c(J;ribution to air pollution; 

to the short time period allowed for review of the[mplementation Plan: and 

alleged the Plan is incomplete. He testified direc[y to the particulate emissions 

from process equipment regulation a:n.d the more ristrictive current emission 

standards for hot mix asphalt plants -which limit elllissions to a maximum of 

40 lbs/hour. He also questioned the necessity of new provisions covering 
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fugitive emissions and their necessity inasmuch as city ordinances, state 

statutes and the right of civil suit prevails. The written testimony has been 

made a part of the Hearing records and is attached as exhibit (a). 

b. Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority, Wickes Beal, Chairman: 

Mrs. Beal urged strengthening the implementation and further limits on motor 

vehicle emissions, and to include inspection of vehicles in the entire State. 

The written testimony has been made a part of the Hearing record and is 

· attached as exhibit (b). 

Mr. L. B. Day called upon F. Glen Odell, Chief of Technical Services, 

Air Quality Control Division, Department of Environmental Quality, to present 

a summary report of the Implementation Plan. Mr. Odell gave an approximate 

50 minute presentation outlining the major points and sections of the Plan. 

Illustrated charts were used to explain pertinent points. 

Mr. L. B. Day then called upon persons wishing to make a statement 

at the Hearing and the following persons testified: 

1. Wickes Beal, Chairman, Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority: 

Mrs. Beal, representing the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority, spoke to 

the dedication of LRAPA in obtaining the roll-back in pollution necessary for 

acceptable air quality. She stated the numerous times standards have been 

exceeded for the record and the average concentration in Eugene for suspended 

particulates was 91 ug/m3 compared to the standard of a yearly geometric 

mean of 60 ug/m3. (The arithmetic mean of 11 months data is expected to 

yield a geometric mean of about 75 ug/m3). She recognized local sources on 
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an annual basis and emphasized the worst periods are summer and fall when 

pollution sources are augmented by field burning and slash burning activities, 

She requested that LRAPA be a participant in discussions on slash burning 

programs and inquired as to the availability of Federal funds for further 

research for alternatives to field burning, She also requested an early meeting 

with the Department to see what immediate steps can be taken to alleviate the 

situation. The statement is attached and made a part of this Hearing record as Exhibit 1. 

2. Margaret Patoine, representative of the public on the LRAPA 

Advisory Committee: Mrs. Patoine deferred further statement in the interest of 

time and asked the record to show that she agrees with the testimony of Wickes 

Beal. 

3. M. Elizabeth Pritchard, citizen living near Goshen: Mrs. Pritchard 

expressed concern about aerial spraying on farm land which is adjacent to her 

property, She alleged the use of sprays such as 4A356T, 24D and DDT had 

affected her health and that of her husband. She reviewed the history of the 

death of sheep on her property in 1970 and her contact with various officials 

and agencies to evaluate the problem and obtain relief, No spraying was done 

in 1971. 

4, The League of Women Voters, Mrs. John Northway: Mrs. Northway 

expressed concern that the roll-back technique used in the plan would allow an 

increase in air contaminants in non-regraded areas. She acknowledged the plan 

included calculations relative to new significant sources, but not pollution that 

accompanies every day activities of people. She supported the permit program, 

utilization of best technology, concept that pollution costs should be a part of 
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production costs, and regional approaches, but requested frequent eval-uation 

of roll-back procedures and techniques. She urged a large scale mete orologica1 

study of the Willamette Valley and urged DEQ to request the Federal govermner:Lt 

to standardize equipment used to measure background and contaminants which 

reduce visibility. She supported restrictions on traffic, control of em:issions 

from motor vehicles and vigorous pursuit of the "emission reduction p1an. " She 

supported the compliance rule as reasonable and suggested semi-annua1 public 

hearings on the Implementation Plan; that copies should be made available to 

citizens of proposed revisions, compliance schedules and progress reports ancl 

thanked DEQ for a frank and cooperative attitude. (See Attachment 4. ) 

5. Upper Willamette Environmental Defense Council, Bruce H. Ander son, 

Secretary: Mr. Anderson's comments were directed to the requirements of 

Section 110 of the Federal Clean Air Act as amended. He reviewed the secti <> n 

and stated Oregon's Plan reflects no greater commitment than to meet all Fed.eral 

ambient air standards by 1975. He spoke to the non-degradation issue and oe> 

where in the law are provisions which do not permit States to do better than the 

requirements of the Federal Act and related his testimony to ORS 449. 765 (1)' Ca). 

He emphasized and extensively covered the need to do more in the control of 

motor vehicles and urged a state-wide basis as a means of automobile emiss$•<=m 

control programs. He recognized the difficulty in controlling emissions, but 

expressed serious doubt that a once a year motor vehicle inspection w:as 

adequate and suggested 3 month inspection periods initially. He urged firIIll'.1"'3 ss 

in implementing the Plan and in enforcing the law. A copy of Mr. Anderso:P-- .,.... s 

testimony has been made a part of the hearing record and is attached as Es:l1---- ibit ([ 
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production costs,' and regional approaches, but requested frequent evaluation 

of roll-back procedures and techniques. She urged a large scale meteorological 

study of the Willamette Valley and urged DEQ to request the Federal government 

to standardize equipment used to measure background and contaminants which 

reduce visibility. She supported restrictions on traffic, control of emissions 

from motor vehicles and vigorous pursuit of the "emission reduction plan. " She 

supported the compliance rule as reasonable and suggested semi-annual public 

hearings ori the Implementation Plan; that copies should be made available to 

citizens of proposed revisions, comp~ance schedules and progress reports and 

I 
thanked DEQ for a frank and cooperative attitude. (See Attachment 4.) 

5. Upver Willamette Environmental Defense Council, Bruce H. Anderson, 

Secretary: Mr. Anderson's comments were directed to the requirements of 

Section 110 of the Federal Clean Air Act as amended. He reviewed the section 

and stated Oregon's Plan reflects no greater commitment than to meet all Federal 

limbient a~i- standards by 1975. He spoke to the non-degradation issue and no 

where in the law are provisions which do not permit States to do better than the 

requirements of the Federal A,ct and related his testimony to ORS 449. 765 (l)(a). 

He emphasized and extensively covered the need to do more in the control of 

motor vehicles and urged a state-wide basis as a means of automobile emission 

control programs. He recognized the difficulty in controlling emissions, but 

expressed serious doubt that a once a year motor vehicle inspection was 

adequate and suggested 3 month inspection periods initially. He urged firmness 

in implementing the Plan and in enforcing the law. A copy of Mr. Anderson's 

testimony has been made a part of the hearing record and is attached as Exhibit (5). 



-5-

6. L. Jackson, citizen: Mrs. Jackson expressed concern relative 

to the Emergency episode criteria and guidelines suggest the levels were 

unrealistic. She urged enforcement of primary and secondary standards and 

urged a health study to meet State needs. (See Attachment 6) 

7. Mel Mc!J'erman, citizen of Eugene: Mr. McDerman related to 

earlier work he had done in the air pollution and reviewed several news 

articles and experiences indicating steps individual citizens can do to help 

control pollution. 

8. Jack E. Dearth, Jack's Auto Service & Towing (Owner): Mr. Dearth 

spoke in favor of controlling air pollution, but expressed some concern that 

the public should be protected as related to motor vehicle inspection. He cited 

recent developments in news articles and of his own knowledge and experiences 

and concluded that he was in support of safety and air pollution control devices. 

9. Bernt A. Hansen, citizen: Mr. Hansen criticized Federal standards 

as inadequate and suggested the plan should contain provisions for research; 

for citizen input to compliance schedules, and a schedule establishment by 

Hearing. He suggested a reward for citizens reporting violations of visible 

emissions. The written testimony of Mr. Hansen has been made a part of the 

Hearing record and is~ attached as Exhibit (9). 

10. Philip Montgomery, human race: Mr. Montgomery discussed the 

use of liquid methane fuel for motor vehicles and possible conversion of all 

city and state vehicles to methane fuel. 



-6-

There being no further testimony, Mr. L. B. Day advised that 

testimony would be received through January 11, 1972 and declared the 

Hearing closed. 

Mr. Day offered comments relative to his agreement on additional 

citizen participation, his understanding of the peoples concern about degradation 

and recognized the need for a well thought out motor vehicle inspection program. 

A tape record was made of the Hearing and the list of 78 persons 

signing the attendance record is attached, 



TESTIMONY GIVEN AT THE HEARING BEFORE THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION REGARDING 
THE OREGON IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

BY: MIKE HUDDLESTON, MANAGER, ASPHALT PAVEMENT 
ASSOCIATION OF OREGON 

Mr. Day, Chairman McPhillips, Members of the Board 
and Ladies and Gentlemen: 

My name is Mike Huddleston. I am Manager of the Asphalt Pavement 

Association of ~regon, and I represent at this hearing thirty-two (32) 

plant owners and seventeen (17) dealers of asphalt materials or equip­

ment. I am sure the additional owners also sanction these remarks. 

My members produce over 75% of the asphalt used in the state of Oregon. 

I am proud to say and I am sure your staff and the staff of the regional 

authorities will agree our industry has made substantial improvement in 

their equipment in an attempt to do our share to keep Oregon the most 

livable state in the Union. The days of the huffing, puffing black mon-

ster called an Asphalt Plant are at an end. Now we are modern, clean 

and the plume you see is steam which is non-toxic and not detrimental 

to your health nor to the atmosphere. 

Now the above statement may not be absolutely true, one hundred percent 

of the time, but let us examine the facts taken from your data sheets 

enclosed in the implementation plan. Our category· listing is petro­

chemical and our emission is fine particulates. In the Portland Inter­

state region, our contribution is 0. 8%; in the South West reg3-on, 138 



tons a year out of a total of 31,834, or 0.43%; in the North West region, 

69 out of 4,999, or 1.4%; in the Central region, 488 tons out of 8,588, 

or 5.6% and finally, in the Eastern region, 186 tons out of 5,368, or 

3.4%. The statewide average is 1.2% and, remember, in the number one 

problem area, the Portland Interstate region, it is less than 1%. If 

they all shut down, you would never know the difference as far as air 

quality is concerned. 

What does all this mean? Let's get to the point -~et's talk about 

the'. implementation plan. My first comments will be directed toward 

the general procedure. I will have to go along with Doctor Gay of 

OSPIRG in regard to the amount of time allotted for the public and 

industry to review the plan. He suggested we had thirty days to re-

view and should have had ninety days. Let's examine the facts. An 

addendum was issued on December 27, 1971 and the first hearing was 

held January 5, 1972. Mr. Glenn O'dell in his presentation says: 

"Don't pay any attention to the Air Monitoring Section ... we are still 

working on that." We are, in effect, holding a hearing on an unfin­

ished document. I admire Mr. Day and his staff and the regional staffs 

for the great effort they put forth, but the problem lies with the 

federal government's deadline of January 31, 1972. I believe all con-

cerned should contact our Oregon Congressional delegation and ask them 

to re-set the deadline for July 1, 1972, or some other practical dead­

line. 
• 

Oregon is not alone in this problem. Other states are struggling al,ong 

even behind us. I can-foresee all sorts of legal entanglements cropping 

up as a result of insufficient hearings and rules that are not clear 
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and concise. No fair-minded person can argue against the need for 

;1 this gr~at plan, but I am afraid he could argue on the points men-
{· 

tioned jl3.bove. I will not elaborate on specific items, as I believe 
I! 

the Associated General Contractors testimony listed a few. An ex-

ample of suitable notice and time is the proposed amendment to the 

rules relating to Occupational Health. They have heid five" hear-

ings on an eight-page document, and the hearings have been extended 

over a four-month period of time. My remarks directed toward the 

actual plan are as follows: 

Particulate Emissions from Process Equipment 

Your new amendment places all industrial processes not covered by 

specific emission standards under the table labeled Exhibit A, Table I, 

Particulate Matter Emissions Standard for Process Equipment, which 

has no maximum limit. Our industry is covered by a specific standard 

and our formula is the same, but we have a maximum limit of 40 lb/hr. 

We have no quarrel with other industries and we are not asking for a· 

maximum of 40 lb/hr. for them but are in effect asking only to be put 

on the same standard, no limit formula as they are. Our plants whose 

gas volumes .exceed 26,000 standard cubic feet cannot make use of 0.2 

grains per standard cubic foot as they would be exceeding the 40-pound 

maximum. I am enclosing a graph to illustrate my point. Our basis for 

this request is simply we see no reason our industry should be treated 

in a more restrictive manner than other industries. 

The next point in question is the new additional provision covering· 

fugitive emissions. 

Let me point out again we are not quarreling with you about a program 
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for clean air, but in this case, we are saying existing city ordi-

nances, state statutes and the right of civil suit make this proposal 

unnecessary. 

Asphalt operations inside the city limits are covered by zoning regu-

' lat ions and city nuisance ordinances, and it is not the intention of 

the new pTovision to cover rural a re as. If my trucks raise dust and 

ruin your flowers or paint job, you have the right of civil suit for 

damages, It should not be treated as a criminal matter. 

Let me remind you that Section 107 of the Oregon State Highway speci­

fications is devoted to Legal Relations and Responsibility to the public. 

Subsection 107.08.relates directly to air and water pollution, and also 

Section 4.08 and 7.02 of the American Public Works Association specifi-

cations. Most projects for architects, engineers; or city and county 

officials have a similar provision in the specifications and therefore 

the subject is adequately covered by existing laws, and the fugitive 

emissions amendment is not needed. 

I. might also add that any regulation that is based on an unmeasurable 

quantity and is enforced on the basis of emotions is not exactly clear 

and concise in its intentions. 

Fugitive emissions from unpaved city streets, county roads and state 

highways are a much greater source of air pollution than all the in-

dustrial yands put together. Why not pass a law that all gravel and 

dirt streets be paved with asphalt by 1975? Annual gravel loss on. 

one mile of county road is estimated at 1,000 yards, or over 2,000,000 

pounds. While not all this becomes airborne, enough of it does that 

unpaved roads are definitely a nuisance and a source of fugitive 

emissions. 
-4-
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In closing, gentlemen, let me say once again, our industry stands ready 

to do our share of providing Oregon with clean air, but we want regu­

lations that ar.e clear and concise -- ones that do not duplicate other 

agency's efforts and ones that are not arbitrary and capricious. 

I wish to thank you for your time and thank your staff and the regional 

staffs for their cooperation with our firms in the past, and to you, 

Mr. Day, let me say I am amazed at your ability to grasp this difficult 

technical matter in such a short time. I am sure the Department of 

Environmental Quality is in good hands . 

• 

-5-



(bl 

LANE REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 
ROUTE I, BOX 739 

PHONE (503) 689-3221 

January 7, 1972 

Mr. L. B. Day 
Director 

EUGENE, OREGON 97402 

Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Dear Mr. Day: 

The Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority Board requests that the 
Department of Environmental Quality strengthen the Implementation 
Plan and further limit motor vehicle emissions. 

The thrust of the Federal Clean Air Act of 1970, as amended, 
requires a rollback of the existing levels of pollution. Therefore, 
this Regional Authority requests a reconsideration of the present 
plan to institute vehicle inspection limited to the Portland Metro­
politan area to include inspection of vehicles in the entire State 
of Oregon. 

It is requested that this program commence at an early date consis­
tent with the financial resources available to implement the plan. 

Sincerely, 

Wickes Beal 
Chairman of the Board 
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My name is 0W~ckes BIO!.~±• Ch\lirman of the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority 

and I am speaking on behalf of that Agency. First of all, let us welcome you 

to Eugene. You have scheduled this hearing in Eugene at our request,fitting 

it into a very tight schedule and at personal inconvenience and we are grateful 

to you and happy to have you with us, 

In presenting our views to you we wish first of all to congratulate you on 

the job you have done in this major step towards getting Oregon into compliance 

with the Clean Air Act. We know that you and your staff are fully committed 

to the job of cleaning up our air. We have full confidence in you and we share 

your high hopes that we will be able to roll back the pollution that we are now 

experiencing, so that the ambient air that we breath every coming year will be 

c.leaner than that which we were breathing the year before. 

I do not think you realize the levels of pollution we are now experiencing 

in the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan area. Indeed, we did not realize this 

ourselves until very recently. Our monitoring devices have been installed for 

less than a year, and it was only recently that we checked the suspended parti­

culate count against Federal Primary Standards. There are three Federal 

Standards for suspended particulate, none of which may be exceeded without 

possible danger to health. The first standard sets the limit of 100 micrograms 

per cubic meter during a 24-hour period, and this should not be exceeded in more 

than 15% of all samples. All of the four surveillance stations in our network 

showed that this standard was exceeded during most of the year. In Eugene 

itself, the standard was exceeded 10 out of 12 months. In Springfield, it was 

exceeded 9 months. 

The second Federal Primary Standard for suspended particulate sets a limit 

of 150 micrograms per cubic meter for 24 hours, and this may not be exceeded 

more than one day per year. In Eugene, this standard was exceeded 16 days 

last year and in Springfield, 21 days last year, 

The third Federal Standard sets a yearly geometric mean of 60 micrograms 

which may not be exceeded. The average concentration in Eugene was 91 micro­

grams per cubic meter. The average in Springfield was 90. 



These measurements show that our situation here is critical and requires 

more drastic measures than anything covered in the proposed Implementation 

Plan. Admittedly, a large proportion of this pollution originates locally. 

We have been combating this over a period of years,and I think the entire 

State recognizes that the work of our Staff in getting rid of wigwam waste 

burners and in reducing particulate emissions from lumber and plywood 

industries has been outstanding. But this is only part of the problem. 

We do not know how much of this particulate is the result of intrusions 

from areas to the North of us, The worst periods are the Summer and the 

Fall because during these seasons our distress is augmented by field-burning 

and slash-burning. For this reason we have asked you to allow us to sit in 

with you in your discussions with the Forest Industry on the proposed 

voluntary regulations: .affecting slash..,burning. We originated these dis­

cussions a year ago last December when Mayor Anderson of this City invited 

representatives of Federal, State and private logging interests to sit down 

here with us to discuss methods of easing this problem. For this reason, 

and because the problem is even more serious than we knew at that time, we 

will appreciate the opportunity to cooperate with you in your discussions 

with the representatives of the timber interests, We have written you a 

letter making this request. 

We have also written you requesting you to find out whether or not Federal 

funds might be available for further research into alternatives to field­

burning under Section 103 of the Clean Air Act. At present, all hopes of 

stopping burning without severe injury to farmers seems to rest on the 

development of a mobile field incinerator. We hope that this will be success­

ful, but we do not want to pin all our hopes on it and it is just possible 

that other alternatives might be developed. 

In addition, we ask you to meet with us at an early date to see what immediate 

steps can be taken now to alievate this very serious situation. We are 

concerned about intrusions of pollution from the North. We cannot wait until 

1975 to reduce our fine particulate count, It must be done now -- and we 

need help. 
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In addition, the Eugene-Springfield Area is in danger of exceeding Federal 

Standards for carbon-monoxide. The Federal Standard is 10 milligrams per 

cubic meter as an average over an 8-hour period and this may not be exceeded 

more than twice a year. We were almost at this standard on November 20th 

and we approached it on October 9th and November 5th. We know that you have 

specified Portland as exceeding Federal Standards for CO, and that you are 

considering a plan for local inspection of motor vehicles in that area. We 

have written you a letter requesting you to extend this inspection system 

to cover the entire State because of the potential dangers here of exceeding 

Federal Standards in this locality. It appears to us .that compulsory state-

wide inspection of pollution devices on cars, checking of exhaust and crank-

case emissions, would benefit the entire state and especially the Portland 

area, since automobiles do move around and .vehicles from rural areas visit 

both Portland and Eugene. 

In conclusion, let me say that the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority, 

the Board, and its Staff will do everything in our power to cooperate with 

you in your efforts to abate air pollution. We share your hope that by 

1975 we will not only meet the Federal Primary Standards but greatly improve 

upon them. We know that we can count upon your help now in reducing our 

present levels of fine particulate, 



rfhe League of Women Voters of Oregon 
ROOM 15 

'275 EAST 7TH AVENUE 

EUGENE, OREGON 97 401 

AFFILIATED WITH THE 

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE UNITED STATES 

January 7, 1972 
STATEMENT PRESENTED TO THE OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION ON 
THE OREGON IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR THE CLEAN AIR ACT OF 1970 

PHONE 

342-8029 

The people of the State of Oregon have been endowed by legisla­

tive action with an act that directs the DEQ to "restore and main­
tain the quality o:f the air resource of the state", {HB 1481, 1969 

Legislature), The technique by which the policies and regulations 
of the Implementation Plan for the Air Quality Act of 1970 would 

restore the relative purity of air in some regions may well be the 
undoing of its purity in others; thereby violating the "maintain" 
directive written in the legis~ation. The technique to which I 

refer is the "rollback technique" described in Section 3 of the 
Plan. The purpose is to assure that all areas of the state achieve 

the 1975 national standard of ambient air and unfortunately that 

might well happen. I say unfortunately because based on 1970 
source emission data and background data, air contaminant sources 

in some locations must be decreased on time schedules to meet the 

1975 standards but in other areas an increase in air contaminants 
is possible, Without regulations aimed at maintaining purity in 

non-degraded areas this could prove an open invitation to pollut­
ing activities within those areas. That is clearly not the intent 

of the Plan and certainly not the desire of the public. Regula­

tions for the protection of such oases should be included in the 

Plan. 

I have been unable to find in the Plan a factor within the 

"rollback" procedure which represents the pollution that accom­
panies the every day activities of people. Anticipated new "sig­

nificant sources" have been included in the calculations, but not 

the people who come in with these sources, That factor has been 

calculated by Dr, Peterson at Oregon State University (and probab­

ly others) and could be included in the estimate. 
The League favored the permit system bill which passed this 
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lsst Legislature (HE 1066), and we are anxious to see it developed, 

It seems to us to be an essential tool for .!o::towing and controlling 
emissions, snd the most direct way of insuring thst the best possible 

technology is being utilized for pollution sbstement. It hss the 
added sdvsntsge that s permit system can be designed so thst the pol~ 

lutar bears most of the enforcement costs. League members have s 

strong colll!llitment to the principle that the cost of pollution abate­
ment (including enforcement costs) should be considered s part of 

the costs of production, and, st the same time, recognize that much 

of these costs will be passed on to us as consumers. 
Our members agree that because both the desirable sir quality 

and the problems of pollution vary from one area to another, the 

Stats bas a right to set higher standards for air quality than those 
set by the federal government, and has a responsibility to do so 

when local conditions demand it. 

Further, we wish to be assured that the addition of sources 
in one ares, through the approval of construction 
overload other regions within the same air shed. 

permits. will not 
Clearly the desig~ 

nation of regions and the cooperative use of data from within those 

regions for the basis of the percentage of rollback is en attempt to 
anticipate that problem. However, the date are not standard es to 
methods of collection or interpretation at this time end therefore 

the conclusions may require adjustment. We suggest that the roll­

back procedures b~ frequently re-evaluated as date become more re­
liable. The backgrour.id date; if taken over a long enough period of 
time will take in to accour.it meteorological conditions in a region. 

Since meteorology is such an important tool in understanding 
the loading (quantity snd combination of pollutants) of air sheds 

as is stated in Sec. 5.8 of the Plan, it is important that more be 

krlown about it. For that rasson we are plassad to note that a 
National Weather Service Environmental Meteorological Support Unit 

(EMSU) will be established north of Eugene sometime in 1972• The 

additional dsts on mixing heights and wind speeds from that station 

should be invaluable. However, we suggest that the DEQ attempt to 
fund even more sophisticated studies of the metero~ogy of the Wil­

lamette Valley through support of the large acale study outlined by 

the Dept. of Atmospheric Sciences st OSU. This could be in the form 

of a request within the 'lsn in the last section dealing with the 



adequacy of staff and equipment to osrry out the intent of the 

Plan. 

We would like the requirements for particulate emissions to 
be sufficiently stringent so that visibility, as well ss health, 

is protected. We thil'lk that Oregon citizens have the right to see 
their mountains, and we think it is an important asset for the 

tourist industry as well. We reco!lll!lend that within the Implementa­

tion Plan, DEQ request the federal government to standardize equip­
ment which will measure background pollution which reduces visibil­
ity. An nepholometer is currently being used for this purpose by 

several regionals within the state. 

m;l 1574 passed in the 1971 Legislature allows the EQC and the 

regionals to order traffic stopped in areas where health is endan­
gered end allows these agencies to design alternative programs for 

transportation, The Implementation Plen requires that environmen­
tal impact statements on perking structures end highway construction 

end also alternatives to automobile traffic be developed within end 

five miles surrounding urban areas of 50,000 population or more. 

Such e method of dealing with automobile pollution is neoeseery to 

attain primary standards by 1975. Those standards are based on 
providing sir quality conducive to health, We agree thst such an 

i!ipproaoh should r<:iceive pr:!.or::!.ty and that it shoul!id be vi23orously 

pursued end enforced. The "emission reduction plan" has 
three stages based on pollution levels of carbon monoxide, photo­
chemical oxidants, snd nitrogen oxides end each progressively 

limits the use of the private automobile and throws emphasis on 
increased use of public transit until, st the emergency level, 

vehicular traffic of all kinds is precluded. It is essential, of 
course, that the three urban areas affected by this regulation 

have the ability to monitor the specified pollutants, I believe 
thet is dealt with in the final section of the Plan. At this point 

I wish to quote from a f orthooming publication of the Lane Council 

of Go·ve1rnments, "The ESATS Story". "Public policies could i:m::!eecl 
, .. · enoou.rege grel!lter public trlilnsit usiage or ourtai1 automotive Ulllage, ., .. · .. ; 

It appears to be unrealistic to assume that auoh policies will be 

forthcoming shortly unless the federal government strictly enforces 

the Air Quality Act regulations scheduled to go into effect Julyl, 

1974. If the regulations sre enforced, automotive restrictions, 

oar pooling, staggered working hours, will almost become maadatory 
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to reduce sir pollution." It is because such statements are made 

that I wish to support so strongly the program as set forth in the 

Implementation Plan. We im.i.st start now to reduce the pollution in 

areas where it has already become serious, 
This emission reduction plan sillllil st meeting primary standards, 

but it does not go far enough in reducing levels of background 
pollution, a contributing factor in the rollbsok forim.i.la. It may 

also fall short of guaranteeing the public welfare, the criterion 
for ambient air quality in the secondary standards, For that rea­

son we recommend that a state wide automobile inspection program 
be devised snd implemented as soon as cooperative arrangements and 

funds oan be negotiated. 
A system for arriving st compliance schsduJ.es is among the new 

rules and regulations in Seo. 2-A, This system allows for negotia­
tions without public hearing, That seems reasonable since it pre­

cludes "emission on a permanent basis in excess of applicable stan­

dards and rules". However, this emphasizes the need for advertised 
public hearings specifically to invite comments on the Implementa­

tion Plan and we would like to see a scheduJ.e for suoh hearings in­

cluded in this Plan, not less than twice a year. 

We would like to request that copies of proposed revisions, 

compliance schedules, progress reports and so forth be made avail­

able to citisens groups in time for them to carefully study and 
prepare collll!lents on them. we think that the DEQ•s task of seeing 

that Oregon has clean sir is made easier by an informed and , at 

times, even an aroused public. We applaud DEQ•s frank and cooper­

ative attitude toward groups such as ours. 

Thank you. 



Statement of Bruce Anderson, Secretary of Upper 
Willamette Environmental Defense Council at the 
hearings of the Environmental Quality Commission 
on the Oregon Implementation Plan at Eugene, Oregon, 
January 7, 1972. 

My name is Bruce Anderson. I am a attorney practicing in 

Eugene, Oregon, I am here representing myself and the Upper 

Willamette Environmental Defense Council, an association of 

professional persons in the Eugene, E:lpringfield area, who have 

organized their special talents in various fields to aid with 

problems relating to the quality of the environment. I am 

the secretary of this organization, The membership of the 

Council includes medical doctors, architects, engineers, lawyers, 

and scientists in many fields. 

My comments will be directed to the proposed Implementation 

Plan, prepared in response to the requirements of section 110 

of the Federal Clean Air Act, as amended. 

I. Timing of Compliance. 

The Administrator of the Environmental Protection J\.gency is 

directed by Congress not to approve a proposed State Implementation 

Plan, unless, among other things, (a) in the case of national 

primary ambient air quality standards, the Plan provides for 

attainment of each primary standard "as expeditiously as practi-

cable but in no case later than three yean; from the date of 

approval of such plan", ard (b) in the case of national secondary 

ambient air quality standards the Plan "specifies a reasonable 

time at which such secondary standards will be attained," 

The various sections of Oregon's proposed Implementation 



Plan, as well as the DEQ summary of the Plan reflect a commitment 

to achieve rvition3.l ambient air quality standards in all of 

Oregon by 1975, In the case of national primary air quality 

control standards the federal law requires attainment of such 

standards "as expedi tiollsly as practicable" but in no case later 

than three years from the date of approvel of such plan. Unless 

the DEQ can demonstrate that it cannot, within these guidelines, 

reach such standards for each air pollutant for which a national 

primary standard has been set prior to 1'175, then Oregon's 

Implementation Plan fails to conform to the spirit and the letter ti~-\-\..._ l\_j_, 

I submit (a) that the entire Oregon Plan reflects no greater com-

mitment than to meel all federal ambient air quality standards 

primary and secondary -- by 1975, without any showing why such 

standards cannot be met sooner in the case of each pollutant 

covered by a national primary air quality standard, and (b) that 

by failing to either propose a pl1rn that will meet all or some of 

the standrads prior to 1975 or, in the alternative, to produce 

written evidence in support of a conclusion that such standards 

cannot be met prior to such date, Orecron has not complied with 

the requirements of the federal Act, 

II. Degradation. 

It is very important to note U-iat the Act, in requiring the 

setting of national standards for air pollutants, nowhere requires 

individual states not to try to do better than these standards if 

possible. In fact with minor exceptions, the Act specifically 
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recognizes the retention of the right of each state or political 

subdivision 

to adopt or enforce (1) any standard or limitation respecting 
emissions of air pollutants or ( 2) any requirement ,respecting 
control or abatement of air pollution, 

with the single exception that any standard or limitation so 

adopted cannot be less strict than the standar~- or limitation set 

by the state in any Implementation Plcin it proposes as a means of 

meeting the federally established air quality standards. There 

is no indication in the !kt that a state cannot or should r.ot 

recognize that the national standards are not strict enough. 

Furthermore, there is every reason for Oregon to conclude that 
/II,,/~ cc<LN 

the national standards are not good enough for its citizens. 

I will try to explain why the national standacds should not be 

simply accepted as sufficient without any further inquiry. 

The national air quality standards set by the Administrator 

obviously take into account the practical realities of reducing 

air pollution in many area.s having much worse pollution 

problems than Oregon. It should be quite clear that for large 

urban and healpy industrial areas, such as, for example, New 

York city, Newark, New Jersey, and Cleveland, Ohio, to meet the 

national standards by 1975, much must be accomplished in those 

areas. The national standards of necessity must reflect this 

fact and would no doubt be lower (i.e. stricter as to permissible 

levels of pollutants in the air) if America• s large urban areas 

were substantially smaller. Why then should Oregon commit 
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itself to no more than achieving federal standards for particular 

air pollutants? Why should our air be allowed to "pollute up" 

to federal standards in any area, instead of having pollution 

levels, if anything, reduced from present levels? As noted 

above, the Federal Act clearly leaves open to states the option 

of stricter standards. Furthermore, such stricter standards 

would only serve to further the legislative purpose that our 

legislative assembly clearly expressed some ten years ago when 

it stated, 

In the interest of the public health and welfare of the 
people, it is declared to be the public policy of the 
State of Orecron to restore and maintain the quslity of 
the air resources of the State in a condition as free 
from air pollution as is practicable, consistent with 
the overall public welfare of the :3tate. 

OPS 449.765(l)(a). Yet there seems to be little recognition 

of this Oregon legislative commitment to the greatest possible 

control of air pollution in, the proposed Implementation Plan, 

which, as noted above, concerns itself primarily with insuring 

compliance with federally set standards, without demonstrating 

why Oreqon should not have stricter standards as to many pollutants. 

Nowhere is the Plan's failure to crn beyond federal standards 

whenever and wherever possible made clear<n than in the Plan's 

proposals for de?lirv; with automobile emi.ssions. On this 
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topic, flt this point, let '1\e only peuse to point out that 

the DEQ's own research (the Plan, Volume 1, paragraph 4.1, 

page 3-33 ; and the DEQ "Summary" of the Plan, at the 

bottom of page six and the top of page seven thereof) suggests 

that an automobile inspection program alone would result 

in an emission reduction of 20 to 25% for carbon monoxide 

and 25 to 32% for hydrocarbons. Yet, other than in the 

Portland metropolitan arc"a (see DEQ Plan .Summary, at the 

top of page six; the Plan, Volume 1, at the bottom of pagci 

3-25) no automobile inspection program or other emission 

control measures are proposed in the Plan because 

ambient air levels of the coniaminents to which motor 
vehicles are a significant contributor are currently 
wi ihir, national standards everywhere except Portland, 
and are expected to decline as a result of new car 
emission controls." 

DEQ's Summary, paqe 7. This is exa.ctly the type of reasoning 

that guarantees, in the face of presently available means 

of doing otherwise, that Oreqon will not use realistically 

available alternatives to further enhence tl1e quality of 

its air~ Futhermore, even t11e .assumption such reasoning 
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is based on - tf1at the auto industry will cure its own 

problems by 1975 - is shown to be insubstantial when (a) 

t':ie continued i'luto industry statements of skepticism on 

its being able to meet the federal emission standards by 

1975, are (b) coupled with what I consider to be the built 

in "Compliance delay devices" given the automobile industry 

by the federal Act. See Sec, 202 (b)(2)(A)(i) and (ii), 

and 206 ( b) ( 2) ( B) ( i )and (ii) and (iii). Finally, there is 

presently available specific legislation in this state 

authorizing the Environmental Quality Commission to set up 

in all or a portion of the State automobile inspection 

programs geared to automobile emission control. Chapter 454, 

Oregon Laws 1971, Hence, I urge the State, in order to 

support the legislative purpose already clea.rly identified by 

our legislative assembly to avoid deqradation a.nd, going 

' one step further, enhance the quality of our arl\, by 

adopting on a state-wide basis all reasonably available 

means of eutomobile emission control, not the least of 

which would be a state-wide automobile inspection program; 

i!l.llldin the case of such an automobile inspection program, 

there sllor":ly,. is even further reason for requiring such a 

program on a state wide basis. 
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We recognize that one of the most difficult problems in the implementa-

tion of any air pollution control plan is the enforcement of emission 

standards. The Oregon Legislature has given the Environmental Quality 

Commission the authority to set such standards for motor vehicles. 

The proposed Implementation Plan appears to limit inspections of motor 

vehicle air pollution control systems, to the Portland Metropolitan Area. 

We assume this limitation is made on the authority of Sec. 12(l){a) of 

Chapter 454, Oregon Laws, 1971, which directs the Environmental Quality 

Commission to 

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. 

A "motor vehicle pollution control system" is defined in Sec. 3(3), as 

follows: 

'Motor vehicle pollution control system' means equipment 
designed for installation on a motor vehicle for the 
purpose of reducing the pollutants emitted from the vehicle, 
or a system or engine adjustment or modification on a motor 
vehicle which causes a reduction of pollutants emitted from 
the vehicle. 

Sec. 4 of the Act authorizes the Commission to determine criteria for motor 

vehicle pollution control systems. 

Since the Federal Clean Air Amendments of 1970 had been in effect nearly 

six months prior to the enactment of Chapter 454, and since the Federal Act 

(Sec. 209(a)) pre-empts state authority in this field, so far as new motor 

vehicles or new motor vehicle engines are concerned, it must be concluded 

that the state law only applies to old motor vehicles and old motor vehicle 

engines. Whatever the Commission intends to do about such vehicles does not 

yet appear in adequate detail. Presumably, the Implementation Plan is 

proposed in·compliance with Sec. 110 of the Federal Act. It does not comply 

with Sec. 110(a)(2)(G), which requires that the plan provide, ''to the extent 
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necessary and practicable, for periodic inspection and testing of motor 

vehicles to enforce compliance with applicable emission standards ... " 

There is no authority in the Federal Act for limiting inspections of 

motor vehicle pollution control systems to any particular area; neither is 

there any authority in the State or Federal Acts for limiting inspection 

of motor vehicle pollution control systems for the reason that the air quality 

is not yet as bad as the national standards will tolerate. This is the reason 

given in the proposed Implementation Plan for not employing air pollution 

control measures in the Eugene-Springfield and Salem areas. 

To interpret the Federal Act as authorizing degradation of the air to 

a lower level of quality than now exists would indeed be a perversion of its 

purpose. A purpose of Title I of the Federal Act, which requires the 

Implementation Plan, is "to protect and enhance the quality of the Nation's 

air resources . " In an act in pari materia with the Clean Air Act, the 

use of the word "enhance" has been held not to authorize measures which 

permit the degradation of water. 1 

Moreover, the Oregon Legislature has been even more emphatic in its 

determination to preserve the existing quality of Oregon's air. ORS Sec. 

449.770 states, 

It is the purpose of (Oregon's air pollution control statutes) 
to safeguard the air resources of the state by controlling or 
abating air pollution which exists on August 9, 1961; and 
preventing new pollution, under a program which shall be con­
sistent with the declaration of policy stated in (said statutes). 

In addition, Sec. 2(4) of Chapter 454, Oregon Laws, 1971, declares 

The Oregon goal for pure air quality is the achievement of an 
atmosphere with no detectable adverse effect from motor vehicle 
air pollution on health, welfare and the quality of life and 
property. 

1"The purpose of this Act is to enhance the quality of our water 
resources ... " Sec. l(a), Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 
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The Federal law was made to solve the problems of New York City, 

Los Angeles, and Chicago. Its goals are modest indeed compared to those 

of Oregon. The Commission should not substitute National goals for those 

prescribed by State law. 

Therefore, under State Law, before Eugene-Springfield or Salem, or any 

other area of the State may be exempted from the requirements of the 1971 

Act, the Commission must find that the area in question has" ... an 

atmosphere with no detectable adverse effect from motor vehicle air pollution 

on health, welfare and the quality of life and property." The proposed 

Implementation Plan itself provides ample evidence that areas other than the 

Portland Metropolitan Area have not achieved that goal. 

Furthermore, under Federal Law, the inspection program is not to be 

limited to a particular area. The Federal Act requires that new motor vehicles 

and new motor vehicle engines be equipped to reduce air pollution. It directs 

that the state implementation plans provide for adequate inspections of the 

equipment required by Federal law. The failure of the proposed Oregon 

Implementation Plan so to provide renders it subject to disapproval by the 

Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency. 

We reiterate that we understand the difficulty of enforcement of emission 

standards. On the other hand, nothing can be more important than enforcement. 

If the standards are not carefully and strictly enforced all of the work of 

the Congress, the Legislature, the administrators, the scientists, the 

engineers, the lawyers and the doctors, is futile. It will not matter that 

we have learned by careful research that certain pollutants are dangerous to 

human health, that they are emitted by automobiles, that they can be eliminated 

or reduced in quantity, and that failure to reduce them is a violation of the 

law. If there are not adequate measures included to ascertain whether the law 

is being observed, we might just as well have ignored the problem entirely. 
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The proposed Implementation Plan states that inspections of motor 

v.ehicles shall be accomplished once a year. There is serious doubt that 

such an inspection program is adequate. 

In October, 1966, the Air Pollution Control District of Los Angeles 

County conducted tests on a fleet of 532 vehicles. Of 227 vehicles having 

less than 2,000 miles, 37% failed to meet the standards required of them by 

State law. These vehicles were all equipped with the air pollution control 

systems then required by California law. Of 305 vehicles having over 2,000 

miles, 63% failed. There was a steady increase in the percentage of failures 

as vehicles accumulated mileage. (U. S. Senate Hearings, Committee on Public 

Works, 90th Cong., First Sess., on Air Pollution--1967, Part l, p. 520.) 

The efficiency of modern air pollution control systems in automobiles today 

is unknown. Their efficiency cannot be determined by tests as infrequent as 

one each year. The normal vehicle is driven in excess of 20,000 miles in one 

year. The Los Angeles experience was that in cars that had been driven over 

20,000, 87% failed to meet the required standards. It is essential to know ,., 
when they failed: Was it at 2,000 miles? or 4,000? or 8,000? or 20,000? 

Without answers to these questions we cannot determine what the proper 

frequency of inspections should be. It is therefore recommended that the 

inspections be made at least every three months. If, after a few inspection 

periods have passed, we find that the incidence of failure is insignificant 

or small, we can extend the interval, adjusting it to the efficiency of modern 

technology in this field, to the climatic conditions and driving conditions in 

the Northwest, to the habits of Oregon drivers, and to our experimental results. 

We are at a point of departure in Oregon. For the first time we are about 

to require all motor vehicles (at least all new vehicles under Federal law) to 

be equipped with air pollution control devices in good working order. We 

cannot approach the problem of enforcement timidly. If we do so we shall only 

be creating greater difficulties for ourselves in the future. Strict 



enforcement in the beginning will be notice to all that the law means what 

it says and that the Commission and the Department mean business. When that 

notice has been disseminated to the public we may expect widespread voluntary 

compliance with the law and more efficient, less expensive, enforcement. On 

the other hand, if we approach the problem without firmness, if we tolerate 

or ignore violations, a habit of carelessness will be engendered in the 

public, violations of the law and of the regulations will become commonplace 

and the difficulties of enforcement will be greatly magnified. 

We know that the Environmental Quality Commission, the Department of 

Environmental Quality and their staffs are good people, sincerely dedicated 

to the accomplishment of their tasks. We know that you and your associates 

are determined to carry your programs to success. Strict enforcement will be 

the key to success. If you strictly enforce, you may expect a certain amount 

of protest and pressure. We pledge to you that we will stand behind you, 

just as thousands of other Oregonians will stand behind you in achieving the 

goal of clean air for Oregon. 

-11-
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Proposals presented to the Environmental Quality Commission at 

tho J·anuary 7, 19'?2 hearing concerning the Proposed Implementation 

Plan for Oregon in meeting the Clean Air Act, 

The major weakness of the proposed implernentati.on plan is that 

it fails to outline a means by which optimum air quality standard's 

for different air quality regions may be determined, The plan instead 

sets as l.ts goal the attainment of the national ambient air quality 

st£mdards as set forth in the Clean Air Act, Thus Oregon is required 

to have air quality at least as high as Gary, Indiana•s or New York 

City's by 19'?5. This goal is too low, With the notable exception of 

Portland there are few cl.ties that do not currently meet the national 

goal. Yet these cities must improve in air quality-not deteriorate, 

We in Eugene have a notorious air 1nversion problem, The quality of 

our air must improve and optimum air quall.ty standards must be 

set for this area to insure that Eugene will again en.joy pollution-

free ail''i: 

Specifically I propose that the EQC study and determine optimum 

air quality standards for each of several air quality regions, That 

in the interim no new pollution source should be allowed in the state 

incrilases smokestack emission by over 5%. 
With regards to sect ion 2. 1. 3. 3, ( 2) concerning the development 

of an "environmentally sound transports.t ion plan" I propose that th ell: 

EQC forbid the constructl.on of any highway that would raise exist,i,ng 

levels of emission by over 5%. 

Another major drawback to the proposed implementation plan is 

that it fails to allow adequate citizen involvement, For instance 

the order confirminj~ compliance schedule shou;J.il. be open to the public 

upon petition and timely h<&arings should be held rather that to allow 



agreements between the polluti.ng industry and the EQC, 

,Section 2,4-3 and 2,4-4 would allow members of the public to 

report 'illiliations of air quality standards. Th1s type of citizen in-

volvement is essential in order to lnsure compliance, Yet to 

achieve citizen involv-ement there must be some reward. I propose that 

the plan i.nclude positive incentives to citize'n involvement in the 

form of a money re17!ard or a percentage of the fine should one be levied, 

Another incentive should be given those industries that have 

solved thelr air quality problems. Property tax relief should be 

afforded_ those firms that have developed a method of reducing their 

smokestake emissions by over 70%-providing they give up the patent to 

the public domain. 

In Proposed Addition to OAR Ch, 340, Div,2, Subdiv, 3(V) you 

specificall;v allow regional air pollution authoriti.es to adopt more 

restrictive standards, This power should be extended to cover all 

sections of the proposed plan and should be stated as pa,rt of the gen-

eral policy. 

A most glaring deficiency in the proposed plan is the lack of 

a conc:eete and positive proposal for reduction of auto emissions out­

side the Portland Area, Many of the proposals made for Por~d are 

equally applicable to XMEX Eugene, Certa;inly automobile inspection 

should be conducted. statewide and. steps should be made to encourage 

car pools and mass-transit systems in other major Oregon cities such 

as Salem and. Eugene, 

One added proposal I would. add. wluld be to instigate a tarriff 

on all toll bridges in the state that would. be the reverse of the 

present toll of so much per passenger. Instead charge a maximum rate 

for the car with driver only, and charge no toll for cars filled to 

capacity. 

Hespectfully submitted., 

/Q . ,..,,. 1/ 
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MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC HEARING ON 
OREGON'S AIR QUALITY IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

Medford, Oregon - January 7, 1972 

A Public Hearing on Oregon's Implementation Plan prepared for 

the Environmental Protection Agency as required by the Federal Clean Air Act 

as Amended was held in the Jackson County Courthouse Auditorium, Medford, 

on January 7, 1972 before L. B. Day, Director of the Department of Environ-

mental Quality, as Hearings Officer. 

Approximately 150 persons attended, representing theirselves as 

private citizens, industry, and industrial associations, legislative, EPA, 

schools, Izaak Walton League, TB & Respiratory Disease Association, OSPIRG, 

city councils, Sierra Club, League of Women Voters, Audubon Society, National 

Weather Service, County Courts, Health Departments, agriculture, and newspapers. 

L. B. Day opened the hearing at 1,37 p. m. and acknowledged the 

receipt of written testimony from: 

a. Brookings Plywood Corporation, Don G. Baxter, General Manager: 

Mr. Baxter's testimony related to the past and intended future good faith of the 

company in complying with Department regulations. He requested consideration 

of small manufacturing facilities and urged sufficient flexibility within programs 

to allow for unusual or unexpected events. The written testimony has been made 

a part of the hearing record and is attached as exhibit (a). 

b. (Mrs.) Barbara Dierker, Ashland: Barbard Dierker's testimony 

supporting the entire Implementation Plan related to support for abatement of 

industrial emissions and support of prohibition of industrial open burning. She 

expressed concern regarding motor vehicle emissions and suggested the Rogue 
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Valley should be considered a "major urban area". The written testimony has 

been made a part of the hearing record and is attached as exhibit (b). 

Mr. L. B. Day called upon F. Glen Odell, Chief of Technical Services, 

Air Quality Control Division, Department of Environmental Quality to present 

a summary report of the Implementation Plan. Mr. Odell gave an approximate 

55 minute presentation outlining the major points and sections of the plan, 

with major emphasis on the air pollution potential of the Rogue Valley, sources 

of emissions and planned reductions in the Rogue Valley and the Southwest 

Region. Illustrated charts were used to explain pertinent points. A copy of 

the outline used to make the oral presentation is attached as exhibit (c). 

Mr. L. B. Day then called upon persons wishing to make a statement 

at the hearing and the following persons testified. 

1. James Redden, an attorney from Medford, representing J. S. 

La us man, Inc.: Mr. Redden spoke to the difficult work of the Department and 

urged pre-approval requirements be simplified so that "the only test of an anti­

pollution device be 'does it work?" He specifically requested elimination of 

references that devices meet or be operated in accordance with design criteria 

in the proposed rule relating to wigwam waste burners. A copy of Mr. Redden's 

testimony, proposed rule change, and prior correspondence has been made a 

part of the hearing record and is attached as exhibit (1). 

2. The American Plywood Association, Carl Erb, a staff member of 

the Association: Mr. Erb's testimony related to the proposed veneer drier 

emission standards and specifically the O. 05 grain per standard cubic foot. He 

stated that the standard was based principally on the original WSU data and 
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sampling method and that until a sampling method is developed and proven, no 

reliable value can be given to the actual weight of the particulate emissions. 

A copy of Mr. Erb's testimony has been made a part of the hearing record 

and is attached as exhibit (2). 

3. Agnew Plywood, Don Deardorff, Production Manager: Mr. Deardorff 

spoke to the almost daily bombardment of the people by newspapers concerning 

industry and technology being the prime source of pollution. He presented a 

review of facts concerning man and his environment and gave examples to 

illustrate quantities of measurement of pollutants in the atmosphere and cited 

figures relative to these and life expectancy, and further submitted quotations 

from the Reader's Digest. 

He spoke to the progress industry has made in the Rogue Valley 

indicating a reduction from 49 wigwam waste burners 8 years ago to 17 today. 

He expressed concern that proposed regulations pertaining to veneer driers, which 

he said represent "from 2. 6% of the total to perhaps as high as 5% of the total 

emissions of the region" was arbitrary and that any additional laws imposed at 

this time would be redundant and totally unnecessary. A copy of Mr. Deardorff's 

testimony has been made a part of the hearing record and is attached as 

exhibit (3). 

4. Harry Demaray, City of Medford Planning Department: Mr. Demaray 

asked if local laws could be more restrictive than those allowed by permits and 

Director L. B. Day advised him that they could, Mr. Demaray's written state­

ment and question has been made a part of the hearing record and is attached 

as exhibit (4). 
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5. Southern Oregon Timber Industries Association, Martin Craine, 

Secretary-Manager: Mr. Craine emphasized two points: (1) an exception to the 

proposed veneer drier emission standard and supported testimony of Mr. 

Douglas Gordenier (see testimony number 7) and (2) that control of industrial 

emissions alone will not achieve the quality of air or visual pristine air the 

public may believe will result from restrictive industrial controls. A copy 

of Mr. Craine's statement has been made a part of the record and is attached 

as exhibit (5). 

6. L. B. Pierce, Citlzen of Medford, 516 W. Jackson: Mr. Pierce 

related that he lives 1/2 mile from Medco particleboard plant and that previously 

he had a problem with the wigwam waste burner, and while that is corrected, 

he now has a problem arising from dusts from the cyclones at the plant. Dust 

is on his porch and property and he is concerned with breathing the material. 

7. Rogue Valley Plywood, Inc., Douglas F. Gordenier: As a small 

independent company, not a member of A. P.A. , they like other companies had 

supported A. P.A. 's research. He was in agreement with Section (a) relating 

to restrictions on visible emissions, but not in agreement with section (b) 

relating to grain loading restrictions. A copy of the written testimony has been 

made a part of the hearing record and is attached as exhibit (7). 

8. A. E. Graham, Citizen of Medford: Mr. Graham stated that he 

lives near Mr. Pierce and has a similar problem relating to cyclone emissions. 

He cited the history of his problem and the Order adopted by the Oregon State 

Sanitary Authority. He supported any regulation which would bring him relief 

and urged enforcement of the Implementation Plan. 
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9. John Hullett: John Hullett spoke as a citizen of the Rogue Valley 

and said it was difficult for him to understand how industry can say they are 

not contributing to air garbage in his backyard and urged consideration of the 

average citizen's comfort. 

There being no further testimony, L. B. Day advised that testimony 

would be received through January 11, 1972 and declared the hearing closed. 

Mr. Day then offered comments relating the Implementation Plan 

to the water pollution control plan and the progress that had been made in 

that area. He responsed to an inquiry relative to the status of the noise 

pollution control program from John Balog and closed the meeting by citing a 

need for cooperation of all in these environmental areas. 

A tape record was made of the hearing and the list of the 81 persons 

who signed the attendance record is attached. 

ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY 

Since the Public Hearing additional written testimony has been received 

for the record as follows: 

1. Sierra Club, Diane Meyer, Conservation Chairman: Ms. Meyer's 

testimony relates to (1) support of the Implementation Plan and enforcement 

of standards, (2) urging of a state-wide motor vehicle plan, (3) a reduction 

in city size in which banning of open burning occurs, i.e. 1, 000 persons, 

(4) reduction in urban size in application of the proposed rule relating to parking 

and highways, (5) enforcement of particulate emission standards, and (6) 

application of standards to new sources. A copy of the testimony is attached 

as exhibit 10. 
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2. James Redden: Additional testimony and remarks on behalf of 

J. S. Lausman were received (see testimony 1. at the hearing.) A brief 

review of application of prior testimony is made and a statement is made for: 

shortening of the policy statement on wigwam waste burners; that burning may 

in instances be the most efficient manner of disposal; the elimination of the 

requirement of an economic and technical feasibility statement from the applicant; 

that prohibition of new wigwam burners at new installations is of concern; and 

that the prohibition of the use of wigwam waste burners for other than production 

processed wood wastes may be too restrictive. 



POST OFFICE BOX 1008 
BROOKINGS, OREGON 97415 
TEL. 503·469·2127 
TWX. 503-591-0330 

MANUFACTURERS OF 
Plywood· Lumber• Studs 

State of Oregon 

EXHIBIT 

BROOK.INGS PLYWOOD CORPORATION 

January 4, 1972 

Department of Environmental Quality 

Gentlemen: 

For some time Brookings Plywood Corporation has been committed to 
nearly a crash program seeking compliance with the rules and the regulations 
of the State of Oregon, Department of Environmental Quality. While in some 
respects, though we know our problems are not unique, our commitment has been 
extremely expensive and at least in terms of production, most disruptive. 
Nonetheless, recognizing that we are not only businessmen, but also interested 
citizens involved in solving problems that have had a long duration, we are 
cooperating. 

We envision our problem as being dissimilar to that of the giants 
of our industry. We are small. We have only one location with no possibility 
of moving to another. We are the major employer in a small coastal community 
operating a plywood facility where a substantial percentage of our workmen are 
stockholder-owners of that company. It is probably safe to say that the stock­
holder investment in many instances represents the only savings that the in­
dividual has ever been able to accumulate. This plant cannot shut down - it 
must keep operating for the benefit of the workmen and the community in which 
they live. 

We do not have substantial resources available to us which we can 
promptly dedicate to a crash program of environmental changes. We appreciate 
that there have been tax benefits granted for capital changes of this type, but 
unless the company has the funds to invest, the tax benefit is largely illusory 
since we, for example, have only one source for those funds, that is to go to 
the bank and borrow them. 

We do not quarrel with the overall goals of improving the environ­
mental climate of this state. We do, however, sincerely suggest that considera­
tion be given to the small manufacturing facility in setting up priorities and 
deadlines. There must be reasonable guidelines set up by the Department tailored 



State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 
January 4, 1972 
Page Two 

to operations similar to ours. There should be sufficient flexibility within 
the guidelines and programs to allow for unusual or unexpected events that 
may occur after the Department has set its deadlines. We would hope that the 
Department can make its own determinations of those employers who are in good 
faith attempting to cooperate and then work with such employers in a way that 
will allow the goals to be met but still also allow us to operate. 

As the general manager of Brookings Plywood Corporation, I can 
pledge you my support and the support of our stockholders in cooperation with 
your department. I would appreciate the opport.unity to meet with designated 
officials of your department in order to work out programs along the lines 
herein suggested. 

Sincerely, 

BROOKINGS PLYWOOD CORPORATION 

BROOKINGS PLYWOOD CORPORATION 



'.EXIITB!T 

A Statement concerning the State Implementation Plan Prepared for Adoption in 
Order to Comply with the Federal Clean Air Act pf 1970. 

The air in the Rogue River valley appears to be severely polluted. Yet the 
wigwam burners and associated industrial stacks at White City, Medford, Ashland, 
and Central Point continue to emit tons of pollutants. Therefore, I am strongly 
in favor of that part of the state implementation plan which seeks to abate 
this source. I also strongly endorse the prohibition against open industrial 
burning and other provisions outlined in item #9 of Table 1 of the summary. 

(iJ) 

As the population of the Rogue River valley continues to grow auto emissions 
will increase the air pollution of the valley. Therefore, the "Parking Facilities 
and Highways in Urban Areas" section should include the urban area called the 
Rogue River valley. As it is now written, the Medford, Central Point, Ashland, 
White City metropolitan area would not be included in this section of the imple­
mentation plan. The percentage of the air pollution over Medford which due to 
auto emissions is, no doubt, substantial and growing. Would it not make more 
sense to take preventive action now. Jlfiy suggestion is that the figure for 
required population either be lo~'flred or metropolitan areas be the designation 
rather than cities. Another factor contributing to the valley smog is the 
commuting that takes place between the cities within the valley. The traffic 
jams are already horrendous. The Rogue River valley is clearly a "major urban 
area" and should be treated as such. 

Other than the above, I strongly support the entire implementation plan 
as a minimum effort to clear the air over Oregon. 

Sincerely, 

~aAA ~e,~ f &<-, 

(Mrs. )Barbara Dierker 
418 Lit Way 
Ashland, Oregon 



PORTLAND AND EUGENE HEARINGS 
STAFF PRESENTATION 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. The Clean Air Act - national ambient air standards 

B. Air Quality Control Regions (chart) 

EXHIBIT (C) 

C. Coordination with other government agencies, including regional 

Authorities, in preparing the plan. 

II. CONTROL STRATEGY 

A. Suspended Particulate (smoke and dust, related to visibility) 

1. Basic strategy is enforcement of existing rules 

2. New rules with plan 

a. Process equipment - equivalent to CWAPA rules 

b. Emission limitation for sources other than fuel burning and 

refuse burning equipment 

c. Open burning (chart) 

(i) Industrial statewide 

(ii) Commercial and disposal sites in Special Control Areas 

(iii) Land clearing in Special Control Areas - July, 1974. 

d. Wigwam waste burners 

e. Veneer drier emission standard - note changes and dates 

(i) Initial proposal September 30, 1972 

(ii) Detailed schedule March 30, 1973 

(iii) Final compliance no later than December 31, 1974 

f. Lateri te ore - ferronickel 
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3. Projected results of applying control strategy (chart) 

a. Portl;md Interstate AQCR - should achieve secondary standard 

b. Southwest AQCR - close; mention high pollution potential 

c. East Oregon - background dust problems may warrant closer 
attention 

B. Sulfur Dioxide 

1. Presently meeting secondary standard; strategy is designed to prevent 

significant increases in the future. 

2. Existing sulfite mill regulation is expected to solve specific point 

source problems and achieve reduction equivalent to 26% of present 

total emissions in the Portland Interstate AQCR. 

3. On paper, the Centralia Power Plant increases PIAQCR emissions 

by 270% but as practical matter will have little impact with respect 

to so2. 

4. Proposed new rules 

a) Sulfur content of fuels - as revised will prohibit about 20% of 

present heavy residual fuel oil coming into state. 

b) General emission standards for new sources - applies to large 

units only. 

C. Hydrocarbons, Carbon Monoxide, Nitrogen Oxides, and Photochemical Oxidant 

1. Projected trends and required reductions (charts) 

a) NOx 

b) HC - relates to meeting oxidant standard 

c) CO 
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2. Motor Vehicle Control Strategy 

a) List of alternatives and projected reductions (chart) 

b) Combination of alternatives developed into strategy by Sept. 1, 1972 

(i) Recognize need of coordinating with other groups, eg. CRAG, 

Tri-Met, City Planning, Citizens Advisory Committees; 

CWAPA to play significant coordinating role with the city. 

(ii) Responsibility for carrying out the actual measures rests on 

State for inspection, and local governments for transportation 

control. 

3. Parking structure and highways rule 

a) Applies to parking lots for 100 or more cars, freeways and 

expressways, within 5 miles of cities of 50, 000 or greater 

(Portland, Eugene and Salem). 

b) Brings under existing plan review procedures and provides criteria 

for review. (Quote from proposed Statement of Policy). 

c) Provides for notice of intent, submission of impact statement, 

and decision by Department with provision for hearing before 

Commission, Commission'sdecision based on compatibility of 

project with Statement of Policy. 

4. Change in Motor Vehicle Visible Emissions Regulation 

5. No stationary source controls required in Portland, or motor 

vehicle controls outside of Portland. 

D. Enforcement Procedures 

1. List of measures (chart) 



-4-

a) Compliance schedules'. new rule making them enforceable as an 

order; schedule must be submitted to EPA by end of 1972. 

b) Civil penalties 

c) Abatement orders 

d) Injunction proceedings 

e) Criminal penalties 

2. Permit system being worked out with regions - will be implemented 

during 1972. 

3. Source surveillance - visible emissions observations, required 

monitoring and sampling for selected sources or source classes. 

E. Other rules changes - in addition to those des ciribed above: 

1. Minor revision to exemptions rule (20-003) consistent with legislative 
action. 

2. Amendment to registration rule (20-025) - additional sources 

3. Fugitive emissions - dust and odors 

4. Upset conditions - maintenance and breakdowns 

. 5. Ambient air standards - adopts national standards as state standards; 

includes important statement of intent and policy, which in effect 

states that violation of ambient air standards in any area of the state 

is due cause for establishing more stringent standards for existing 

or new sources, or for prohibiting construction of new sources, 

regardless of how well controlled they might be. 

III. EMERGENCY ACTION PLAN 

A. Purpose: To prevent air pollutant concentrations from reaching levels 

which would constitute "imminent and substantial endangerment to the 

health of persons", which as clarified by EPA means "an immediate and 
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s@rious threat of significant harm to the health of any significant portion of 

the general population". EPA has specified the pollution levels which 

constitute imminent and substantial endangerment to health. 

B. Levels and Actions 

1. Particulate and so
2 

(chart) 

a. Past history indicates probably 1 Alert, no Warnings since 1967. 

b. Substantial mandatory action at Alert level, with most poorly­

controlled processes being shut down. Preplanned strategies 

required only in Portland Interstate AQCR. Operational system 

by September 1, 1972. 

2. CO, Oxidant, N02 (motor vehicle related) (chart) 

a. Expect up to 10-15 CO alerts, 1 or 2 Oxidant Alerts in Portland 

each year until 1975; have never measured in excess of Warning 

level. 

b. Action related specifically to motor vehicles 

Alert - voluntary curtailment, with public announcement to 

sensitive individuals to stay away from affected areas. 

Warning - mandatory 3 person/car restriction, possible closure 

of specified areas during certain hours. 

Emergency - AH traffic banned 

c. Preplanned strategies for emergency traffic control required to 

be submitted by appropriate local governments and approved by 

DEQ. Portland and Eugene, possibly Salem, will be affected. 



-6-

C. Implementation 

1. Regional authorities get preplanned strategies for their sources, DEQ 

for its. 

2. Regions determine Alert Stages, with DEQ concurrence; issue public 

announcements and control sources. 

3. DEQ plays coordinating role, serving as overall air quality and 

meteorological monitor, with final responsibility for declaring 

conditions and implementing controls. 

IV. AIR QUALITY SURVEILLANCE 

Section 5 is being rewritten to fully include all ongoing sampling activities 

of regional authorities and will not indicate any substantial changes in 

divisions of responsibilities. 

V. RESOURCES 

Carrying out I. P. , including establishment of permit system, to require 

increases on the order of 30% for all agencies. Total government cost of 

air pollution control to increase from about 67¢/capita to 75¢/capita by 1974. 

VI. INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION 

Not as smooth as desirable during preparation of plan, will be very 

necessary in carrying out the Plan. Regional authorities will play a key role. 

VII. REVISIONS 

A. Prior to adoption - changes now in the works, others to be made as result 

of hearing, will be distributed as Addenda to all current plan holders as 

soon as possible. 

B. After adoption - public hearings required for changes in rules, and for any 

major revisions to the Plan. Revisions will probably be submitted to EPA 
with required semi-annual reports. 



EXHIBIT 

BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRNMENTAL 

QUALITY OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

(jJ 

My name is Jim Redden, an attorney representing J. s. 

Lausman, Inc., a manufacturer of pollution abatement equipment 

designed specifically to curb pollution from wigwam burners. 

One would assume that a manufacturer of a pollution abate­

ment device would have a smooth working relationship with your 

department, as both seek the same goal. Until recently, however, 

that had not been the case, It appeared that the same rules and 

regulations designed to abate pollution were delaying that 

desired result. Since the legislative reorganization, and the 

appointment of Mr. Day, the relationship has dramatically im­

proved. I say this only because it should be a matter of public 

record that Mr. Day., and the department, are doing a difficult 

job extremely well, and are now dedicated, apparently, to abating 

red tape pollution as well as the more common varieties. 

_I wish to thank you, also, for the consideration given to 

our suggested revisions to the rules proposed under date of 

October, 1971. The present proposals represent a distinct im­

provement. 

We have suggested further changes in the rules, primarily 

designed to eliminate the time consuming pre-approval concept. 

Those suggestions were submitted by letter of December 22, 1971. 

'It is our opinion that the Department should require modification 

of all offending burners, that the Department should set tough 
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standards and then enforce those standards. 

Our experience with having to obtain approval of each apd 

every set of plans, for similar devices, has been one of delay 

and frustation. We fully appreciate that this situation has 

changed, but suggest the amendments as insurance that we won't 

be going back to the bad old days. In essence, we ask that the 

rules be simplified so that the only test of an anti-pollution 

device be : does it work? 

Chapter 340 of OAR, sections 20-020 through 20-030 are cited 

as requiring pre-approval. Those rules, however, seem to be 

directed against establishment of "a''new source of air contaminant 

emission", rather than against devices designed. to eliminate 

sources of air contaminantes. 

We have been assured that the rules do not mean that a given 

device must meet specific criteria established by the Department, 

but simply that certain established, accepted and general criteria 

must be met. If this is the case, we feel that the rule should 

be clarified. I will be happy to work with you on such a clar­

ification if I am unable to convince you on the proposed amend­

ments to sections II and III. The rule should expedite,;•and· not 

complicate, abatement of wigwam burner pollution. 

We have given.you, today, some further suggested amendments 

in addition to those previously presented. Two of these amendments 

deserve comment. 

I, 

" 
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The first, we regard as crucial. We are suggesting an 

amendment which would make the emission and operation standards 

tougher. The standards in section IV are good as far as they go' 

but they do not go far enough. The emission standards do not 

restrict particulate pollution al though this is a serious problem· 

·in Southern Oregon. It is true that smoke is the most visible 

problem, but it is not the only problem. we suggest amendments 

which would define "particulate fall.out" in section I and which 

would forbide it, in section IV. To get away from scientific 

terms, we feel that the emission of fly-ash and so-called "clinkers" 

should be forbidden, Under today's technolo(J-y, this can be accom­

plished and the Department should demand it. 

Another minor change should probably be made in section IV· 

As it now reads, the emission standards are imposed on "modified" 

wigwam burners which might create the inference that these stand­

atds will not be applicable to wigwall\ burners which are not yet 

modified. 

We have further suggested amendments, which are before you, 

together witfi a seperate written explanation. We would be glad to 

comment on them at this time, and would be glad to answer anY 

questions you might have. However, we do not wish.to overst:.ay 

our welcome. 

Thank you for your interest and attention. 

'· 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AIB QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

November 20, 1971 

EXHIBIT 

PROPO.SED AMENDMENTS TO OAR CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 2, SUBDIVISION 5 

WIGWAM WASTE BURNERS 

I. DEFINITIONS: 

As used in this regulation, unless required otherwise by context, 

1. "Continous-flow conveying methods" means methods which transport 
materials at uniform rates of flow, or at rates generated by the 
production process. 

2. "Modified wigwam waste burner" means a device having the general 
features of a wigwam waste burner, but with improved combustion air 
controls and other improvements.:. (l-!'i&t-alled-iR-aeee-PElaReew-ith--Ge-&ign 
ei'HeflEHiJ3:l"P&¥e4-0y-tfte-D€l*P.Effi.eRf. ) 

3. "Opacity" means the degree to which an emission reduces transmission 
of light and obscures the view of an object in the background. 

4. "Wigwam waste burner" means a burner which consists of a single 
combustion chamber, has the general features of a truncated cone, and 
is used for incineration of wastes. 

5. "Particulate fallout" means the residue from burning of any combustible 
material or the residue from incomplete combustion which settles to the 
ground from the oiltdoor atmosphere. 

IT. STATEMENT OF POLICY: 

fB eeeRi; -teehfteleg-iool-frftcl eeonomi:e-devel.epmeaJ;s-have-e~ -the-cleg-:l"ee-te 
whi.eh-weecl-waste-'i'e&icltteS-ett-P.l"efttl.y-being-cl~.ffl-in-W'igwam-waste~ 

m&y-be-ttHl.!2ett-m:'-etftel"Wffie.ffispesecl-e-f-;.ftWfry&'fiOt-clfrftlfrgi.Rg-to-the-ern>i¥el'!meft1;; 
Wftil.e-J"eeegftiffiRg-thftt-e<7:mpl.ere.ffii-H><atffin-ef-weed "W"frS'tes-i-s--not"fr~tl. y f>-OStHllle 
ift.fH}-iRStfrliee&;--eofHHsteffi-W'lflr-the-eeeoo-mie-a-ft<i~ea}-oondi.i;iene-fil.BP€g6ft,-) 

.!J: is hereby declared to be the policy of the Environmental Quality Commission to: 

(2 . f'hooe- ettt ,-wheJ>eve 1' ~':f-fr:Me-ti.eallle,--!H} .ffispes a} .ffl-w eea-was te 
¥esidtte&-Oy-ifte.i!lei:>fttffift.) 

(3.) ~. Require (in-tteeereane-e-wHh--estallH£heG-Eles-ign-afl£1-e13eFati.'ftg-eFitff4a;-) 
the modification of all wigwam waste burners to minimize air contaminant 
emissions. 



: ,, ' 

-3-

V. MONITORING AND REPORTING: 

1. A thermocouple and recording pyrometer or other (!lflflt'e'\feEI) temperature 
measurement a~d recording devices shall be installed and maintained on 
every Q<nedified) wigwam waste burner. 

2. • Exit gas temperatures shall be recorded continously using the installed 
pyrometer at all times when the burner is in operation. 

3. 

... 4. 

Records of temperature and burner operation, or summaries thereof, shall 
be submitted at such freque~cy as tbe Department may prescribe. 

Jn addition to temperature monitoring as prescribed above, in accordance 
with OAR Chapter 340, Section 20-035 and 20-040, the Department may 
require installation of visible emissions monitoring devices and subsequent 
reporting of data therefrom. 

VI. OAR Chapter 340, Sections 25-005, 25-020, 25-015 and 25-020 are hereby 
repealed. 
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COLLINS, REDDEN, FERRIS & VELURE 
HUGH S. COLLINS 
IAMES A. REDDEN 

JOHN E. FERRIS 
LYLE C. VE:L.URE 

AITClRNEYS AT LAW 

225 WEST MAIN STREET 
MEDFORD, OREGON 9750J 

TELEPHONE 
[503J 77\1-4333 

December 22, 1971 

Mr. L. B. Day 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 s. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Dear Mr. Day: 

PLEASE REFER TC 
DUR F'ILE NUMBER: 

. 5992 

This acknowledges your correspondence of December 2, 1971, 
enclosing proposed amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Division 2, 
Subdivision 5. We also note the two scheduled hearings. If 
possible, I will attend the hearing in Portland on January S, 
1972 and if I am unable to do so, I will be present, here in 
Medford, on January 7, 1972. 

Our comments on the proposed amendments follow, and I would 
appreciate it if this letter is entered into the records of 
the hearing. We have corresponded previously, through the 
association of Oregon'Industries, and note that previously 
proposed amendments have been modified. We are most appreciative. 

Our present comments are directed to Sections II (3), III (l) 
and III (3) (b). Under these sections (the STATEMENT OF POLICY 
and AUTHORIZATION TO OPERATE A WIGWAM BURNER) your Department 
will, in effect, require pre-approval of every specific 
modification in each and every instance. We feel that this is 
a reversal of policy and an unfortunate one for all involved. 
The Department will, in effect, be guaranteeing installations 
in advance, if they insist upon pre-approval. Having obtained 
Department approval of a specific installation, the mill 
owner will certainly resist subsequent enforcement efforts if 
the installation does not comply. This situation is aggravated 
by the fact that these sections refer to "design criteria 
approved by the Department". Having once approved, it will be 
most difficult for the Department to reverse its field and shut 
down a non-complying modification. 

A far better approach, in our opinion, would be simply to insist 
on modification, review plans and advise the purchaser of the 
modification that the installation must live up to the standards 
required in Section IV. Manufacturers of modifications should 
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Mr. L. B. Day 
December 22, 1971 
Page Two 

guarantee, to the purchaser, that their products will comply. 
The risk of future non-compliance should be shouldered by the 
manufacturer of the modification and the mill owner who 
purchases same. The Department should be left free to enforce 
Section IV. 

Problems are certain to arise from the fact that the proposals 
require certain "design criteria" without setting such forth. 
Further, what will happen if technological advances outstrip 
the yet-to-be-determined criteria? 

The mill owner should be required to modify and required to 
comply. He should be free to choose a modification he desires 
and thereafter to comply with emission standards. The benefits 
of this approach run to the Department, the manufacturer and 
the mill owner. The latter are not restricted by red tape and 
the former will not find its enforcement bogged down by its own 
pre-approval. 

The ultimate test should be performance and compliance. We 
fear that these proposed rules will be counter-effective •. 

Enclosed are suggested amendments to the indicated sections. 

JAR:cp 
Encl. 

c.c. J. s. Lausmann Corporation 
P. o. Box 1608 
Medford, Oregon 97501 

c.c. Mr. Harold Patterson 
Air Quality Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 
State Off ice Building 
Portland, Oregon 97204 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

November 20, 1971 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO OAR CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 2, SUBDIVISION 5 

WIGWAM WASTE BURNERS 

.I. DEFINITIONS: 

As used in this regulation, unless required otherwise by context, 

l. "Continuous-flow conveying methods" means methods which 
transport materials at uniform rates of flow, or at 
rates generated by the production process. 

2. "Modified wigwam waste burner" means a device having the 
general features of a wigwam waste burner, but with 
improved combustion air controls and other improvements. 
[insea±±ecl-±n-aeesrclanee-w±tfi-desi9n-erieefia-a~~feved 
ey-tfie-ae~afemene.J 

3. "Opacity" means the degree to which an emission reduces 
transmission of light and obscures the view of an 
object in the background. 

4, "Wigwam waste burner" means a burner which consists of 
a single combustion chamber, has the general features of 
a truncated cone, and is used for incineration of 
wastes. 

II. STATEMENT OF POLICY: 

Recent technological and economic developments have enhanced 
the degree to which wood waste residues currently being 
disposed of in wigwam waste burners may be utilized or 
otherwise disposed of in ways not damaging to the environ­
ment. While recognizing that complete utilization of wood 
wastes is not presently possible in all instances, 
consistent with the economic and geographical conditions 
in Oregon, it is hereby declared to be the policy of the 
Environmental Quality Commission to: 

.1. Encourage the complete utilization of wood waste residues. 

2. Phase out, wherever reasonably practicable, all disposal 
of wood waste residues by incineration. 

3. Require [±n-aeeefdanee-w±efi-eseabi±sfied-des±~n-and 
e~erat±n~-er±eefia,] the modification of all wigwam 
waste burners to minimize air contaminant emissions. 
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4. Require effective monitoring and reporting of wigwam 
waste burner opera ting conditions,. 

III. AUTHORIZATION TO OPERATE A WIGWAM BURNER: 

1. Operation of a wigwam waste burner not modified to operate 
in accordance with [aes±qR-e~±ee~±a-ap~~evea-ey-ehe 
Be~a!'emeat!] emission and operation standards is prohibited. 

2. .Persons seeking authorization to modify a wigwam waste 
· burner or establish a new wigwam waste burner shall 
request authorization by submitting a Notice of 
Construction and submitting plans in accordance with 
OAR Chapter 340, Sections 20-025 and 20-030. 

3. Authorization to establish a modified waste burner 
installation shall not be approved unless it is 
demonstrated to the Department that: 

a, No feasible alternative to incineration of wood 
waste residues exists, In demonstrating this, 
the applicant shall provide a statement of the 
relative technical and economic feasibility of 
alternatives, including but not limited to: 
utilization, off site disposal, and incineration 
in a boiler or incinerator other than a wigwam 
waste burner. 

b, The modified wigwam waste burner facility is to be 
constructed and operated in accordance with [aes±~R 
e~±ee~±a-a~~~evea-ey-~he-Be~a~emeHe;-aRa] the emission 
standards set forth in subsection IV of this 
regulation. 

4. Authorization for establishment of a new modified wigwam 
waste burner in conjunction with the establishment of 
a new industrial facility or significant expansion of 
an existing facility shall not be granted. 

(No suggested changes in Sections IV, V or VI) 



Collins, Redden, Ferris and Velure 
Attorneys at Law 
225 West Main Street 
Medford, Oregon 97501 

Attn: James A. Redden 

Gentlemen: 

December 30, 1971 

Re: Your F:lle 5992 

Thank you for your leti:er of December 22, 1971. Your letter 
and recommendations will be entered in the record of tho hearings 
relative to the Implementation Plan and proposed rules. 

The proposed rule relative to wigwam waste burners is not 
intended to change or reverse proviomi policies of the Commi.ssion or 
procedures of the Department, but rat11er to spell out in administrative 
rule form those 1JOlicies and procedures anplicable to this source type, 
This proposal if adopted would be similar to regulations adopted for 
other source types includin'! sulfite pulp mills, board products industries, 
primary nluminum plants, kraft pulp mills w.d others in Subdivision 5 of 
the attached Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340, 

The procedure and requirement of plan revlow and approval 
prier to construction are a transfer of requirements of GAR 340, Sections 
20-020 and 20-025 applicable to all sources into the proposed rule specific 
to wigwam waste burners, The procedures and requirements followed 
relative to waste burners will be similar to that followed for other industry 
source types. The program procedure has worked well for the air and 
water quality control programs, 

The Icederal Act relating to Requirements for Preparation, 
Adoption and Submittal of Implementation Plans, Federal Hegistcr, Volume 36, 
AuguBt 14, 1971, require states to have legal authority to "(4) Prevent 
construction, modification or operation of any stationary source at any 
location where emissiollEl from 1mch source will prevent the attainment or 
maintenance of a natJ.onal stnndard," 'i.'hile tho legul authority is clear, 
the staff !ms concluded the olil.y practical way to implement this program 
f.s by pre-construction plan review. 
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px'e··eonui .. :·w:;Uon plans ;rsid c::1iccifications has been 
V:'»TJ.'.'rnted so th'.lt :t'H :.1'.l1·ties aro aware of 

1G c:on:JL;:·Dctl.on, Atfaelrnd :<t'e example letters 

~· 1 d0r~r~p;1t «'.'.;x•J.tc~r·i.a" }:trevi.our_:l;;t :&L'-:~;ed were removed 
hy jOH ilnd_ tho /\()I (1 0111111itt0c~ thG i,'11:;.aff a.g'l"Ced that 

:-r~: cI.1 :1n[~lI\-_; ar1cl tl·H~ critor"li~, ·:;_1i.gl1t also cfiange. 
·r::-•1c:_; ·-:!'1,·1 -.'-·i,eJ 1:.rnu:11"'{me.nt t"CH:o·_;:t:r1r1E~icr'i.od that a soctio11 

:_~.r1.cl1 ::;,c·; ;;t~etiun XIT ~?, f· ···'.'·(·'.·:.L:J:.ing to de~5ig~n. erit-::Jria b~ retained. 
''3'.'td_;-,. to hr,>.rc~ the design. er·Vi:e:r'h' of tl1e <:Iesigner or 

Vie 1'>n::>a:d:r11ont either be'tol«' or at the same time 
~u.J tlJ/} i.:.1\.·b~- .d.~Lq:l_on of t.!.-_1(:; rit_:LHC". and 8T)CcifJcrJ'.1~(JHG '.i"nr rrpyroval. By this 

th0 Depal'tment Pffuld Lu.ow the criteria or 
rnorHfi.catfon, It is not m<~m!i« to relate to the 

j)u{: to estGbH.shl d crl\."Tia. If this sub-
·'J.C·t: ;J c·1·:·· /.' r:;L:.ould l1c i11~·~ 

V e1·y trul:i yours, 

I-Jo;.c Dtii..'F 
Dil'oet.or 

Vdgin<Jf S!aricJ tf:,r, 

L. B. Duy 

.JAN 3 



STATEMJ3NT OF THE POSITION EXIDBIT g) 
OF .,,. 

THE AMERICAN PLYWOOD ASSOCIATION 

TO THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

CONCERNING PROPOSED VENEER DRYER EMISSION CONTROL STANDARDS 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Environmental 

Quality Commission, my name is Carl. Erb, I 

am on the American Plywood Association staff 

and for the past 2~ years have served as praject 

leader and coordinator on the Washington State 

University study of veneer dryer emissions. The 

plan for the study was presented to state and 

local representatives of both Washington and 

Oregon air pollution control agencies for their 

input prior to commencing testing. Financing 

for the study came from both member and non-member mills 

with matching funds supplied under contract with 

the Environmental Protection Agency. 

Results of the study were presented to 

the air pollution control agency representatives 

in May of last year. 

During the summer of 1971, a second study 

was conducted to determine the degree of control 

of visible emissions which could be attained by 

adjusting dryer operation parameters. During 



this study, simultaneous sampling was conducted, 

at the request of DEQ, to compare the method 

used by WSU with the Research Appliance Corporation 

sampling train used by DEQ. Results obtained 

by DEQ differed from the WSU results by a rather 

large amount. Since sampling of veneer dryer 

emissions is an entirely new area of stack 

sampling, there is no accepted method which could 

be designated. 

This situation still exists. Efforts 

have been made and are still underway to 

develop a method.for sampling veneer dryer 

emissions which will be accurate and give 

reproducible results. Until such a method is 

developed and proven, no reliable value can 

be given to the actual weight of the particulate 

emissions. 

The grain loading figure of 0.05 grain 

per standard cubic foot was based principally 

on the original WSU data and sampling method. 

Since this method is in serious question and 

no other sampling technique has been developed, 

we urgently request that establishment of a 

grain loading value be postponed until such a 

- 2 -



method can be worked out c.====:==i.nd pr< which 

time a value can be set wl :iich w:respond 

to the 20% opacity limit - • n eff<er 

current regulations • 

• 
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1/7/72 

Mr. Chairman - Committee members 

My name is Don Deardorff. I am Production Manager of Agnew Plywood in 
Grants Pass~ Oregon, I speal,: in l1\V mm, and the Company's behalf• I wish to 
direct my remarks generally to the proposed emission standards aru:l most 
c;ped.f:i.cally to the veneer dryer emission standards proposed qy the DEQ, 

Gentlemen: 

The people of this state and the nation are be:ing bombarded almost daily 
with 11news articles" about how technology and inrlustrialization is t.he priirie 
source of pcillutants such as carbon dioxide$ sulphur dioxide' and particulates. 

We are led to believe that each day the air is getting fon.1er and fouler 
and if we do not, pass strict cont1'0l laws. to stop the heartless, money hungry 
operators of industry from their deliberate destruction of om• environment we 
wj.11 all surely per:l.sho 

I su.blllit tr.at these statements and articles are v:ioions fei.ar tactics 
designed to confuse and panic the general public into allowing' - no,demanding -
new repressive laws of control9 and not laws to control pollution as we expect, 
but laws to cont1"ol every facet of American :industry and of every American's life. 

I would like to s11b111i.t some facts for your consideration. Particulates in 
the atmosphere are also responsible f'or the glowing co=!.ors of sunsets. We had 
colorful sunsets, of course, long before :irulustrial:izativn •. c This j.s because man's 
contribution to the parti.culat.e supply is actually minimal. One good volcanic 
erupt:ton, for instance, puts more dust and ash, and also gasesi into earth 1 s 
'rtmosphere than all man 1s smokestacks put together. Dr. William T. Pscora, 
Director of the U, S. Geological Su<.'vey, says, "Man is an :insignificant agent in 
the total picture, although he is an important agent in extremely local context." 
In the extreme local context, the cities of America, rran has been doing pretty wc11 
despite the competition he receives from natural (non man-1nade)soi:u0 ces0 

Particulates are measured in terms of mioograms per cubic meter of' air. 
The following comparison should help put the concentration figures :into better 
perspective. An average aspirin tablet contains 400,000 micograms. A cubic meter 
roughly equals a cubic yard. Nmv the National Mean Average of particulate 
concentrat.ion in 1969 (the most rllcent figure I have) was 92 micograms per cubic 
meter. Which means if you break up an aspirin tablet into four thotwand equal 
particles, and then place one of those particles in a space three feet wide, three 
feet deep, and three feet high, you would have an.aspirj.n concentration roughly 
equivalent to the particulate concentration in u. s. Urban Air in 19690 

In 1930 and 1931 when the Public Health Service took extensive particu.late 
measurements in fourteen of the largest u. s. cities, including New York, tho 
annual mean average of particulates was found to be 519 mioograms per cubic 

meter of air. 

In 1957 Health Education & Welfare began cont:inuousI.v monitoring the air in 
fi.fty-f:ive u. S. cities. The annual mean average for the cities measured over 
the years was 120 lllicograms per cubic met.er. 

., 

,. 
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In 1968 the average was 96 micograms per cubic meter. In 1969 it was 92. So 
says William D. Ruckelshaus, Director of' the l'ederal Envirorunental Protection 
Agency. He doesnt say it very loud~ however. It is also ruy understanding that 
these figures are not now being published. I wonder why., Do you suppose the truth 
wou1d take the thunder away from the power grab being parpetr<.rted by certain 
bureaucrats in the name of environmental protection. 

l.et•s loole;.,at these figures that are available. 1930, 519 micograms; 
1957, 120; 1968, 96; and 1969, 92. New York alone in 1970 recorded 97 micrograms 
per cubic meter average. 

It hardly seems that we are on the verge of imnlinent destruction or that 
the qual:tty of our env:tromnent is being so wantonly destroyed that barring new 
restrictive controls bringing about compliance by force our nation will soon be 
uninhabitable. -

~rt~s. 
To further d:tscredit the/tf:p/)ff,/; of doom let's look at some othEJr facts. The 

life expectancy of the American cit:tzen has increased to 62 .3:3 years :i.n 1%1 
to 68.30 years f'o:r a male child born today. For a female the l:tfe expectancy 
is 71.17 years. These figures were taken from the Commissioners Star.rlard Ordinary 
Mortality Table ;for the Insurance Industries of America. 

It seems rather reinarkable that while the life expectancy of our citizens 
:is in.creasing the industrial polltctants being thoughtlessly producedtoday by 
industry is destroying the livability of our planet. 

Regarding OUJ:' industry spec:tf:tcally, the charges _or inferences that we 
will not or have not done anything about polJ.ut:ton or the improvement of our 
environment without :titles, deadlines 9 or force, i:1re simply untrue. The Southern 
Oregon or Rogue Valley~ area has made remurkable strides in the development 
of improved and accepted wigwam burners. We have led the state and the nat:ton 
in :IDnovative methods and technology to bring about more complete utilization of 
timber resources in our area. The fact that the timber in our region has ·a 
much higher defect rate than most all other timber in the Douglas F :tr belt of the 
Northwest has been an add:ttional burden in achieving these goals 0 

The the fact remains as early· as 8 years ago there were 49 Wigwam burners 
operat:tng in the Rogue Valley'. Today there are 17 operating regularly. -Three 
more are on planned phase-out soon. Four or possibly 5 of the 17 remaining have 
yet to be brought up to standard. The remaining 10 or ll have all 9 at great. 
financial sac~.!lfice to some, have' been brough1; up to the standards of the ;DEQ. 
In 1970 Southern PacH'ic figures show that 17 ,ooo carloads of ch:tps were shipped 
out of the Rogue River valley. Approxl.mately 10 years ago these were nearly all 
hurned. Also jn 1970 2,600 cars of particle boat:d were shipped out. Until 5 or 
6 years ago this was all burned. 

This record hardly depicts an industry that has refused to respond to their 
responsi.bilit:tes regarding the environment in our state and valley. 

-.''.' .... ,,,-. :-
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From ihe largest. to th~' smallest operation in the valley most1 if not all3 
have made' .Significant contributions toward the iroprovellll!lnt of the enviromuenl; 
of our area. 

We at, Agnew are very proud, of our own record regarding both air and water 
quality improvements. We do not plan$ ho~1ever, to sit on our laurels. It has 
always been and will continue to be our policy tc iraprove our operations from 
an environmental as well as a competitive aspect. 

We hawe always approa'ched these problems from a worst first basis, It hardly 
seems that dryer emmissions with from 2.6% of the total to perhaps as high as 5% 
of the total emmissions in the region suggest a hazard to our enviroriroent. 
Certainly not restrictions vihich are a1•bitrary, restrictive and place an undue 
economic burden on an industry that has, demonstrated it's desire to work toward 
voluntary improvement. 

In our successful and orderly solutions to these problems it has not only 
resulted in improved environment, but two of our major improvements have increased 
our employment by 8%0 

They have also converted waste w.ateirial into new everyday useful products 
for home and industry. 

The recol!!d of this indm;try clearly demonstrates it's willingness to 
work toward a more desirabl,e envil>o!lllie!lt by approaching these problems from a 
sound technological viewpoint and aggresivel3· implemsnl;:if1g these irllppo\'®llllJ!lts. 
It further shows that there &l:1IB presmitly ample laws on tho "'oooks in the State 
of Oregon to bring about the desired results. Any addit:LOr-al laws imposed at 
this time would be reduntant and totally un-neoessacy. 

- --- ------,---,,-- c----c-----,-,----~-----:--- -----,-' • 
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further : 
To/support my points I would like to quote from thr January, 1972, 

Header's Digest an article by Mr. Maurice H. Stana, u. s. Secretary of Corl!!llerce. 

"Unfortunately, the idea still persists that industry has done little of 
consequence to fight pollution, and has done that much only because it is being 
dragged across the line. There are deliberate polluters, of course, but in 
general industry is setting conservation records of which it can be proud. Its 
expenditures to clean up our streams and skies in 1970 totaled more than $2.5 
billion, In 1971, they soared to more than $3 0 6 billion. 

Emotional Boomerangs. These figures alone derno!1\')trate that the do-nothing 
charges against industry are false and irresponsible. Yet critics of industry 
continue to press for instant solutions to all complex pollution problems. The 
people, in turn, press the Congress. While these pressures have produced beneficial 
results, they have also produced emotional overreactions harmful not jw::t to business 
but to the Alll9rican people and the long-rmige interests of our country. As a result, 
ari..:trary, short-sighted timetables have been imposed, md hurried, severe regulatiollS 
applied; research has been diverted from orderly paths, and plants have been forced 
to close; jobs have been lost and needed constructions projects delayed. 

When we try to solve environmental problew.s more quickly t_han our technology ,J' 
permits, not only do we raise costs suddenly and sharply, but we increase the 
number of false steps that we take along the way. The incomplete state of our 
knowiedge leads us to pitfalls that can't be foreseen." 

I further quote, 

"The public's desire for immediate solutions is understandable, and its 
impatience may• in many re?pects, be justified. But if we settle for quick 
solutions to one set of E;Jnnronmental problems, we can rapidly catapult ourselves 
into others much more serious 0 

Let us continue to fight pollution - but let us do so real;Liltically and 
soundly.'' 



STATEMENT OF SOUTHERN OREGON TIMBER INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION 
TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION, RELATIVE TO THE 

CLEAN Al R ACT IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR OREGON 
Medford, Oregon - January 7, 1972 

EXHIBIT 5 

I am Martin Craine, secretary-manager of the Southern Oregon Timber Industries 

Association, Medford, Oregon. The organization represents approximately 85% of the 

entire industrial activity concerning the harvesting and processing of forest pro-

ducts in Jackson County. 

Members of the Southern Oregon Timber Industries Association have a long his-

tory of recognizing the need for corrective action to improve the quality of air 

in the Rogue Valley, and continuously have supported, fostered and initiated action 

programs: des.igned to achieve improved air quality. We continue our traditional 

support of reasonable and responsible control programs with general endorsement of 

the proposed implementation plan now before the Commission. 

The many independent and corporate operations who are subscribers to our 

organization chose to make just two points this afternoon. 

First, the principal exception which we make to the proposed regulations 

concerns the emission standards and control implementation for veneer driers. The 

Association supports the American Plywood Association efforts in this regard and· 

endorses the statement of Mr. Douglas Gordeni~r, presented to you today. We suggest 

further elaboration by our organization is not necessary to support the issue. 

Secondly, we feel it i.s necessary for the record to show our continued belief 

that control only of industrial emission sources will not solve the alleged air 

pollution.problem in this valley. I would point out to you and to the res·idents 

of this valley who feel strongly about the quality of the air, that the number of 

wigwam burners still operating in Jackson County is one-third of that just a few 

years ago - and under current improvement programs will be reduced even further in 

a few months. Still the Commission claims that air contaminants will have to be 

reduced by an additional 28%. 



Our point simply is that when all industrial emission sources are brought 

under control, those who object now to the quality of Rogue Valley air will notice 

very little difference and the air qua] ity will still exceed ambient air standards. 

I think it is important that Jackson County citizens not be deluded into believing 

that the cosdy controls imposed on industry and this implementation plan will make 

it possible to see Roxy Anne anytime they take a notion. 

Let me make it clear we are not equivocating in any way from the commitment 

to adopt reasonable measures which will result in necessary improvements by pointing 
i 

the finger of guilt at other polluters. We simply feel that the focus of att~ntion 
I 
I 

on industrial emission sources has deluded the public into believing industrial 

control is the answer. 

If air contamination is to be reduced by 28% - and I personally doubt it is 

a practical, or perhaps even achievable goal - the public should understand the 

price is a 28% reduction in the number of people, or people activities. I wonder 

if the citizens living in the Rogue Valley wouldn't prefer to tolerate a degree 

of 11ai r po11ution 11 which has not been demonstrated to be a universal health 

hazard in Jackson County, rather than impose unnecessary restrictions on their 

private transportation, the heating of homes and schools, and opportunities for 

making a living. The price in the long run is high, even if reaching the pocket 

only indirectly; and furthermore, may in the long run prove unnecessary or even 

ineffective as long as Man remains. 

We urge caution and avoidance of the delusion that this implementation plan, 

or any other more strict measures promoted by anti-pollution crusaders, is 1 ikely 

to return pristine, crystal clear air to the Rogue Valley . 

• 



+t c~ Rogne Valley Plywood, Inc. 

EXffiBIT 

Phone (503) 826-3533 
1795 Antelope Road 

7 

WHITE CITY, OREGON 97501 

STATEMENT FOR PUBLIC HEARING 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

Medford January 7, 1972 

Rogue Valley Plywood is a small independent company with a plywood 

layup plant located at White City. The company is not a member of the 

American Plywood Association, but like many non-member companies, has 

contributed financial support to the A.P.A. in their efforts to define 

the character and scope of emissions from plywood veneer dryers. As a 

result of our participation in these efforts, we have been kept informed 

on the work conducted by Washington State University for the A.P.A. 

Relative to the proposed standards for control of dryer emissions, 

.i/e feel that by changes in the methods of operating our veneer dryers, 

we can live with the 20% opacity requirement as set out in section (a). 

This seems to be a reasonable and attainable level of operation. 

Relative to section (b), we do not feel that it is reasonable at 

this time to establish grain loading standards as there are no known 

reliable methods of measuring these emissions and therefore any such 

standard would for all practical purposes be without effect. 

At the present time several projects are in progress in the in-

dustry attempting to acquire the technology required to reduce emissions 

from dryers. Because of the present lack of proven methods, we do not 

feel that it is equitable to, at this time, set dates for compliance 

schedules. We as a small company cannot afford to spend, say $200,000. 

on a system only to find that it is not practical. It is our suggestion 

that as reliable test results become available, then and only then, 

compliance date$be required. 

_=.==1 
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BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 

QUALITY OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

Further suggested amendments and additional remarks-J, s. Lausman, 
Inc. 

In previous correspondance and oral remarks, we have sug-

gested amendments to certain p<ortions of proppsed amendments 

to OAR chapter 340, division. 2,c·sUbdivision 5, wigwam waste burners. 

By previous correspondance and comment before the Department, 

we have suggested certain amendments including those indicated 

in section I (II), II (III), III ( I ) and III ( III ) (b). These 

seperate comments go to other sections. 

You will note that we suggest that the statement of policy, 

found in section II, be shortened. It should be the stated policy 

of the Department to require modification of all wigwam waste 

burners to minimize ai:i: contaminant emissions, and to require 

effective monitoring and reporting. It goes without saying that 

complete utilization of waste products is desired by all. It 

may not be wise to state a policy calling for the elimination of 

all incineration, which could conceivably turn out to be the most 

efficient manner of disposal. Under some ~nstances, incineration 

would be'.clearly less harmful than land fill. 

We have. suggested the elimination of subparagraph (a) of 

paragraph 3 .in section III. This is ~he section that requires 

the applicant to provide a statement of the relative technical 

and economic feasibility of alternate ways of disposing of these 

wastes. We suggest that this is not only time consuming, but 

also requires the Department to become an economic judge. I 



question whether the Department really wants to be in this field. 

We feel that if the modification of the wigwam burner does 

not help the environment, it should not be allowed whether or 

not there is an economical alternative. 

We also wish to express concern about section III (4). This 

is the section which absolutely forbids authorization for estab­

lishment of a new modified wigwam waste burner in conjunction with 

a new or significantly expanded facility. We agr~e that the Depart­

ment should take a long look at such a situation. However, if it 

can be demonstrated that a modified wigwam burner represents no 

threat to the environment, then the Department should not be 

called upon to arbitrarily deny new jobs. Even under today's 

technology, incineration may be the accepted answer. The test 

should be the effect on the environment and the decision for 

authorization should not be made in advance. 

Lastly, we direct your attention to section IV (2). That 

section states that no person shall use a wigwam waste burner 

for the incineration of anything other than production processed 

wood wastes. In the past, my client's burner has been used, at 

the request of local government, to dispose of things such as 

leaves. The real problem here, though; is that under these rules 

any single chamber burner with the general features of a truncated 

cone i& defined as a wigwam burner and the burning of anything but, 

wood wastes would be forbidden, although a single chambered 

incinerator, with the shape of truncated cone might conceivably 

be developed in the future and be the answer to.problems, rather 

than the source of problems. 



These latter comments are general in nature and designed to 

point up problems rather than to. specifically solve them. If the 

Department feels that the general suggestions are worth following 

up, we would be most happy to cooperate. 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
AIR QUALITY CONTROL DIVISION 

November 20, 1971 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO OAR CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 2, SUBDIVISION 5 

WIGWAM WASTE BURNERS 

I. DEFINITIONS: 

As used in this regulation, unless required otherwise by context, 

1. "Continous-flow conveying methods" means methods which transport 
materials at uniform rates of flow, or at rates generated by the 
production process. 

2. "Modified wigwam waste burner" means a device having the general 
features of a wigwam waste burner, but with improved combustion air 
controls and other improvements. (+l'lfrt-al.led-tR-aeee-l'Elanee-w-ith..Gea-ign 
e¥Hefia-aj'l!TP&'fflcl-by-tfte-Oej3&l"tnl.e1iJ. ) 

3. "Opacity" means the degree to which an emission reduces transmission 
of light and obscures the view of an object in the background. 

4. "Wigwam waste burner" means a burner which consists of a single 
combustion chamber, has the general features of a truncated cone, and 
is used for incineration of wastes. 

5. "Particulate fallout" means the residue from burning of any combustible 
material or the residue from incomplete combustion which settles to the 
ground from the outdoor atmosphere. 

II. STATEMENT OF POLICY: 

fR eeeRt-teellReffig-ieftl.-attcl -eeonomi:e-devele11mefile-have-ellhatteecl-the-cleg'l"e6'-te 
whieh-weetl.-waste-¥e&itl.aes-ettl"l"eftf;ly-being-tl.t~-of-in-wigwam-waste~ 

m&y-be-atH~'Oi'.'-ethe-l"Wtee .ffis11esea-e-f-tJT Wfty&-not-<hmfrgi.Rg-t;o-tlte'€fwi.¥e11mett1;, 
Wltil.e-:eeeegttH;i.Rg-thffi-ee-mpl.ete-ililcHi<atien-ef. -weOO w-as-tes-lc& 'il0t-j9"1'00-efttl.y-poe&ib±e­
m-al. ±-tRslfrRee&,- -&lfl&isteftt-wi tft-the-ee6ft0-mie-&R<i-geegrephie a±~Hons-ffi-O~;-) 
.!.t is hereby declared to be the policy of the Environmental Quality Commission to: 

(2 . ±'hftee-eat,- W-frel"eV& l" ~ 'j-j9"1'ae-tieabte.,--al.± .ffis11esa± .ef-w eea-was te 
¥esi<file.&-by- ifte.intffiltieft.) 

(3. ) l..:. Require (ifraeet>i'a«'ll£€-w+th--estabH£hed-ae&igfraR4-e!'el'atiT>g-el"H-4a;-) 
the modification of all wigwam waste burners to minimize air contaminant 
emissions. 
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(4.) ~Require effective monitoring and reporting of wigwam waste burner 
operating conditions. 

ill. AUTHORIZATION TO OPERATE A WIGWAM BURNER: 

1. Operation of a wigwam waste burner not modified (ttHree&1•dalliXl-wi.tft 
Eiesigft-eflte-Pift-aJlJl"e"eEl.-&y-the-Bejla£tment-is-1n'ehH~iteEI~) to minimize air 
contaminant emissions is prohibited, 

2. Person~ seeking authorization to modify a wigwam waste burner or establish 
a new wigwam waste burner shall request authorization by submitting a 
Notice of Construction and submitting plans in accordance with OAR 
Chapter 340, Sections 20-025 and 20-030. 

3. Authorization to establish a modified waste burner installation shall not 
be approved unless it is demonstrated to the Department that: 

( a~--N& 4'easffi.le-al+eftmtj,ve-te-incitJ.e£aHon-ef-we00 WfrS'te- ¥esfE!ftes--effi.sts-. 
'lfic-dereetJ.stl"frffiig-t.ffis ,-the- aJljllieant-s-lmH"jl'P<7¥id& a -s-t-atemettt- ef-the 
¥e±ati¥e-t-eclmiea± -and-ee etl.e!frie-fea&lbi±ity-e-f-aH-&Pflfttl:ves-,--itJ.efilcling-Blit 
Ret~l:J'frite<i-te~-litttffi.atietJ.;--e-:Ef-s-iote-4ispflflal.,-aft<i-i13.eifreP&tietJ.-ifra 

eel:lffi>-e¥-ineffie¥afG-p -t>the¥-t-han-a-wi:gwa!fr'WfrS'te-eli¥13.e¥~) 

(a~) The modified wigwam waste burner facility is to be constructed and 
operated in accordance with (Eiesigrr-efltePHl-ajljli'e¥eEl.~l3y-the-Bejla¥flnent, 
atJ.EI.) the emission standards set forth in subsection IV of this regulation. 

(4 . Authe¥l:llfrtietJ.-foi'.'-estal3Hs hmeffi-ef ft- Rew-'l'l'T0clifie<i wigw-&J'frwaste-l3ttl'ftBP -itl. 
ee13.~t-ie13.-w ttft. the-eetaeHshmetJ.t -ef-a,-new- -itJ.Eili stpifrl-faoi lity-e-P-&igtJ.l::HeatJ.t 
eHjlaRst013.--ef-ftl't-e*1Stiflg-faeH.l:ty-shal~tJ.et-be-g¥atJ.te<iry 

IV. EMISSION AND OPERATION STANDARDS FOR (MeDIF-!BB) WIGWAM WASTE BURNERS 

1. No person shall cause, suffer, allow or permit the emission of air contaminants 
into the atmosphere from any ('l'l'T0clifl:e<i) wigwam waste burner for a period 
or periods aggregating more than three (3) minutes in any one hour which 
is equal to or greater than 20% opacity. 

(2 . Hesclt&m-emffi.s.ietl.S-ootw-iths !i&Jiding;-13.e-pel"S<7rt-s-hftl l-ttee-a-wj,gw a!fr w-&&te­
Bli ¥!3.e¥-fffl'--tfie-i13.eifreP&t-ie13.-e-f-etfte-p-tfiatl."jl'~tietl. "jl':eeeefH3-weOO WfrS'tefr. 
8lieh-weeEl.-wastes--ehal.l-be-tl"ftftSj3<7Pted-t<T-the-ffirl'ftBP-by-eetJ.tHlol:H3-fbow. 
ee1weyl:Bg--IBe~. ) 

2. No person shall cause, suffer, allow or permit the emission of visible 
particulate fallout from any wigwam burner. 
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V. MONITORING AND REPORTING: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

A thermocouple and recording pyrometer or other (!lJ'lfli'evetl) temperature 
measurement and recording devices shall be installed and maintained on 
every (ffiodified) wigwam waste burner. 

Exit gas temperatures shall be recorded continously using the installed 
pyrometer at all times when the burner is in operation. 

Records of temperature and burner operation, or summaries thereof, shall 
be submitted at such freque~cy as the Department may prescribe. 

In addition to temperature monitoring as prescribed above, in accordance 
with OAR Chapter 340, Section 20-035 and 20-040, the Department may 
require installation of visible emissions monitoring devices and subsequent 

· reporting of data therefrom. 

VI. OAR Chapter 340, Sections 25-005, 25-020, 25-015 and 25-020 are hereby 
repealed. 
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